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Staff Report 
PLANNING DIVISION 

  COMMUNITY & NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
To: Salt Lake City Appeals Hearing Officer 
 
From: Wayne Mills – Planning Manager 
 (385) 226-8461 or wayne.mills@slcgov.com 
 
Date: January 28, 2021 (hearing date) 
 
Re: PLNAPP2020-00790 – Appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve a Planned 

Development known as Stanford Commons at approximately 2052 E. Michigan Ave. 
(Petition PLNPCM2020-00230) 

 
  

 
APPEAL OF A DECISION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
Property Address:  2052 E. Michigan Ave. (approx. address)  
Parcel IDs: 16-10-303-001 
Zoning District:  RMF-30 – Low Density Multi-Family Residential 
Master Plan:  East Bench Community Master Plan - Neighborhoods 
Planning Commission Hearing Date: September 23, 2020 
Appellant: David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose 
 
BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION:    
The subject development project (Stanford Commons) is located at the southwest corner of the Townes 
Condominiums (Townes). On May 7, 2020 an application was submitted to subdivide a portion of the 
Townes property for future development. The portion of the property subdivided from the Townes property 
previously served as a common area for the Townes but was no longer needed. The preliminary subdivision 
plat was approved through an administrative process on August 14, 2020 according to the process and 
standards applicable to preliminary plat approvals.  
 
On March 19, 2020 an application was submitted for a Planned Development to develop the property subject 
to the previous preliminary subdivision approval. The project (Stanford Commons) would further subdivide 
the property into four lots that would house three townhomes and a common area. Details of the project are 
included in the Planning Commission Staff Report (Attachment F). 
 
On September 23, 2020 the Planning Commission heard and considered the proposal at a public meeting. 
Following presentations made by Staff and the applicant, and after taking public comment on the proposal, 
the Planning Commission voted 5-2 to approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision 
subject to certain conditions. The minutes of the Planning Commission meeting are included as Attachment 
E.   
 
On October 6, 2020 the City received an application from David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose (appellant) 
appealing the Planning Commission decision approving the Planned Development. 
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BASIS FOR APPEAL:  
This is an appeal of a Planning Commission decision; therefore, the Appeal Hearing Officer’s decision 
must be made based on the existing public record.  This is not a public hearing; no public testimony 
shall be taken. The appellant’s application and brief are included as Attachment B and the City 
Attorney’s response to the appeal is included as Attachment C. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
If the decision is upheld, the decision of the Planning Commission stands. If decision of the Planning 
Commission is not upheld, the matter could be remanded back to the Planning Commission. The 
decision made by the Appeal Hearing Officer can be appealed to the Third District Court within 30 
days.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Vicinity Map 
B. Appeal Application and Brief 
C. City Attorney’s Brief 
D. Planning Commission Record of Decision 
E. Planning Commission Minutes of September 23, 2020 Meeting 
F. Planning Commission Staff Report – Published September 18, 2020 
G. Agenda, Notice, and Mailing List of the Planning Commission Hearing 
H. Early Notification Letter and Mailing List 
I. Stanford Commons Developer Opposition to Appeal 
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ATTACHMENT A:  VICINITY MAP 
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ATTACHMENT B:  APPEAL APPLICATION AND BRIEF 
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ATTACHMENT C:  CITY ATTORNEY’S BRIEF 
 

 
  



ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OF A LAND USE APPEAL 
(Case No. PLNAPP2020-00778 and PLNAPP2020-00790) 

(Appealing Petition Nos. PLNPCM2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231) 
January 14, 2021 

 
 

 
Appellants:   Benjamin Emery and Brigette Emery (PLNAPP2020-00778) 
   David Rose and Lisa Rose (PLNAPP2020-00790) 
 
Decision-making entity: Salt Lake City Planning Commission   
 
Address  
Related to Appeal:  2052 East Michigan Avenue 
 
Request: Appealing the planning commission’s approval of planned 

development and preliminary subdivision 
 
Brief Prepared by:  Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney 
 
 
 

Land Use Appeals Hearing Officer’s Jurisdiction and Authority 

The appeals hearing officer, established pursuant to Section 21A.06.040 of the Salt Lake 

City Code, is the city’s designated land use appeal authority on appeals of planning commission 

decisions as provided in Chapter 21A.16 of the Salt Lake City Code. 

 
Standard of Review for Appeals to the Appeals Hearing Officer 

 
In accordance with Section 21A.16.030.A of the Salt Lake City Code, an appeal made to 

the appeals hearing officer “shall specify the decision appealed, the alleged error made in 

connection with the decision being appealed, and the reasons the appellant claims the decision to 

be in error, including every theory of relief that can be presented in district court.”  It is the 

appellants’ burden to prove that the decision made by the land use authority was incorrect.  (Sec. 

21A.16.030.F).  Moreover, it is the appellants’ responsibility to marshal the evidence in this 
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appeal.  Carlsen v. City of Smithfield, 287 P.3d 440 (2012), State v. Nielsen, 326 P.3d 645 

(Utah, 2014), and Hodgson v. Farmington City, 334 P.3d 484 (Utah App., 2014). 

“The appeals hearing officer shall review the decision based upon applicable standards 

and shall determine its correctness.”  (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.b).  “The appeals hearing officer shall 

uphold the decision unless it is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a 

law, statute, or ordinance in effect when the decision was made.”  (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.c). 

This case deals with application of Section 21A.55.050 (Standards for Planned 

Developments) and Section 20.16.100 (Standards of Approval for Preliminary Plats) of the Salt 

Lake City Code. 

 
Background 

 This matter was heard by the planning commission on September 23, 2020 via electronic 

meeting on a petition by Alta Development Group, LLC (“Applicant”) representing the property 

owner for planned development and preliminary subdivision approval to subdivide a portion of 

property located at 2052 East Michigan Avenue (the “Property”), and for relief from front yard 

setback, grade change, and minimum lot area requirements. Video of the commission’s 

September 23, 2020 public meeting is part of the record of this matter and is found at 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_08qT3OivDc (05:53 to 1:14:12). 

Planning division staff prepared a report for the commission’s September 23, 2020 

meeting in which staff determined that the petitions for planned development and preliminary 

subdivision met the standards for approving those petitions. (See Planning Division Staff Report 

Dated September 18, 2020). The staff report includes a point-by-point analysis of the standards 

with corresponding findings in Attachments F, G, and H. The staff report also includes 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_08qT3OivDc
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comments provided by a representative of the Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council and 

several neighbors in Attachment I thereto. 

At the September 23, 2020 meeting, planning division staff presented an overview of the 

proposed development project, provided visual materials, responded to commission members’ 

questions, and offered a recommendation to approve both petitions. (See Video of September 23, 

2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 05:53 to 21:10). Applicant’s representative, Stanford 

Bell, described the development proposal, provided visual materials, and responded to 

commissioners’ questions. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 

21:30 to 35:10). 

The commission held a public hearing at the September 23, 2020 meeting, following 

which the Applicant provided a response to some of the comments provided. (See Video of 

September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 35:58 to 55:38). 

Following the public hearing on this matter, the planning commission asked follow-up 

questions, discussed the petitions, and voted to approve1 the planned development and 

preliminary subdivision “based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information 

presented [at the September 23, 2020 meeting], and input received during the public hearing”.  

(See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 55:40 to 1:14:12).  

 Appellants, Benjamin Emery and Brigitte Emery (“Emerys”)  submitted an appeal of the 

planning commission’s decision on or about October 6, 2020. Appellants David Rose and Lisa 

Rose (“Roses”) also submitted an appeal on or about October 6, 2020, which appeal contains 

identical arguments as those submitted by the Emerys. The Emerys and Roses will be  referred 

herein collectively as “Appellants”.  

 
1 The motion to approve the planned development and preliminary subdivision was passed by a 5-2 vote. 
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Appellants’ identical arguments are that the planning commission’s decision was 

arbitrary and capricious because there was no substantial evidence in the record to support 

approval of certain planned development standards found in Salt Lake City Code Section 

21A.55.050 and that the commission’s decision was illegal because it failed the meet the 

objectives of Section 21A.55.010. 

  
Discussion 

 As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that Appellants have challenged the planning 

commission’s decisions on both the planned development and preliminary subdivision approvals, 

but have not provided any assertions that the commission erred on the preliminary subdivision 

approval and have not addressed any of the preliminary subdivision standards. Accordingly, any 

claims that the commission’s decision on the preliminary subdivision should be reversed must be 

denied. 

Part I of Appellants’ arguments asserts that the planning commission’s decision was 

arbitrary and capricious because:  

(A) the scale, mass and intensity of the Stanford Commons is not compatible with the 
neighborhood where the planned development will be located; (B) the building setbacks 
along the perimeter of the Stanford Commons do not provide sufficient open space 
buffering between the proposed development and neighboring properties to minimize 
impacts related to privacy and noise; (C) Mobility is not enhanced while crowded parking 
and dangerous street traffic is greatly increased; (D) mature trees located along the 
periphery of the Stanford Commons and the existing landscaping will not be preserved 
and maintained.  

 
(Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5). Appellants address each of these individually as planned 

development standards that somehow were not met. 

 
A. Appellants’ Argument: Incompatibility with the Neighborhood  
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 Appellants assert that the three proposed townhomes are incompatible with the 

neighborhood contrary to the standards set forth in Salt Lake City Code Subsection 

21A.55.050.C.1 as to the “scale, mass, and intensity” of the proposed development. (See 

Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5-7). However, these compatibility characteristics are among several that 

the planning commission can, but is not required to, consider. Section 21A.55.050 of the city’s 

code provides the several standards that an applicant must meet in order for the planning 

commission to grant planned development approval. Subsection C thereof reads: 

C.   Design And Compatibility: The proposed planned development is compatible with the area the planned 
development will be located and is designed to achieve a more enhanced product than would be 
achievable through strict application of land use regulations. In determining design and compatibility, 
the Planning Commission should consider: 
1. Whether the scale, mass, and intensity of the proposed planned development is compatible with 

the neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the policies stated in an 
applicable Master Plan related to building and site design; 

2. Whether the building orientation and building materials in the proposed planned development are 
compatible with the neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the 
policies stated in an applicable Master Plan related to building and site design; 

3. Whether building setbacks along the perimeter of the development: 
a. Maintain the visual character of the neighborhood or the character described in the applicable 

Master Plan. 
b. Provide sufficient space for private amenities. 
c. Provide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed development and neighboring 

properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and noise. 
d. Provide adequate sight lines to streets, driveways and sidewalks. 
e. Provide sufficient space for maintenance. 

4. Whether building facades offer ground floor transparency, access, and architectural detailing to 
facilitate pedestrian interest and interaction; 

5. Whether lighting is designed for safety and visual interest while minimizing impacts on 
surrounding property; 

6. Whether dumpsters, loading docks and/or service areas are appropriately screened; and 
7. Whether parking areas are appropriately buffered from adjacent uses. 

 

(SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C (emphasis added)). Mass, scale and intensity are just a few 

of the elements that the commission “should consider” in determining whether the development 

would result in a “more enhanced product than” what would be required if modification of the 

standards were not allowed through planned development approval. That language makes it clear 

that, since it is only an element that the commission should consider, strict compliance with that 
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element is not mandatory. For that reason alone, Appellants’ arguments that the commission’s 

decision related to consideration of compatibility of the proposed development must fail. As a 

matter of law, the commission’s decision cannot be arbitrary and capricious as to an element that 

is merely a recommended consideration.  

 Notwithstanding that fatal defect in Appellants’ arguments regarding compatibility, the 

planning division staff report does address compatibility (see Planning Division Staff Report p. 7 

and Attachment G) and the planning commission specifically adopted the findings contained in 

the staff report in the motion it approved. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning 

Commission Meeting at 1:08:49). The commission heard public comments and staff comments 

regarding compatibility and discussed the issue of compatibility following the public hearing and 

chose to accept planning division staff’s findings on compatibility.2  

 Appellants’ compatibility argument centers on the type of proposed development, 

claiming that three attached townhomes are incompatible with adjacent single-family dwellings, 

two churches, and the detached condominiums in The Towns condominiums. Appellants contend 

that the proposed townhomes in the Stanford Commons development would be incompatible 

because several adjacent properties, including those owned by the Roses and Emerys, are zoned 

R-1/7,000 and are much larger than the lots the townhomes would be situated on. (See 

Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5). That argument fails to explain how smaller lots that are being created 

simply for property ownership purposes present some incompatibility with surrounding 

development. More importantly, Appellants fail to explain how the planning commission’s 

adoption of planning staff’s findings was erroneous, particularly in light of staff’s testimony that 

 
2 Additionally, the language of Subsection 21A.55.050.C.1 provides that compatibility may also be measured against 
the “policies stated in an applicable Master Plan”. Planning staff’s analysis of the standard set forth in Subsection 
21A.55.050.B does just that. 
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a multifamily structure with the same or similar massing and design could be built on the 

Property without relief from the lot size standards if the proposed structure were intended to 

remain on one lot in unified ownership. The lot size argument is a red herring as lot sizes in the 

same neighborhoods and on the same blocks vary widely all over Salt Lake City. Compatibility 

isn’t measured by lot lines; it’s determined by what is built within those lines. Appellants cite the 

Zions Lutheran Church being situated on 1.85 acres as evidence of how the lot sizes proposed by 

Applicant are somehow incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood, but Appellants fail to 

mention that those 1.85 acres are the sum of two lots on which that church is built. However, it 

does undercut Appellants’ argument that a differently-sized lot is incompatible. 

 Ultimately, it is not for us to debate what is the appropriate size of a lot in this 

neighborhood, even if the planning commission were required to determine “[w]hether the scale, 

mass, and intensity of the proposed planned development is compatible with the neighborhood 

where the planned development will be located” (SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C.1). Based 

on the information provided to it, the planning commission determined that the proposed planned 

development would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood when it adopted planning 

division staff’s findings. The issue is not whether the commission could have made a different--

or in Appellants’ view, a better--decision; the issue for the hearing officer to determine is “in 

light of the evidence before the [planning commission], whether a reasonable mind could reach 

the same conclusion as the [planning commission].” Baker v. Park City, 405 P.3d 962, 966-67 

(Utah App. 2017) (quoting Patterson v. Utah County Board of 

Adjustment, 893 P.2d 602, 604 (Utah App.1995)). Under the law, that land use decision is due “a 

great deal of deference.” Baker, 405 P.3d at 966 (quoting Springville Citizens for a Better 
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Community v. City of Springville, 979 P.2d 332, 336 (Utah 1999), and see Utah Code Section 

10-9a-801(3)(b).  

If the hearing officer, affording the planning commission “a great deal of deference”, 

finds that a reasonable mind could have reached the same conclusion as the commission, that is 

the end of the inquiry. The city contends that there is no other conclusion to reach but that a 

reasonable mind could reach the same conclusion, and that because the information the planning 

commission based its decision upon constitutes substantial evidence, the commission’s decision 

was not arbitrary or capricious.  

 
B. Appellants’ Argument: Insufficient Open Space Buffering Adversely Affect Privacy 

and Noise  
 
 Appellants next contend that the proposed “Stanford Commons building setbacks as 

proposed provide inadequate buffering that are a great detriment to the privacy and noise of the 

neighboring properties.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 7). In support of that assertion, Appellants 

argue that  

[t]he 3-story, 26+ feet tall townhomes of the Stanford Commons will create a looming 
intrusion into privacy of its neighbors like the Emerys to its south, the Dunbars to its 
north and Kong and Kwak to the east. The exterior windows on the 2-story and 3-story 
sides of the north, east and south elevations of the Stanford Commons will peer into their 
neighbors’ homes in a completely unwelcome and ordinance-violating intrusion.  
 

(Appellants’ Briefs at p. 8). What Appellants neglect to mention is that the proposed townhome  

structure will be four feet below the 30-foot maximum building height (see see Planning 

Division Staff Report Attachment F) and that only a small portion of the second and third floors 

of the proposed structures will be living areas that encroach into the front yard setback--and only 

by two feet. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 12:54 to 

13:35). The proposed feature that would most significantly encroach into the front yard setback 
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are stairs (see Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 13:35 to 14:05), 

which the commission required to be less intrusive in its approval. (See Video of September 23, 

2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 55:40 to 1:14:12).  

The privacy and noise concerns raised by Appellants are unfounded. The proposed 

structures will not be as high as they could be and only a small corner of each townhome’s 

second and third floors will project into the front yard setback, and only by two feet at the apex 

of each of those corners. Appellants don’t even bother to explain how noise would be an issue. 

The privacy and noise concerns raised by Appellants relate to the text of Salt Lake City 

Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C.3.c. As a subpart of Subsection 21A.55.050.C discussed above, 

the planning commission, again, is merely encouraged to consider “[w]hether building setbacks 

along the perimeter of the development…[p]rovide sufficient open space buffering between the 

proposed development and neighboring properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and 

noise.” As the city made clear with respect to Appellants’ argument regarding neighborhood 

compatibility, a commission decision cannot be arbitrary and capricious as to an element that it is 

merely encouraged to consider. It is a legal impossibility to find arbitrariness or capriciousness in 

a land use authority’s treatment of a recommended consideration.  

Nevertheless, the planning commission did consider the information provided to it and 

rendered its decision based on that information. The concerns raised by Appellants were 

presented in correspondence to the commission, which was included in Attachment I of the staff 

report, and were raised in the public hearing. The element of setbacks in relation to privacy and 

noise concerns is addressed in Attachment G of the staff report. As discussed above, the inquiry 

here is not whether Appellants’ opinions should prevail, but whether a reasonable mind could 

have reached the same conclusion. The city contends that there is no question that a reasonable 
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mind would have reached the same conclusion even if that reasonable mind was considering the 

setback issue on the relevant ordinance’s suggestion to do so. 

 
C. Appellants’ Argument: Failure to Increase Mobility 

As is the case with Appellants’ other arguments, they ask the hearing officer to substitute 

their judgment for the planning commission’s in their argument pertaining to mobility. They 

contend that, “[t]he Planning Commission failed to order a traffic study” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 

9) for a proposed three-unit development, despite the fact that Subsection 21A.55.040.A.7 

empowers only the city’s transportation division to order a traffic study. The planned 

development application was routed to the transportation division for review, and that division 

declined to require any traffic study for this proposed three-unit townhome development. The 

planning commission’s decision cannot be disturbed simply because Appellants believe that a 

traffic study should have been required when Salt Lake City’s transportation experts did not 

believe it to be necessary.  

As noted with respect to Appellants’ first two arguments, the relevant code section 

merely provides that the planning commission “should consider” those transportation and 

mobility elements provided in Subsection 21A.55.050.E. The staff report addressed those 

elements in Attachment G and the concerns raised by Appellants were presented by Appellants 

and mentioned by the Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council representative at the September 

23, 2020 public hearing. Yet, the planning commission chose to adopt the findings of the city’s 

professional planner.  

The relevant standard that the planning commission was required to determine is whether 

“[t]he proposed planned development supports Citywide transportation goals and promotes safe 

and efficient circulation within the site and surrounding neighborhood.” SLC Code Subsection 
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21A.55.050.E. As stated above, that standard was addressed in the planning division staff’s 

findings in its staff report and the planning commission chose to adopt those findings. Again, the 

hearing officer must allot the commission “a great deal of deference” and determine whether a 

reasonable mind could have reached the same result that the planning commission did. It is not 

for a land use appeals authority or a court to substitute their judgment or opinion for the land use 

authority’s. See Baker, 405 P.3d at 966 (citing Springville Citizens, 979 P.2d at 337). There is 

substantial evidence in the record upon which the planning commission based its decision, and 

there is nothing in the record or in Appellants’ arguments that credibly suggests that a reasonable 

mind could not have reached the same conclusion as the commission.  

 
D. Appellants’ Argument: Mature Trees and Existing Landscaping Will Not Be Preserved  

 Appellants claim that, “[t]he Planning Commission did not correctly understand the 

requirement of Section 21A.55.050D” because some mature trees would not be preserved and 

maintained. (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 12). The relevant standard here is whether “[t]he proposed 

planned development preserves, maintains or provides native landscaping where appropriate.” 

SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.D. Note the word “or” that precedes the word “provides” and 

that the preservation, maintaining or providing of “native landscaping” shall occur “where 

appropriate.” The language that follows that sentence, again, gives the commission a list of 

elements it “should consider”. Again, that “should consider” language is permissive. The 

mandatory language that preceded it makes clear that as an alternative to preserving or 

maintaining native landscaping--which may not even include mature trees--other landscaping 

may be provided where appropriate.  

Who should determine whether native landscaping is to be “preserve[d], maintain[ed] or 

provide[d]”? Perhaps the Salt Lake City Urban Forester is qualified to answer that question. The 
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city’s urban forester’s comments to the proposed planned development--including its landscape 

plan--was: 

A mitigation fee would be required as a condition of plan approval. The [park strip] tree 
in question is 10” dbh so if they plant two (2) 2” trees they would owe for 6” of 
mitigation which is $1200.00 The tree would have to be removed via permit issuance to 
an ISA Certified Arborist.  
 
Additionally, a public right of way tree planting permit is required. 

(Planning Division Staff Report Attachment J).  

 Although preservation of mature trees is a practice that the city supports, its regulations 

do allow removed trees to be replaced as provided in Subsection 21A.55.050.D as well as 

provided in Section 21A.48.135 and Chapter 2.26 of the Salt Lake City Code.   

 All of this is background information as to what the appeals hearing officer is required to 

consider: could a reasonable mind have reached the same conclusion as did the planning 

commission? Again, the elements of Subsection 21A.55.050.D.1 through D.4 are elements that 

the commission “should consider”, but compliance with Subsection D is only required for the 

standard provided in the first sentence of that Subsection. Planning staff’s report finds as to 

Subsection D that “[t]he proposed project generally complies with all landscape considerations.” 

(Planning Division Staff Report Attachment G). As to Subpart 1 of Subsection D, planning staff 

did indicate partial compliance, but also noted the urban forester’s approval of the tree 

replacement plan.  

 Affording the appropriate deference to the planning commission’s acceptance and 

adoption of staff’s findings, the hearing officer is left to determine whether a reasonable mind 

could reach the conclusion that the planning commission did. The city contends that a reasonable 

mind could. 
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 Part II of Appellants’ arguments simply contends that the commission’s decision was 

“illegal” because the proposed Stanford Commons planned development “does not satisfy any of 

the objectives stated in Section 21A.55.010 of the SLC Ordinances.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 

13).  

 Utah Code Section 10-9a-801 clarifies what “illegal” means in the context of a challenge 

to a land use decision. Subsection (3)(c)(ii) thereto provides that, a land use “decision is illegal if 

the decision is: (A) based on an incorrect interpretation of a land use regulation; or (B) contrary 

to law.” Nothing in Appellants’ arguments credibly asserts or identifies that the planning 

commission incorrectly interpreted the relevant provisions of Section 21A.55.050. The argument 

is merely that, “Planning Staff did not spend enough time meeting with the Planning 

Commission to properly brief it on the true nature of the objectives contained in Section 

21A.55.010” and that “[i]f it had, the Planning Commission would have likely recognized that 

the Stanford Commons does not qualify for planned development treatment because it does not 

satisfy any of the objectives stated in Section 21A.55.010.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 13). That 

claim seems to suggest that this was the first time that the members of this planning commission 

had ever been presented with a planned development application or that its members are 

incapable of understanding the relevant standards. Despite that absurd assertion, there is nothing 

in Appellants’ arguments to give the hearing officer any basis to find that the commission’s 

decision was illegal.  

 
Conclusion 

 Appellants have failed to meet their burden of proving that the Salt Lake City Planning 

Commission’s decision to approve the Applicant’s planned development and subdivision 

applications was in any way arbitrary, capricious, or illegal. For this reason and all of the reasons 
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stated above, Appellants’ arguments must be rejected and the planning commission’s decision be 

upheld. 

 

  
 
 
 
 



PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision                                                                       Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021 

 

ATTACHMENT D:  PLANNING COMMISSION RECORD OF 
DECISION 
 
 
  



Salt Lake City Planning Commission Record of Decision 
September 23, 2020 5:30 p.m. 

This meeting was held electronically pursuant to the  
Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation  

 
1. Stanford Commons Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 2052 E 

Michigan Avenue – Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property 

owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed address. The 

proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site and subdividing the property 

into four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units. The 

proposed project is subject to the following petitions:  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development is requested to modify the required front yard 

setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4') within a required yard, and the required 

minimum lot area for the new lots. Case number PLNPCM2020-00230 

b. Preliminary Subdivision – Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create four (4) new      

lots.  Case number PLNSUB2020-00231 

 

The property is zoned RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within Council 
District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or 
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) 
 

Decision: Approved with conditions                                                                                                  

 
2. Conditional Use ADU at approximately 952 S Windsor Street – Alexis Suggs, property owner 

representative, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an approximate 644 square foot accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) above a new detached 3-car garage at the above listed address. The property is 
zoned R-1/5,000 (Single-Family Residential) and is located within Council District 5, represented by 
Darin Mano (Staff Contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) Case 
number PLNPCM2020-00451 

 

Decision: Approved with conditions                                                                                                  

 
3. Twenty Ones at approximately 2105 E 2100 S - Tom Henriod, with Rockworth Companies, is 

requesting approval for a new mixed-use development at the above listed address. The development 
includes two buildings with approximately 21,000 SF of commercial space and 107 residential 
units.  A total of 168 parking spaces will be provided on site. Currently the land is used for commercial 
businesses and is zoned CB (Community Business). This type of project requires Design Review and 
Special Exception approval. The subject property is located in Council District 6, represented by Dan 
Dugan (Staff Contact: Krissy Gilmore at (801) 535-7780 or Kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com) 
 

a. Design Review: The development requires Design Review approval due to building size limits in 

the CB: Community Business zoning district as well as requested additional height on the south 

building. Case number PLNPCM2019-01170  

b. Special Exception: The development requires Special Exception approval due to additional 

height requested on the north building. Case number PLNPCM2020-00200 

 
Decision: Approved with conditions   
 

4. Planned Development request for The Abbie at approximately 1739 S Main Street - A request 

by Andrew Black of CW Urban for Planned Development approval for two buildings with 13 multi-

mailto:Kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com


family residential units at the above address. The subject property is located in the CC (Commercial 

Corridor) zoning district. The applicant is requesting Planned Development approval for a building 

without street frontage.  The subject property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin 

Mano (Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (801) 535-7625 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case 

number PLNPCM2020-00378 

 

Decision: Approved with conditions                                                                                                  

   

5. Izzy South Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 534 East 2100 South - Ryan 

McMullen, Applicant, is requesting Design Review and Special Exception approval for a proposed 

71-unit mixed use building located at approximately 534 East 2100 South by the name of “Izzy South.” 

The Applicant is requesting a modification of the maximum height requirement to accommodate 

architectural features on the front-facing façade of the proposed building through the Special 

Exception process. This project also triggers the Design Review process because the building is 

larger than 15,000 gross square feet in size. The property is zoned CB (Community Business) and is 

located within Council District 7, represented by Amy Fowler (Staff Contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 

202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-

00655 

 

Decision: Tabled                                                                                                                          

 

6. Gateway Storage at approximately 134 South 700 West - Austin Lundskog, Applicant, is 

requesting approval of a proposed self-storage facility 130,500 sq. ft. in size at approximately 134 

South 700 West. The property is zoned GMU (Gateway Mixed Use) and is located within Council 

District 4, represented by Analia Valdemoros (Staff contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or 

caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development approval is needed due to the proposed 

building being an increase of size larger than 25% of the existing buildings on site. Case 

number PLNPCM2020-00182 

b. Design Review – Design Review approval is needed due to self-storage facilities in the 

G-MU Zone being required to undergo this process and the Applicant’s request for 

modifications to the exterior building materials and blank wall requirements. Case number 

PLNPCM2020-00399 

c. Special Exception – Special Exception approval is needed due to the Applicant’s request 

to allow a modified parking arrangement based off of a traffic generation study provided 

by the Applicant. Case number PLNPCM2020-00655 

 

Decision: Approved with conditions                                                                                                   

 

 
 
Any final decision made by the Planning Commission can be appealed by filing an “appeal of decision” 
application within 10 days of the decision. Contact the Planning Division for more information about filing an 
appeal.  

 
Dated at Salt Lake City, Utah this 24th day of September, 2020. 
Marlene Rankins, Administrative Secretary 



PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision                                                                       Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021 

 

ATTACHMENT E:  PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
(9/23/20) 
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SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to the 

Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation  
Wednesday, September 23, 2020 

 
A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting was called to 

order at 5:30:09 PM. Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings are retained for a period 

of time.  
 
Present for the Planning Commission meeting were: Chairperson, Adrienne Bell; Vice Chairperson, 
Brenda Scheer; Commissioners; Maurine Bachman, Amy Barry, Carolynn Hoskins, Matt Lyon, Sara 
Urquhart, and Crystal Young-Otterstrom.  
 
Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Wayne Mills, Planning Manager; Molly Robinson, 
Planning Manager; John Anderson, Planning Manager; Allison Parks, Attorney; Linda Mitchell, Principal 
Planner; Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner; Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner; Caitlyn Miller, Principal 
Planner; Nannette Larsen, Principal Planner; and Marlene Rankins, Administrative Secretary.  
 

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:31:11 PM   

Chairperson Bell stated she had nothing to report. 
 
Vice Chairperson Scheer stated she had nothing to report. 
 

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 5:31:22 PM  

Wayne Mills, Planning Manager, provided the public with information on how to join and participate during 
the meeting. 
 
Chairperson, Adrienne Bell read the Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation for holding a virtual meeting.  
 

5:36:34 PM  

Stanford Commons Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 2052 E 
Michigan Avenue – Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property 
owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed address. The 
proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site and subdividing the property into 
four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units. The proposed 
project is subject to the following petitions:  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development is requested to modify the required front yard 

setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4') within a required yard, and the required 

minimum lot area for the new lots. Case number PLNPCM2020-00230 

b. Preliminary Subdivision – Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create four (4) new      

lots.  Case number PLNSUB2020-00231 

 

The property is zoned RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within Council 
District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or 
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) 
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Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case 
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Planned Development 
and Preliminary Subdivision requests with the conditions listed in the staff report.  
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

• Clarification on distance of stairs from sidewalk 

• Setback of the lot line to the end of the stairs 

• Clarification on homeownership  
 
Stanford Bell, applicant, provided a presentation along with further design details.  
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following: 

• Clarification on apartment complex meaning for the applicant 

• Whether there are other design options for homeownership  

• Clarification on purpose of the stair placement  

• Clarification on front door placement 

• Entrances to units 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 6:04:28 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Devon Olson, Community Council Chairperson – Stated his opposition of the request. He also raised 
concerns with the density in the neighborhood and traffic problems.  
 
Ben Emery – Stated the proposal is not compatible with the neighborhood and stated his opposition of 
the request.  
 
David Rose – Stated his opposition of the request.  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the request. He also raised concern with the stair placement.  
 
Soren Simonsen – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Bill Christiansen – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Scott Jones – Stated his opposition of the request. 
 
Susan Wurtzburg – Provided an email comment stated opposition of the request.  
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 
Stanford Bell addressed the public comments and concerns.  
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following: 

• Whether the applicant explored other staircase designs or placement  

• Clarification on the proposal for the townhome development to the North of the property 
 

The Commission made the following comments: 

• I’m not comfortable moving forward to approve the petition without seeing the possible changes 
to the stairs 
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• Suggestions were provided to make changes to the staircase  

• Suggestions of adding greenery or landscaping around the stairs 
 

MOTION 6:38:00 PM   

Commissioner Scheer stated, based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information 
presented, and input received during the public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission 
approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision requests (PLNPCM2020-00230 & 
PLNSUB2020-00231) as proposed, subject to complying with the conditions listed in the staff 
report and subject to a design review by staff concerning the stairs and front landscaping of the 
project, subject to the discussion of the Planning Commission in the meeting.  
 
Commissioner Urquhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Scheer, 
and Urquhart voted “Aye”. Commissioners Lyon, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Nay”. The motion 
passed 5-2.  
 

6:43:32 PM Adrienne Bell, read the online meeting public announcement.  

 

6:44:45 PM  

Conditional Use ADU at approximately 952 S Windsor Street – Alexis Suggs, property owner 
representative, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an approximate 644 square foot accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) above a new detached 3-car garage at the above listed address. The property is 
zoned R-1/5,000 (Single-Family Residential) and is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin 
Mano. (Staff Contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) Case number 
PLNPCM2020-00451 
 
Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case 
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use as 
proposed and with the listed conditions in the staff report.  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 6:49:52 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 

MOTION 6:51:43 PM  

Commissioner Barry stated, based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information 
presented, and input received during the public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission 
approve the Conditional Use request (PLNPCM2020-00451) as proposed, subject to complying 
with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Young-Otterstrom requested an amendment to add lighting to the alley side of the property. 
Commissioner Barry accepted the amendment.   
 
Commissioner Scheer seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Scheer, Young-
Otterstrom, Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
  

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923183800&quot;?Data=&quot;4b857d8f&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184332&quot;?Data=&quot;d8aec085&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184445&quot;?Data=&quot;52b9c19d&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184952&quot;?Data=&quot;9f373f50&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923185143&quot;?Data=&quot;d0f0fb1b&quot;


Salt Lake City Planning Commission September 23, 2020 Page 4 
 

6:54:56 PM  

Twenty Ones at approximately 2105 E 2100 S - Tom Henriod, with Rockworth Companies, is 
requesting approval for a new mixed-use development at the above listed address. The development 
includes two buildings with approximately 21,000 SF of commercial space and 107 residential units.  A 
total of 168 parking spaces will be provided on site. Currently the land is used for commercial businesses 
and is zoned CB (Community Business). This type of project requires Design Review and Special 
Exception approval. The subject property is located in Council District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff 
Contact: Krissy Gilmore at (801) 535-7780 or kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com)  

 

a. Design Review: The development requires Design Review approval due to building size limits 

in the CB: Community Business zoning district as well as requested additional height on the 

south building. Case number PLNPCM2019-01170  

b. Special Exception: The development requires Special Exception approval due to additional 

height requested on the north building. Case number PLNPCM2020-00200 

 
Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the 
case file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request with the 
conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Tom Henriod, applicant, provided a presentation along with further design details.   
 

PUBLIC HEARING 7:12:10 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Judi Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson – Stated there aren’t any bike racks that should be 
included in front of the restaurant, to compensate for limited parking and encourage people to visit by 
bike. We don’t see evidence of outside tables for ice cream or restaurants. She also stated it doesn’t look 
very inviting.  
 
Soren Simonsen – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Stephen Dibble – Raised a concern with the number of units to the number of parking.  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Jennifer Jensen – Provided an email comment stating her opposition of the request.  
 
Zachary Hildebrand – Provided an email comment raising concerns. 
 
James & Jeanne Jardine – Provided an email comment stated their opposition of the request.   
 
Kelly – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Landon Clark – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Bob Bereskin – Provided an email comment stating his opposition of the request.  
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 
The applicant addressed the public comments and concerns. 
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The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following: 

• Whether a traffic study was submitted  

• Clarification on parking requirements  

• Clarification on the request for additional 3 feet of height 
 

MOTION 7:49:37 PM  

Commissioner Scheer stated, Based on the information in the staff report, the information 
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission 
approve Petitions PLNPCM2019-01170 & PLNPCM2020-00200 The Twenty Ones Design Review 
and Special Exception with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Bachman seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Lyon, 
Young-Otterstrom, Scheer, and Urquhart voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.  
 

7:51:40 PM The Commission took a small break.  

7:53:42 PM  

Planned Development request for The Abbie at approximately 1739 S Main Street - A request 
by Andrew Black of CW Urban for Planned Development approval for two buildings with 13 multi-family 
residential units at the above address. The subject property is located in the CC (Commercial 
Corridor) zoning district. The applicant is requesting Planned Development approval for a building without 
street frontage.  The subject property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin Mano 
(Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (801) 535-7625 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case number 
PLNPCM2020-00378 
 
Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case 
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approval with the conditions listed in 
the staff report. 
 
Jon Galbraith, applicant, provided a presentation with further design details.   
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following: 

• Clarification on reduction of trees and green space 

• Front entrance and street engagement  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 8:06:05 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the request. 
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 

MOTION 8:08:13 PM  

Commissioner Bachman stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information 
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, I move that the Commission approve 
The Abbie Planned Development PLNPCM2020-00378 with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Hoskins seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Young-Otterstrom, 
Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. Commissioner Scheer voted “Nay”. The motion 
passed 6-1. 
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8:09:34 PM  

Izzy South Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 534 East 2100 South - Ryan 
McMullen, Applicant, is requesting Design Review and Special Exception approval for a proposed 71-
unit mixed use building located at approximately 534 East 2100 South by the name of “Izzy South.” The 
Applicant is requesting a modification of the maximum height requirement to accommodate architectural 
features on the front-facing façade of the proposed building through the Special Exception process. This 
project also triggers the Design Review process because the building is larger than 15,000 gross square 
feet in size. The property is zoned CB (Community Business) and is located within Council District 7, 
represented by Amy Fowler (Staff Contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com) 
Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-00655 
 
Caitlyn Miller, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case 
file).  
 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 

• Clarification on rear-yard setback 
 
Justin Heppler, applicant, provided a presentation with further details. 
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following: 

• Clarification on street engagement 

• Whether the applicant explored fencing  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 8:38:37 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Judy Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson – Stated there has been a lot of community engagement 
for the proposal. She stated there aren’t enough trees or landscaping. The residence of the South building 
are to share the 20 feet of green space on the North side of the North building.  
 
Scott Doutre – Stated his opposition of the request.  
 
Soren Simonsen – Stated he supports the staff recommendations. He raised concerns with the color and 
that there needs to be bikes lanes on 2100 South.  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the request.  
 
Wanda – Provided an email comment stating her opposition of the request.  
 
Joe Mason – Raised concerns regarding street parking. 
 
Shane – Raised concerns regarding parking.  
 
Ben – Provided an email comment stating his opposition.  
 
Travis Smith – Raised concern with high density.  
 
Lynn Schwarz – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Cotterill – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
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Donna Bradshaw – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Russell Grover – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Shannon Legge – Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.  
 
Dayna McKee – Provided an email comment. Raised concerns with parking and stated opposition of the 
request.  
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 
The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following: 

• Clarification on current rear property line setback 
 

The applicant addressed the public comments and concerns. 

 

The Commission and Staff further discussed the following: 

• Whether there has been any consideration on the City level to consider pedestrian enhancements 
in order to access the transit from the project 

• Clarification on the Special Exception request 

• Whether there are elements of the Design Review that would allow the Commission to simply turn 
down the application 

• Discussion was made regarding the conditions listed in the staff report 
 

MOTION 9:41:17 PM  

Commissioner Lyon stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information 
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission 
table petition numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-00655 and give the applicant some 
time to revise their designs in a way to better match standard “D” and standard “G”, particularly 
how it relates to human scale and how it relates to the current neighborhood zone.  
 
Commissioner Urquhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Scheer, Young-
Otterstrom, Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
 

9:44:23 PM Chairperson Bell proposed to move forward with agenda item number 6 and suggested to 

reschedule the work session.  
 

9:50:08 PM  

Gateway Storage at approximately 134 South 700 West - Austin Lundskog, Applicant, is requesting 
approval of a proposed self-storage facility 130,500 sq. ft. in size at approximately 134 South 700 West. 
The property is zoned GMU (Gateway Mixed Use) and is located within Council District 4, represented 
by Analia Valdemoros (Staff contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development approval is needed due to the proposed 
building being an increase of size larger than 25% of the existing buildings on site. Case 
number PLNPCM2020-00182 

b. Design Review – Design Review approval is needed due to self-storage facilities in the 
G-MU Zone being required to undergo this process and the Applicant’s request for 
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modifications to the exterior building materials and blank wall requirements. Case number 
PLNPCM2020-00399 

c. Special Exception – Special Exception approval is needed due to the Applicant’s request 
to allow a modified parking arrangement based off of a traffic generation study provided 
by the Applicant. Case number PLNPCM2020-00655 

 
Caitlyn Miller, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case 
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the requests with the 
conditions listed in the staff report.  
 
Austin Lundskog, applicant, provided further detailed information.  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 10:00:17 PM    

Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;  
 
Zachary Dussault – Stated he would prefer a better use for this space.  
 
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing. 
 

MOTION 10:06:12 PM  

Commissioner Scheer stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information 
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission 
approve petition numbers PLNPCM2020-00182, PLNPCM2020-00399 and PLNPCM2020-00668, a 
Planned Development, Design Review and Special Exception request, respectively, for Gateway 
Storage located at approximately 134 South 700 West with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Barry seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Lyon, 
Young-Otterstrom, Scheer, and Urquhart voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
The following are Q&A’s that were received during the meeting: 
Q&A Session for Planning Commission Meeting September 23,2020 
 
Session number:  1463184201 
Date:  Wednesday, September 23, 2020 
Starting time:  5:00 PM 
 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 5:27 PM 
Q: I would like to speak during the public comment periods for item #3 - Twenty Ones, and item #5 - 
Izzy South 
Priority: N/A- 
 -Molly Robinson - 5:45 PM 
 A: Call in number: 408-418-9388 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Devon Olson (devon.olson@urs.org) - 5:39 PM 
Q: Do you have a call in number? 
Priority: N/A- 
 -Wayne Mills - 5:45 PM 
 A: 408-418-9388. access code 146 318 4201 
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________________________________________________________________ 
 
Devon Olson (devon.olson@urs.org) - 5:51 PM 
Q: Thanks  
Priority: N/A- 
 -Wayne Mills - 5:59 PM 
 A: I'm not sure what you see on your end. Who are you looking for. 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 5:56 PM 
Q: Are attendees hidden from one another?  I can't see people who say they are on the call. 
Priority: N/A- 
 -John Anderson - 5:59 PM 
 A: Attendees are not able to see others on the list 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 6:16 PM 
Q: Shane Stroud, Dayna McKee 
Priority: N/A- 
 -John Anderson - 6:17 PM 
 A: They are both logged on to the meeting. - 
 -Molly Robinson - 6:20 PM 
 A: Joe --both are present 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:26 PM 
Q: To the other commenters, is the garagema hall 1020 foothill? 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Lynn Pershing (lkpershing@gmail.com) - 6:30 PM 
Q: Front yard setback is all Cement-Not compatible with neighborhood.  Aesthetically looks like a 
commercial building: flat roof, long Front open iron stairs.  Greenspace could be used for detached 
garages compatible with neighborhood, then landscape front 
Priority: N/A- 
 -Wayne Mills - 6:33 PM 
 A: The public hearing has been closed 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:34 PM 
Q: I love it Brenda! 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:42 PM 
Q: The encrochment is the building not the stairs 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Cassandra Tavolarella (casstav@gmail.com) - 6:46 PM 
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Q: Have you considered decreasing the stair length with widening the landing for a patio for what I am 
assuming is the living room on the main floor? 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:30 PM 
Q: I might add to the concern with parking and traffic relative to kids walking and biking to school. I 
have walked to Dilworth with my three children almost every school day for the past 12 years.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:31 PM 
Q: I can probably count on both of my hands the number of times we have had any conflict with cars 
coming and going from any of the 3 large scale apartments between 2100 S and Dilworth over those 
many years.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:38 PM 
Q: Thank you for the clarification on the bike racks and bus stop. Fantastic! 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:20 PM 
Q: Is Dayna and Shane still online? 
Priority: N/A- 
 -Caitlyn Miller - 8:27 PM 
 A: It looks like both are in attendance 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:27 PM 
Q: Thanks. 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Travis Smith (travsmith1307@gmail.com) - 8:42 PM 
Q: What are the opinions of the panel regarding the small businesses which have been negatively 
impacted by the massive amounts of re-zoning in the area do to high density buildings in the 
neighborhood? IE-the scooter shop, unable to remain in the area  
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:44 PM 
Q: Counting those parking spaces only shows 58.  Didn't they say 60? 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 8:44 PM 
Q: The west facade is a zero lot line, so no openings will be permitted by building code.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
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Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 8:45 PM 
Q:  The west facade is a zero lot line, so no openings will be permitted by building code.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:58 PM 
Q: I keep raising my hand... so has shane 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 9:02 PM 
Q: Highly encourage those concerned about parking to check out this article. 
https://www.vox.com/videos/2017/7/19/15993936/high-cost-of-free-parking 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:10 PM 
Q: Can Blue Planet Scooter move up to the Twenty-Ones when that opens? 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:15 PM 
Q: Landon submitted a comment, which hasn't been read 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:16 PM 
Q: HE CC'd me on the response.  Please make sure it is read.  It is important. 
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
-Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:16 PM 
Q: The biggest deterrent to transit use is that we're missing much of our first-mile/last mile 
infrastructure. We're missing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Wider sidewalks and bike lanes are 
essential to TOD.  
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
-Travis Smith (travsmith1307@gmail.com) - 9:21 PM 
Q: I spoke, thank you. 
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:21 PM 
Q: Was the Trax Line utilitation report included and mentioned? 
Priority: N/A- 
 -John Anderson - 9:22 PM 
 A: Joe, I shared those comments from Landon about the trax utilization. They were the last 
comments that I read aloud 
________________________________________________________________ 
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Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:22 PM 
Q: None of us heard it.  Are you sure? 
Priority: N/A- 
 -John Anderson - 9:23 PM 
 A: Yes, I am very sure that I read them.  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:33 PM 
Q: Our target sidewalk widths in Sugar House are 10'. Wider sidewalks and a reduced park strip 
(maybe with tree grates or narrow planters) would be helpful to the pedestrian.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:33 PM 
Q: Thank you, 
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:34 PM 
Q: How do we make sure the council understands the parking "MAY be reduced.  There isn't a set rule 
or guarantee.. Is everyonje aware? 
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:34 PM 
Q:  Should I email the code? 
Priority: N/A- 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:35 PM 
Q: The sidewalks in front of the Urbana project recently completed at 10th E and 2100 South 
maintained the existing narrow sidewalks and they are very inadequate -- highly pedestrian congested 
at times.  
Priority: N/A 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Aabir Malik (aabir@colmenagroup.com) - 10:00 PM 
Q: So is the Sears work session officially being postponed to Friday at noon? 
Priority: N/A- 
 -John Anderson - 10:03 PM 
 A: It is being postponed. We will work with the commission and your group to schedule a date 
ASAP. – 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 10:16 PM 
Q: Have a great night everyone, that was a doozy!  
Priority: N/A- 
 

The meeting adjourned at  10:07:58 PM  
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PLANNING DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

Staff Report 
 
 

 
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
From:  Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, 385-386-2763, linda.mitchell@slcgov.com  
 
Date: September 18, 2020 
 
Re: PLNSUB2020-00230 - East Liberty Commons Planned Development 
 PLNSUB2020-00231 – East Liberty Commons Preliminary Subdivision 

Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS:  Approximately 2052 East Michigan Avenue 
PARCEL ID:   16-10-303-001-0000 
MASTER PLAN:   East Bench – Neighborhoods (Foothill/Sunnyside) 
ZONING DISTRICT:  RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential 
 
REQUEST:   Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property 

owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed 
address. The proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site 
and subdividing the property into four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three 
(3) single-family attached dwelling units. The proposed project is subject to the 
following petitions:  

 
a. Planned Development – Planned Development is requested to modify the 

required front yard setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4’) within a 
required yard, and the required minimum lot area for the new lots. 

 
b. Preliminary Subdivision – Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create 

four (4) new lots.  
 

RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the information in this staff report, Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision requests as 
proposed, and subject to complying with the following conditions:  

1. Compliance with all Department/Division comments and conditions as noted in 
Attachment J.  

2. Documentation that establishes an entity to manage the private infrastructure and 
Common Area Maintenance for the subdivision shall be recorded with the final plat. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Vicinity Map 
B. Plans 
C. Preliminary Subdivision Plat  
D. Additional Applicant Information 
E. Site Visit Photographs 

mailto:linda.mitchell@slcgov.com
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F. Master Plan Policies and Zoning Ordinance Standards 
G. Analysis of Standards - Planned Development 
H. Analysis of Standards – Subdivision Ordinance 
I. Public Process and Comments 
J. Department Review Comments 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Project Site 
The project site recently obtained 
preliminary subdivision approval under 
petition number PLNSUB2020-00349 
for the amendment to The Townes 
Condominium plat to subdivide the 
common area and sell the lot for the 
proposed development. The Townes 
Condominium amendment is pending 
final plat approval. Currently, there is a 
discontinued pool area on the site, which 
has fallen into disrepair. The project site is 
zoned RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family 
Residential with the total square footage 
of approximately 0.269 acres (11,696 
square feet).  
 
The surrounding properties are zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to the west and 
south, RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District to the north, and OS Open Space 
District to the east (Figure 1).   
 
Proposal 
The applicant is seeking to demolish the existing pool area and create four (4) new lots for the proposed 
construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units (townhomes), with the fourth (4th) lot 
dedicated as common area (Figure 2). The proposed development requires Planned Development 
approval because the proposed lots will not meet the required minimum lot area of 3,000 square feet; 
however, the overall development does meet the minimum area required for three (3) dwelling units 
in the RMF-30 zone. In addition, the proposed townhomes will not meet the required front yard 
setback of 20 feet and have grade changes greater than four feet (4’) within the required yard. The 
applicant has not requested relief from any other zoning requirements; thus, all other project elements 
would need to comply with standard requirements of the zoning ordinance and RMF-30 zoning 
district. The Planned Development process includes standards related to whether any modifications 
will result in a better final product, whether the proposal aligns any one of a variety of City policies and 
goals, and whether the development is compatible with the area or the City’s master plan development 
goals for the area. The full list of standards is located in Attachment F. 
 
The proposal requires a subdivision process to create the new lots. The buildable lots do not comply 
with all applicable zoning standards as noted above; therefore, a Planned Development approval 
is requested for the subdivision. The full list of standards is located in Attachment H. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map 
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The applicant has provided a narrative about their proposal and design considerations in Attachment 
D. 

 
Figure 3. Front (West) Elevation 

The proposed 3-story townhomes are modern in design. The front facades of the proposed townhomes 
would be oriented towards Foothill Drive to provide interaction with the sidewalk to be compatible 
with character of the neighborhood (Figure 3). The average building height would be approximately 26 
feet, where a maximum height of 30 feet is allowed with an average building footprint of approximately 
1,053 square feet. Each townhome would provide two (2) off-street parking spaces within the attached 
garage. The proposed materials for each structure would consist primarily of brick and durable 
materials for accent purposes. The proposal includes a common area, pedestrian walkway,  and 

Figure 2. Proposed Preliminary Plat 

Lot 1 
 

Lot 2 
 

Lot 3 
 Common 

Area 
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landscape buffering between the driveways and between the proposed building and adjacent properties 
(Figure 4).  

Figure 4. Proposed Landscape Plan 

KEY CONSIDERATIONS: 
The key considerations listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project, neighbor 
and community input and department review comments.  

 
1. Front Yard Encroachments 
2. Grade Change Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within a Required Yard 
3. Minimum Lot Size Reduction 
4. Neighborhood Compatibility 
5. Development Potential without Planned Development Approval 
6. Private Infrastructure and Common Area Maintenance 

 
1. Front Yard Encroachments 

The required front yard setback in the RMF-30 zoning district is twenty feet (20’). Given the odd 
angle of the setback line,  the applicant is proposing approximately eighteen feet (18’) front yard 
setback for the building façade and approximately five feet (5’) front yard setback for the stairs, 
meeting all other required yards (side and rear) for all the lots. The front yard encroachments are 
to accommodate building articulations on the second and third levels, and stairs leading to the 
building entrance (Figures 5 and 6).  
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The building articulations provide both for façade and pedestrian interest along Foothill Drive. The 
reduced front yard setback would promote harmony with the condominium units immediately to 
the north of Foothill Drive and to help maintain the harmony of the development pattern on the 
block face. The front yard reduction for the building encroachment is generally consistent with 
setbacks along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive) as shown in Attachment D.   
 
In regard to design, there are very limited design criteria required in the RMF-30 zoning district. 
The only design requirements, which are imposed on all residential districts, are front façade 
controls:  
 

Front Façade Controls: To maintain architectural harmony and primary 
orientation along the street, all buildings shall be required to include an entrance 
door, and such other features as windows, balconies, porches, and other such 
architectural features in the front façade of the building, totaling not less than ten 
percent (10%) of the front façade elevation area, excluding any area used for roof 
structures. For buildings constructed on a corner lot, only one front façade is 
required in either the front or corner side façade of the building.  
 

The stairs leading to the main (second) level allow each building entrance to be oriented towards 
the street and further promotes visual and pedestrian interest through its orientation to the street 
(Figure 7).  

 

Figure 5. Front Building Facade Encroachment (Second Level) 

Figure 6. Front Building Facade Encroachment (Third Level) 
Line of 20’ Front Yard Setback  

Line of 20’ Front Yard Setback  
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Figure 7. Front (West) Elevation Rendering 

 
2. Grade Change Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within a Required Yard 

For properties outside of the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, changes of established grade 
greater than four feet (4’) within a required yard are normally processed administratively as special 
exceptions but it is included as part of the Planned Development request. The grade change greater 
than four feet (4’) is requested to accommodate a retaining wall to create drive-in garages that are 
at street grade with the hill rising around the garage. Therefore, creating below grade garages with 
the main living level at about the grade of the existing pool. The grade change and retaining walls 
over four feet (4’) in height along the north property would encroach approximately 4.39 feet into 
the required front yard and along the driveway for lot 3, it would encroach approximately 8.32 feet 
into the required front yard (Sheet C2-0 in Attachment B). The grade change and retaining walls 
greater than four feet (4’) within the required front yard is generally consistent with the structures 
along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive) (Figure 8).  
 
    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8. Grade Change and Retaining Walls Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within the Required Yard 
along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive) 
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3. Minimum Lot Size Reduction 
For single-family attached dwelling units, the RMF-30 zoning district requires 3,000 square feet 
lot area per dwelling unit. The proposal includes an average lot size of 2,923 square feet (Table 1). 
While the lots are undersized, the overall square footage of the subject property meets the density 
requirement of 9,000 square foot minimum for three (3) single-family attached units.  
 

Lot # Lot Area (sq. ft.) 
Lot 1 2,393 

Lot 2 2,046 

Lot 3 2,539 

Lot 4 4,717 

Total   11,696 

Table 1. Proposed Lot Size 

4. Neighborhood Compatibility  
The purpose of the RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District) is to: 
 

The purpose of the RMF-30 low density multi-family residential district is to 
provide an environment suitable for a variety of housing types of a low density 
nature, including single-family, two-family, and multi-family dwellings, with a 
maximum height of thirty feet (30’). This district is appropriate in areas where 
the applicable master plan policies recommend multi-family housing with a 
density of less than fifteen (15) dwellings units per acre. Uses are intended to be 
compatible with the existing scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The 
standards for the district are intended to provide for safe and comfortable places 
to live and play, promote sustainable and compatible development patterns and 
to preserve the existing character of the neighborhood. 

 
The RMF-30 zoning district encourages a variety of residential uses. While moderately scaled 
residential structures are located to the north, the immediate neighborhood context primarily 
includes low scale single-family structures. These structures range from 1 to 3 stories in height, with 
a variety of roof types. The addition of these townhouse units within the neighborhood is 
architecturally compatible with the surrounding buildings, as well as the existing uses. The 
integration of materials that are commonly utilized within the direct context, as well as a moderate 
massing of the proposed structure will aid in transition of new development within the existing 
neighborhood. 
 
The subject property is located within the East Bench Neighborhood, identified in the East Bench 
Master Plan, 2017. The applicable guiding principal for residential development is stated, below:  
 

Guiding Principle N-01: Neighborhood Compatibility – Development and 
infrastructure improvements complement the unique architectural styles and 
development patterns that define individual neighborhoods.  

 
The proposed development is in compliance with the adopted East Bench Master Plan as discussed 
in Attachment F. The proposed development of the townhomes attempts to limit the disruption of 
the existing grade and significant slope. The development recognizes the existing development 
pattern that characterizes the neighborhood. 
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5. Development Potential without Planned Development Approval  
If the project does not receive Planned Development approval, the property owner may develop the 
property in a way that meets all requirements of the zoning ordinance and RMF-30 zoning district. 

 
• The property owner may construct a multi-family dwelling (up to 3 dwelling units), 

which requires a minimum lot area of 9,000 square feet and minimum lot width of 80 
feet. In other words, the applicant could build a similar proposal as apartments or 
condominiums. 

• The property owner may construct a single-family detached, twin home or two-family 
dwellings.  
 

6. Private Infrastructure and Common Area Maintenance 
The proposed development includes common areas. The applicant has drafted a CC&R’s for 
ongoing maintenance and funding for these areas of common ownership. This should be noted 
on the plat and the agreements should be recorded to perpetuate those obligations. 

 
Staff is recommending that a condition be included that a document showing that ongoing 
maintenance and funding for areas of common ownership be provided in order to finalize the 
planned development and that this agreement must be recorded with the plat. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
The proposed design and layout of the single-family attached dwelling units have taken the scale of 
adjacent properties and the existing neighborhood into consideration. By providing relief from certain 
zoning regulations through this Planned Development process, a project that is compatible with the 
existing zoning and neighborhood can be constructed while more efficiently utilizing the property.  

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project based on the following findings: 
 
• The proposal generally meets the standards in terms of Master Plan Policies and Zoning Ordinance 

standards (Attachment F), Planned Development standards (Attachment G) and Subdivision 
Ordinance standards (Attachment H); 

• The proposal will provide housing that meets the intent of the multi-family zone and that provides 
increased home ownership opportunities in the City, which is a policy goal of multiple City master 
plans. 

• The proposed project meets the density of the subject zoning district; and  
• The proposed project would be compatible with the existing zoning district and surrounding 

neighborhood. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
• If approved, the applicant may proceed with the project, subject to all conditions imposed by City 

departments and/or the Planning Commission and will be required to obtain all necessary permits. 
A final plat application will need to be submitted for approval. Certificate of occupancy for the 
buildings would not be issued until the conditions are met and the final subdivision plat is recorded.  

 
• If denied, the applicant would be permitted to develop the lot in a way that is compliant with 

development standards and requirements of the RMF-30 zoning district. 
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ATTACHMENT A:  VICINITY MAP 
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ATTACHMENT B: PLANS 

 

 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 11 September 18, 2020 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 12 September 18, 2020 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 13 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 14 September 18, 2020 
 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 15 September 18, 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 16 September 18, 2020 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 17 September 18, 2020 
 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 18 September 18, 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 19 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 20 September 18, 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 21 September 18, 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 22 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 23 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 24 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 25 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 26 September 18, 2020               



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 27 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 28 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 29 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 30 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 31 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 32 September 18, 2020  



PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 33 September 18, 2020 

ATTACHMENT C:  PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT 
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ATTACHMENT D:  ADDITIONAL APPLICANT 
INFORMATION 
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ATTACHMENT E:  SITE VISIT PHOTOGRAPHS 

    
 
 
 

 

    

Top Left: 
Southwest view of 
street frontage 
along Foothill 
Drive 
 
Top Right: 
East view of the 
discontinued pool 
area 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom Left: 
View of the 
neighboring 
property to the 
northeast 
 
Bottom Right: 
North view of the 
discontinued pool 
area 
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Top Left: 
Proposed common 
area and adjacent 
neighboring 
property to the 
north (left) 
 
Top Right: 
Southwest corner 
from interior lot 
with adjacent 
property to the 
south (left) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Bottom Left: 
Walkway between 
The Townes 
Condominium 
(right) and 
proposed 
development (left) 
 
Bottom Right: 
North view of the 
street frontage 
along Foothill 
Drive 
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ATTACHMENT F:  MASTER PLAN POLICIES AND ZONING 
ORDINANCE STANDARDS 

Master Plan 
The subject property is located within the East Bench (adopted February 21, 2017) and is 
designated on the future land use map as “Neighborhoods”.  Below is an excerpt from the 
master plan about Neighborhoods and specifically the Foothill/Sunnyside neighborhood: 
 

Neighborhoods  
The East Bench Neighborhoods are comprised of predominantly single-family 
homes and pockets of multifamily, commercial, recreation, and institutional uses 
that complement the low-density residential neighborhood character. Future 
development fits into the unique architectural styles and development patterns that 
define individual neighborhoods; provides a diverse mix of housing choices for all 
stages of life and income ranges; and creates friendly, safe and welcoming 
neighborhoods that encourage interaction through all stages of life. 
 
Foothill/Sunnyside Neighborhood 
The Foothill/Sunnyside neighborhood is predominantly single-family residential 
with some multi-family housing along the Foothill corridor. The earliest developed 
areas of the neighborhood follow a grid street pattern but more recently developed 
portions of the neighborhood follow a curving street pattern. Street trees line most 
of the park strips within the neighborhood and homes generally have similar 
setbacks. Activity centers include the Anderson-Foothill Library, Bonneville 
Elementary, and the northern portion of the 13th and 21st commercial node. 
 
Policies  
- Neighborhood Compatibility: Development and infrastructure 

improvements complement the unique architectural styles and development 
patterns that define individual neighborhoods. 

o Preserve and Enhance Neighborhood Identity (N-1.1) 
- Housing Choices: Provide a diverse mix of housing choices for all stages of 

life and income ranges. 
o No Net Loss in Housing (N-3.1) 
o Housing Affordability, Access, and Choices (N-3.2) 

 
Challenges within the East Bench Community 
- Maintaining Neighborhood Character 
- Meeting the Needs of Future Generations 

 
Staff Discussion: The proposed development provides in-fill housing on underutilized 
land. The property is located in an area zoned and intended for multi-family development in 
the City but is limited to single- or two-family due to the lot frontage requirements. The 
limited modifications promote the redevelopment of this underutilized land to help meet City 
growth and housing goals. The project also provides an increase in moderate density housing 
type (townhomes) that is not common with the City. Recent planning best practices have 
discussed the lack of a “missing middle” housing types in urban areas. The “missing middle” 
housing type is generally viewed as multifamily or clustered housing which is compatible in 
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scale with single-family homes that help meet the growing demand for walkable, lower scale 
urban living. This proposed development helps to meet the goals of the master plan as well as 
providing needed housing. 
 
Growing SLC: A Five-Year Housing Plan  
The City recently adopted a citywide housing master plan title Growing SLC: A Five-Year 
Housing Plan 2017-2021 focuses on ways the City can meet its housing needs in the next five 
years. The plan includes policies that relate to this development, including:  

 
- 1.1.1 Develop flexible zoning tools and regulations, with a focus along significant 

transportation routes.  
- 1.1.2 Develop in-fill ordinances that promote a diverse housing stock, increase 

housing options, create redevelopment opportunities, and allow additional units 
within existing structures, while minimizing neighborhood impacts.  
 

The planned development process is a zoning tool that provides flexibility in the zoning 
standards and a way to allow development that would normally pose difficulty. The planned 
development process allows for an increase in creative housing stock, housing stock that 
would otherwise not be aesthetically creative or not be allowed through the strict application 
of the zoning ordinance. This process allows for additional housing options and provides a 
way to minimize neighborhood impacts through the review and assurance of the compatibility 
standards. The proposed development is utilizing this process to provide new single-family 
attached dwelling units on a unique site configuration. 
 
Purpose Statement for RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District) 
The purpose of the RMF-30 low density multi-family residential district is to provide an 
environment suitable for a variety of housing types of a low density nature, including single-
family, two-family, and multi-family dwellings, with a maximum height of thirty feet (30’). 
This district is appropriate in areas where the applicable master plan policies recommend 
multi-family housing with a density of less than fifteen (15) dwellings units per acre. Uses 
are intended to be compatible with the existing scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The 
standards for the district are intended to provide for safe and comfortable places to live and 
play, promote sustainable and compatible development patterns and to preserve the 
existing character of the neighborhood. 
 
Staff Discussion: The proposed project is allowed in the zone and would meet the intent of 
the zone with the approval of requested modifications, as it still maintains conformance with 
the density and scale/intensity of the neighborhood.  
 
21A.24.120: RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District: 

Standard Required Proposed Findings 
Minimum Lot Area 
Single-Family attached 
dwelling (3 or more): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3,000 square feet 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Approximate Lot Area  

(square feet) 
Lot 1 2,393 SF 

Lot 2 2,046 SF 

Lot 3 2,539 SF 

 
 

 
Modifications 
requested through 
the Planned 
Development 
process. 
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Natural open space and 
conservation areas, 
public or private: 

No Minimum Approximate Lot Area  
(square feet) 

Lot 4 4,717 SF 
 

Complies 

Minimum Lot Width 
Single-Family attached 
dwelling (3 or more): 
 
 
 
 

 
Natural open space and 
conservation areas, public 
or private: 

 
Interior: 25 feet 
Corner: 35 feet 

 
 
 
 

 
No Minimum 

 
 

 
Approximate Lot Width (feet) 

Lot 1 31 feet 

Lot 2 27 feet 

Lot 3 27 feet 

 
Approximate Lot Width (feet) 

Lot 4 6.45 feet 
 

 
Complies 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Complies 

Maximum Building 
Height 
The vertical distance 
measured from the average 
elevation of the finished lot 
grade at each face of the 
building, to the average 
height of the gable on a 
shed roof.  
 

30 feet 
 

North Elevation: 26’-10” 
West Elevation: 29’ – 10 ⅛” 
South Elevation: 24’ – 8 ½” 
East Elevation: 23’ – 2 ⅞”  

Complies 

Minimum Front Yard 20 feet • Approximately 18 feet from 
building façade 

 
• Approximately 5 feet from 

entry stairs 
 

Modifications 
requested through 
the Planned 
Development 
process. 

Minimum Interior Side 
Yard 

No yard is 
required, however 
if one is provided it 
shall not be less 
than four feet (4’).  
 

Lot 1: Four feet (4’) 
Lot 2: No interior side yards 
Lot 3: Zero feet (0’)  

Complies 
 
 

Minimum Rear Yard Twenty-five 
percent (25%) of 
the lot depth, but 
not less than 
twenty feet (20’) 
and need not 
exceed twenty-five 
feet (25’).  

Lot 1: 20 feet 
Lot 2: 2o feet 
Lot 3: 26.68 feet 

Complies 

Maximum Building 
Coverage 

The surface 
coverage of all 
principal and 
accessory buildings 
shall not exceed 
fifty percent (50%) 
of the lot. 
 
 
 
 

Approximate Building Envelope 
Coverage 

Lot 1 39.2% 

Lot 2 43.6% 

Lot 3 48.2% 

Lot 4 0.0% 

Overall 26.1% 
 

Complies 
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Required Landscape 
Yards 

The front and 
corner side yards 
shall be maintained 
as landscaped 
yards.  

The front yards of the double 
frontage lot will be maintained 
as a landscape yard. Sidewalks 
and driveways are allowed 
through landscaped yards. 
However, due to the way the 
development is configured, the 
townhomes have minimal 
landscaped front yards along 
Foothill Drive.  
 

Complies 

Landscape Buffer For multi-family 
uses where a lot 
abuts a lot in a 
single-family or 
two-family 
residential district, 
a landscape buffer 
shall be provided in 
accordance with 
chapter 21A.48 of 
Zoning Ordinance. 

The proposed development is 
not a multi-family use; 
therefore, the landscape buffer 
is not required.  

Complies 

 
21A.36.020B: Obstructions in Required Yards 

Standard Required Proposed Findings 
Changes of 
Established 
Grade 
Greater than 
4 feet 
 

For properties outside of the H 
Historic Preservation Overlay 
District, changes of established 
grade greater than 4 feet [in any 
required yards] are special 
exceptions subject to the standards 
and factors in chapter 21A.52 of this 
title [Title 21A Zoning Ordinance]. 
 

The grade change and 
retaining walls over four feet 
(4’) in height along the north 
property would encroach 
approximately 4.39 feet into 
the required front yard and 
along the driveway for lot 3, it 
would encroach approximately 
8.32 feet into the required 
front yard. 

Modifications 
requested 
through the 
Planned 
Development 
process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/saltlakecityut/latest/saltlakecity_ut/0-0-0-70622#JD_Chapter21A.52
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ATTACHMENT G:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS – PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT 

21A.55.050: Standards for Planned Developments 
The planning commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a planned 
development based upon written findings of fact according to each of the following 
standards. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide written and graphic evidence 
demonstrating compliance with the following standards: 

Standards Finding Rationale 
A. Planned Development Objectives: The 
planned development shall meet the 
purpose statement for a planned 
development (section 21A.55.010 of this 
chapter) and will achieve at least one of 
the objectives stated in said section: 
 

A. Open Space And Natural Lands 
B. Historic Preservation 
C. Housing 
D. Mobility 
E. Sustainability 
F. Master Plan Implementation 

 

Complies The proposed planned development would 
result in three (3) new townhomes. 
Townhomes are a low to medium density 
type of development that is called for on 
this property by the associated zoning 
district’s purpose statement and the 
number of units is allowed by the zone’s 
density limitations. However, without this 
process and associated zoning 
modifications, the property would be 
limited to a single-family detached or 
duplex, due to the minimum lot size and 
yard requirements. The resulting 
development is a more efficient and 
enhanced use of land and resources, 
providing additional home ownership 
opportunities in the City than would 
otherwise not be possible through strict 
application of the standards, while 
remaining relatively compatible with 
adjacent property and maintaining 
compliance with the zoning district 
purposes.  
 
The applicant has stated that the project 
meets objective C. (The applicant’s 
narrative regarding these objectives is 
located in Attachment D). Staff also finds 
that the project generally meets this 
objective. Only one objective must be met 
to go through the planned development 
process. 
 
While duplexes, triplexes and other multi-
family buildings are found in this 
neighborhood, not many take the form of 
townhomes that tend to be a desirable 
housing type in Salt Lake City and provide 
opportunity for home ownership. The East 
Bench Master Plan also specifically 
encourages “a diverse mix of housing 
choices for all stages of life and income 
ranges.,” which this development generally 
offers. See discussion and analysis in 
Attachment F. 
 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/?ft=3&find=21A.55.010
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B. The proposed planned development 
is generally consistent with adopted 
policies set forth in the citywide, 
community, and/or small area master 
plan that is applicable to the site where 
the planned development will be 
located. 

Complies Staff finds that the proposal is generally 
consistent with a number of different 
adopted overall City policies related to 
housing and more specific community 
master plan policies related to housing and 
compatibility. The proposal is also 
consistent with the future land use map 
applicable to the property, which designates 
this property for future development of 
residential uses. See discussion and analysis 
in Attachment F. 

C. Design and Compatibility: The 
proposed planned development is 
compatible with the area the planned 
development will be located and is 
designed to achieve a more enhanced 
product than would be achievable 
through strict application of land use 
regulations. In determining design and 
compatibility, the planning commission 
should consider: 
 

Complies 
 

The proposed project generally complies 
with all design and compatibility 
considerations. 

C1 Whether the scale, mass, and 
intensity of the proposed planned 
development is compatible with the 
neighborhood where the planned 
development will be located and/or 
the policies stated in an applicable 
Master Plan related to building and 
site design; 

Complies The proposed development is located within 
a zoning district that anticipates the size, 
scale and intensity of the proposed 
development and meets the zoning 
standards related to density. The proposed 
planned development would be compatible 
with the existing zoning district and the 
neighboring condominium development to 
the north. See discussion and analysis in 
Attachment F.  
 

C2 Whether the building orientation 
and building materials in the 
proposed planned development are 
compatible with the neighborhood 
where the planned development will 
be located and/or the policies stated 
in an applicable Master Plan related 
to building and site design; 

Complies • Building Orientation 
The construction of the new single-
family homes would be oriented toward 
Foothill Drive. The orientation of the 
buildings and the setback from the street 
will closely mirror the existing 
condominiums to the north. The 
applicant originally planned to make the 
entrances on the side of the home rather 
than having the stairs in the front 
setback, but changed their plans and 
made the stairway in the front of the 
homes to meet the desires of some of the 
neighboring property owners. The rear 
yards of the proposed lots would be 
located on the periphery of the project 
site. This orientation is typical for a 
single-family residential development 
pattern and would be compatible with 
the surrounding area.  

 
• Building Materials 

Many existing single-family homes near 
the project site are constructed of 
masonry in the form of brick and stone, 
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stucco, and various types of siding. The 
proposed building façade would consist 
of brick and other durable building 
materials for accent purposes.  
 
The design of the new home is more 
modern than homes typically found in 
that immediate block; however, the 
single-family attached homes are similar 
in scale to the adjacent condominiums to 
the north. 
 

C3 Whether building setbacks along 
the perimeter of the development: 
 

a. Maintain the visual character of 
the neighborhood or the character 
described in the applicable Master 
Plan. 
 
b. Provide sufficient space for 
private amenities. 
 
c. Provide sufficient open space 
buffering between the proposed 
development and neighboring 
properties to minimize impacts 
related to privacy and noise. 
 
d. Provide adequate sight lines to 
streets, driveways and sidewalks. 
 
e. Provide sufficient space for 
maintenance. 
 

Complies a. The proposed development does not 
disrupt the existing visual character of 
the neighborhood. The proposed 
setbacks of the development provide 
adequate spacing between existing 
structures and the proposal.  
 

b. Lot 4 dedicated as common area 
provides sufficient space for the private 
amenities for future residents.  

 
c. The proposed development includes 

approximately 4 to 6-foot setback on the 
sides of the development, creating some 
separation for privacy and windows. 
The rear yards of each lot will be 
enclosed with fences to minimize 
impacts related to privacy and noise. 

 
d. The private driveway for each lot 

provides sufficient sight lines to Foothill 
Drive. Additionally, the sidewalk is 
approximately 16 feet from the front 
property line which provides adequate 
sight lines to the street and sidewalks. 

 
e. The provided setbacks and spacing will 

be adequate for any future 
maintenance. 

 
Given constraints of the property, the design 
layout is compatible with adjacent and 
surrounding properties. The proposal would 
meet all the requirements listed in this section 
[C3]. 
 

C4 Whether building facades offer 
ground floor transparency, access, 
and architectural detailing to 
facilitate pedestrian interest and 
interaction; 

Complies The primary elevations have been designed 
to provide for architectural detailing to 
facilitate pedestrian interest and interaction 
through the building articulations. While 
the first floor of the street facing facades, 
contain the garage door and exterior stairs, 
the entry is recessed, and a large 
overhanging second story balcony extends 
beyond the building façade. The integration 
of a variation of glass, materials and 
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architectural features help in creating 
pedestrian interest at the street level.  

C5 Whether lighting is designed for 
safety and visual interest while 
minimizing impacts on surrounding 
property; 

Compliance 
required for 

building 
permit 

issuance 

Lighting has not been indicated on the 
subject plans. Any proposed lighting would 
need to be directed to the interior of the 
development to minimize any impacts on 
abutting and adjacent properties. 

C6 Whether dumpsters, loading docks 
and/or service areas are 
appropriately screened; and 

Complies The proposed development does not have 
any dumpsters, loading docks or service 
area. Individual trash receptables would be 
stored within the garages. 

C7 Whether parking areas are 
appropriately buffered from 
adjacent uses. 

Complies Parking would be located in private garages 
and shielded from adjacent uses. In 
addition, the proposed garages are below 
grade.  

D. Landscaping: The proposed planned 
development preserves, maintains or 
provides native landscaping where 
appropriate. In determining the 
landscaping for the proposed planned 
development, the Planning Commission 
should consider: 

Generally 
Complies 

The proposed project generally complies 
with all landscape considerations. 

D1 Whether mature native trees 
located along the periphery of the 
property and along the street are 
preserved and maintained; 

Partially 
Complies 

Many of the mature trees would be 
preserved and maintained and additional 
trees would be planted to replace those that 
are being removed. There is an existing 
mature street tree within the adjacent park 
strip that will be removed, and the proposal 
will replace it with two (2) new trees within 
the park strip. Urban Forestry department 
indicates in their review (Attachment  J) 
that the tree may be removed and replaced 
through their replacement process.  
 
There are several trees along the north 
periphery of the property that will be 
removed and may not otherwise survive if 
retained due to their proximity to the new 
building.  
 

D2 Whether existing landscaping that 
provides additional buffering to the 
abutting properties is maintained 
and preserved; 

Complies There are several trees on the property, but 
they provide minimal buffering to adjacent 
properties and minimal buffering at the 
ground level. The development will be of 
similar height to the adjacent property on 
the north, where there are several trees to be 
removed but it will be replaced with 
appropriate landscaping. 
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D3 Whether proposed landscaping is 
designed to lessen potential impacts 
created by the proposed planned 
development; and 

Complies  The proposed project would provide 
numerous trees, shrubs, and bushes that are 
strategically placed to create privacy between 
the subject property and adjacent properties.  

D4 Whether proposed landscaping is 
appropriate for the scale of the 
development. 

Complies  Landscaping would be provided between 
the driveways, which will help signify the 
driveway separation and lessen the visual 
impact from the street view. The 
development includes three (3) new trees, 
with two trees in the park strip and one tree 
within the side open space area. For the 
lower scale development, the proposed 
landscaping is appropriate. 
 

E. Mobility: The proposed planned 
development supports Citywide 
transportation goals and promotes safe 
and efficient circulation within the site 
and surrounding neighborhood. In 
determining mobility, the Planning 
Commission should consider: 

Complies The proposed project generally complies 
with all mobility considerations. 

E1 Whether drive access to local streets 
will negatively impact the safety, 
purpose and character of the street; 

Complies 2100 East is an arterial state street and 
Foothill Drive is a local street. The design of 
the development, with two frontages, would 
remove the park strip along the street 
frontage but it would be similar to the 
adjacent multi-family development to the 
north, with access from Foothill Drive and 
continuing to provide a sidewalk for 
pedestrian access. Therefore, the 
development consisting of three (3) single-
family attached homes would not negatively 
impact the safety, purpose and character of 
the street. 
 

E2 Whether the site design considers 
safe circulation for a range of 
transportation options including: 
 

a. Safe and accommodating 
pedestrian environment and 
pedestrian oriented design; 

 
b. Bicycle facilities and 
connections where appropriate, 
and orientation to transit where 
available; and 
 
c. Minimizing conflicts between 
different transportation modes; 
 

 • The proposed private walkway through 
the common area provides a safe 
pedestrian between the two street 
frontages and vehicle access onto 
Foothill Drive and complies with the 
sight distance requirements. 
  

• The proposed development is located 
within proximity to the following public 
transit:  
 

Nearest Transit Approx. Distance 
Bus Stop 350 feet 

 
• There are not any anticipated conflicts 

between transportation modes with the 
proposed development. 
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E3 Whether the site design of the 
proposed development promotes or 
enables access to adjacent uses and 
amenities; 

Complies The project has a shared open space 
common area with a pedestrian walkway.   
This promotes access to adjacent uses and 
surrounding neighborhood. 
 

E4 Whether the proposed design 
provides adequate emergency 
vehicle access; and 

Complies Fire department review did not identify any 
issues with the proposed development.  
 

E5 Whether loading access and service 
areas are adequate for the site and 
minimize impacts to the 
surrounding area and public rights-
of-way. 
 

Complies There are not any proposed loading access 
or service areas.  

F. Existing Site Features: The proposed 
planned development preserves natural 
and built features that significantly 
contribute to the character of the 
neighborhood and/or environment. 
 

Complies There are not any significant natural or 
built features that contribute to the 
character of the neighborhood or 
environment.    

G. Utilities: Existing and/or planned 
utilities will adequately serve the 
development and not have a detrimental 
effect on the surrounding area.  

Complies The Public Utilities department had no 
comments on the proposed development. 
Public Utilities may require upgrades to the 
public utilities in order to adequately 
service the property without degrading 
services to adjacent properties. Any such 
upgrades would be required to be installed 
as part of the building permit and final 
subdivision process. 
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ATTACHMENT H:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS –
SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

20.16.100: Standards of Approval for Preliminary Plats 
All preliminary plats for subdivisions and subdivision amendments shall meet the 
following standards: 

Standards Finding Rationale 
A. The subdivision complies with 
the general design standards and 
requirements for subdivisions as 
established in chapter 20.12 of 
this title; 

Complies The proposed preliminary plat 
generally complies with the general 
design standards and requirements 
for a subdivision. 

B. All buildable lots comply with 
all applicable zoning standards; 

Planning Commission 
approval required for the 
Planned Development 
request. 

The proposal does not comply with the 
standard found in section 21A.24.120 
RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family 
Residential District (i.e., minimum lot 
size and minimum yard requirements) 
and grade changes greater than four 
feet (4’) within a required yard; 
therefore, a Planned Development 
approval is requested. All other 
applicable zoning standards are met as 
noted in Attachment F.  
 

C. All necessary and required 
dedications are made; 

Complies Any necessary or required dedications 
shall be made prior to recordation of 
the final plat. 

D. Water supply and sewage 
disposal shall be satisfactory to 
the public utilities department 
director; 

Complies The Public Utilities department had no 
comments on the proposed 
development. 

E. Provisions for the 
construction of any required 
public improvements, per 
section 20.40.010 of this title, 
are included; 

Complies No public improvements are required 
for this development. Any alterations 
to elements in the public way, 
including curb, gutter, or sidewalk as 
part of the construction of this 
development will be reviewed by 
Engineering. Any alterations to the 
roadway and driveway access point on 
2100 East will be subject to UDOT 
approval. 
 

F. The subdivision otherwise 
complies with all applicable laws 
and regulations; 

Complies The project will need to apply for 
Final Subdivision approval; 
therefore, prior to final plat approval, 
staff will ensure the proposed 
subdivision complies with all other 
applicable laws and regulations.  The 
plat will need to comply with the 
conditions for the subdivision plat 
noted in Attachment J. This includes 
providing the necessary “declaration” 
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documentation that establishes a 
Home Owners Association or other 
entity that will share financial 
responsibility for the shared private 
infrastructure and services (utility 
lines, driveway, sidewalk, waste 
pickup) for the subdivision.  
 

G. If the proposal is an 
amendment to an existing 
subdivision and involves 
vacating a street, right of way, or 
easement, the amendment does 
not materially injure the public 
or any person who owns land 
within the subdivision or 
immediately adjacent to it and 
there is good cause for the 
amendment.  

Complies The final plat approval of the proposed 
subdivision, Stanford Commons, is 
contingent on the final plat recording 
for The Townes Condominium 
amendment. The proposed 
subdivision is a subsequent 
amendment to The Townes 
Condominium amendment, but it does 
not involve vacating a street, right-of-
way, or easement.  
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ATTACHMENT I:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 

Meetings: 

• On June 17, 2020 – Notice of the project was provided to the Foothill/Sunnyside Community 

Council as well as property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject property. 

Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council has provided formal input on the proposal, which is 

attached on the following page.  

 
Public Notice: 

• Early notice of application mailed on June 17, 2020 

• Public hearing notice mailed on September 11, 2020 

• Public hearing sign posted on the property on September 11, 2020 

• Agenda posted on the Planning Division and Utah Public Meeting Notice websites on 

September 11, 2020 

 
Public Comments: 

As of the publication of this Staff Report, Staff has received several letters in opposition of the proposal 

which are included on the following pages. In addition, staff has received a phone call from Sean 

O’Brien, property owner of 1005 S Foothill Drive, expressing support of the proposal.  

 
Any public comments received up to the public hearing meeting will be forwarded to the Planning 

Commission. 
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ATTACHMENT J:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 

Engineering (Scott Weiler at scott.weiler@slcgov.com or 801-535-6159) 
See attachments for redlines.  

1) “Plat_Stanford Commons.pdf” 
2) “Stanford Commons_rdlns.pdf”.  

 
Planning Staff Note: These will need to be completed for the final plat application. No 
changes are required at this time. 

 
Building (Bryan Romney at bryan.romney@slcgov.com or 801-535-7670) 

1. The project has subdivided the property into three separate parcels.  As such, a recorded 
property description/deed and separate addresses will need to be provided. 

2. Given the three separate properties, it will need to be clarified that a single permit is 
allowed.   

3. Each of the three properties will be reviewed for compliance with the 2015 IRC as Single-
family Dwellings.  The current plans do not show a Code Analysis with this requirement.   

4. All design professionals are to seal, sign and date each drawing and the cover sheet of the 
specifications.   

5. If this project is to be submitted as a phased permit, then appropriate approvals need to 
be made.  

Planning Staff Note: The applicant updated their plans to document their compliance with 
these comments. Final compliance review will be done during building permit stage. 
 
Urban Forestry (Cory Davis at cory.davis2@slcgov.com or 801-972-7839) 
A mitigation fee would be required as a condition of plan approval. The [park strip] tree in 
question is 10” dbh so if they plant two (2) 2” trees they would owe for 6” of mitigation which is 
$1200.00 The tree would have to be removed via permit issuance to an ISA Certified Arborist.  

Additionally, a public right of way tree planting permit is required.  

Planning Staff Notes: Any requirements provided by the Urban Forester shall be addressed 
during the building permit review process. 
 
Zoning (Anika Stonick at patriciaanika.stonick@slcgov.com or 801-535-6192) 
Preliminary Plat 
No comments 
 
Planned Development 
Site plan has not been provided (only plat and grading/drainage type site plans); a site plan 
should be provided that shows: stairs and upper floor levels proposed to project into required 
front yard (should show all projections from building as well- any balconies, canopies, awnings, 
roof edge, etc.); show both the required yards of RMF-30 and also the modified yards proposed; 

mailto:scott.weiler@slcgov.com
mailto:bryan.romney@slcgov.com
mailto:cory.davis2@slcgov.com
mailto:patriciaanika.stonick@slcgov.com
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show rear yards for each lot that are per 2A.24.120.E.4, per the equation given there (and not 
rounded up or down) and to be provided for each side property line length (and not per one or 
another; and, to be given as polygon addressing different side property line lengths); show 
minimum required side yard of 4 feet for northern unit to side property line (per 
21A.24.120.E.3.b); any yards not being met by proposal should also be addressed in planned 
development application; 
 
To relate lot coverage that is proposed, to be per 21A.24.040.G.2 (maximum 50%); 
 
More concrete is proposed in the front yard than leads to garage door opening and to walkway to 
stairs/landing at stairs so is not per 21A.48.090 allowing driveways and walkways in front yard 
instead of required landscaping; to correct design or have included as modification requested 
via planned development and to make specific replacement landscaping proposal 
(21A.55.100.B.4); in case of planned development modification, to also design and dimension all 
excess hard surfaces so that no front yard parking would be accommodated(including at/over 
property lines); 
 
About driveway/approach from street, appear will be exceeding maximum driveway width 
(21A.44.020.F.7.b) and will not meet required distance to side property lines 
(21A.44.020.F.7.a(2); 
 
To address access to and use of sidewalk/walkway and stairs at south end of planned 
development- who may use, etc. and arrange and record cross access and any other necessary 
agreements; 
 
To arrange revocable lease with Real Estate Services division for stairs and end of retaining wall 
to land in public way; 
 
Treatment of existing trees on site to be per 21A.48.135; to provide landscaping plans addressing 
requirements of 21A.48 as are applicable to project; 
 
Proposed height is being compared to finished grade in elevation drawings, instead should be 
compared to average finished grade per 21A.62.040 “Height, Building- Outside FR, FP, R-1, R-2 
and SR Districts” and 21A.62.050 Illustration B; 
 
No dimensions included on floor plans- to design and dimension plans to provide parking for 
two vehicles in attached garage that has minimum 17.5’ deep by 18.5’ wide interior space; 
 
To obtain and use certified addresses (get from SL Engineering Department); 
 
To pay Impact Fees when pulling building permit for structure. 
  
Planning Staff Note: The applicant made several revisions to address these comments in their 
plans attached to this report. A full zoning review will be done during the building permit review 
phase. 
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ATTACHMENT G: AGENDA, NOTICE, AND MAILING LIST FOR 
THE PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING  
 

 
 
  



SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
AMENDED 

This meeting will be an electronic meeting pursuant to the 
Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation  

September 23, 2020, at 5:30 p.m. 
(The order of the items may change at the Commission’s discretion) 

 

This meeting will be an electronic meeting pursuant to the Chair’s determination that conducting 

the Planning Commission Meeting at a physical location presents a substantial risk to the health 

and safety of those who may be present at the anchor location. 

 

We want to make sure everyone interested in the Planning Commission meetings can still access the 

meetings how they feel most comfortable. If you are interested in watching the Planning Commission 

meetings, they are available on the following platforms:   

 

• YouTube: www.youtube.com/slclivemeetings  

• SLCtv Channel 17 Live: www.slctv.com/livestream/SLCtv-Live/2  
 

If you are interested in participating during the Public Hearing portion of the meeting or provide general 

comments, email; planning.comments@slcgov.com or connect with us on Webex at:  

 

• http://tiny.cc/slc-pc-09232020 
 

Instructions for using Webex will be provided on our website at SLC.GOV/Planning 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:30 PM 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR  
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
1. Stanford Commons Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 2052 E 

Michigan Avenue – Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property 

owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed address. The 

proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site and subdividing the property 

into four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units. The 

proposed project is subject to the following petitions:  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development is requested to modify the required front yard 

setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4') within a required yard, and the required 

minimum lot area for the new lots. Case number PLNPCM2020-00230 

b. Preliminary Subdivision – Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create four (4) new      

lots.  Case number PLNSUB2020-00231 

 

The property is zoned RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within Council 
District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or 
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) 
 

  

http://www.youtube.com/slclivemeetings
http://www.slctv.com/livestream/SLCtv-Live/2
mailto:planning.comments@slcgov.com
http://tiny.cc/slc-pc-09232020


2. Conditional Use ADU at approximately 952 S Windsor Street – Alexis Suggs, property owner 
representative, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an approximate 644 square foot accessory 
dwelling unit (ADU) above a new detached 3-car garage at the above listed address. The property is 
zoned R-1/5,000 (Single-Family Residential) and is located within Council District 5, represented by 
Darin Mano (Staff Contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) Case 
number PLNPCM2020-00451 

 
3. Twenty Ones Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 2105 East 2100 South 

- Tom Henriod, with Rockworth Companies, is requesting approval for a new mixed-use development 
at the above listed address. The development includes two buildings with approximately 21,000 SF 
of commercial space and 107 residential units.  A total of 168 parking spaces will be provided on site. 
Currently the land is used for commercial businesses and is zoned CB (Community Business). This 
type of project requires Design Review and Special Exception approval. The subject property is 
located within Council District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff Contact: Krissy Gilmore at (801) 
535-7780 or kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com)  
 

a. Design Review: The development requires Design Review approval due to building size limits in 

the CB: Community Business zoning district as well as requested additional height on the south 

building. Case number PLNPCM2019-01170  

b. Special Exception: The development requires Special Exception approval due to additional 

height requested on the north building. Case number PLNPCM2020-00200 

 
4. Planned Development request for The Abbie at approximately 1739 S Main Street - A request 

by Andrew Black of CW Urban for Planned Development approval for two buildings with 13 multi-
family residential units at the above address. The subject property is located in the CC (Commercial 
Corridor) zoning district. The applicant is requesting Planned Development approval for a building 
without street frontage.  The subject property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin 
Mano (Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (801) 535-7625 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case 
number PLNPCM2020-00378 
 

5. Izzy South Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 534 East 2100 South - Ryan 
McMullen, Applicant, is requesting Design Review and Special Exception approval for a proposed 
71-unit mixed use building located at approximately 534 East 2100 South by the name of “Izzy South.” 
The Applicant is requesting a modification of the maximum height requirement to accommodate 
architectural features on the front-facing façade of the proposed building through the Special 
Exception process. This project also triggers the Design Review process because the building is 
larger than 15,000 gross square feet in size. The property is zoned CB (Community Business) and is 
located within Council District 7, represented by Amy Fowler (Staff Contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 
202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-
00655 
 

6. Gateway Storage at approximately 134 South 700 West - Austin Lundskog, Applicant, is 
requesting approval of a proposed self-storage facility 130,500 sq. ft. in size at approximately 134 
South 700 West. The property is zoned GMU (Gateway Mixed Use) and is located within Council 
District 4, represented by Analia Valdemoros (Staff contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or 
caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)  

 

a. Planned Development – Planned Development approval is needed due to the proposed 
building being an increase of size larger than 25% of the existing buildings on site. Case 
number PLNPCM2020-00182 

b. Design Review – Design Review approval is needed due to self-storage facilities in the 
G-MU Zone being required to undergo this process and the Applicant’s request for 



modifications to the exterior building materials and blank wall requirements. Case number 
PLNPCM2020-00399 

c. Special Exception – Special Exception approval is needed due to the Applicant’s request 
to allow a modified parking arrangement based off of a traffic generation study provided 
by the Applicant. Case number PLNPCM2020-00655 

 
7. Administrative Decision Appeals Text Amendment - The City Council is requesting amendments 

to the zoning ordinance regulations regarding appeals of administrative decisions. Administrative 
decisions are those made by the Planning Commission, Historic Landmark Commission, or the 
Zoning Administrator in the administration of the zoning ordinance. The proposed amendments would 
modify City Code to align with state law, related case law, and make other clarifications to that code 
section. The amendments primarily clarify what matters can be decided by the City's Appeals Hearing 
Officer, who can appeal decisions, and when an appeal can stay a decision. The 
proposed amendments affect Chapter 21A.16 of the zoning ordinance. Related provisions of Title 
21A-Zoning may also be amended as part of this petition. The changes would apply Citywide. (Staff 
Contact: Daniel Echeverria at (801) 535-7165 or daniel.echeverria@slcgov.com) Case Number 
PLNPCM2020-00352 

 
WORK SESSIONS 
 
1. 800 South & State Street Design Review at approximately 754 S. State St. – Aabir Malik, an 

applicant with Colmena Group, is requesting Design Review approval to develop a portion of the 
former Sears property into an 11-story, 120 foot tall, mixed-use development consisting of ground 
floor retail and 360 multi-family residential units in upper floors. The applicant is requesting Design 
Review approval to allow for additional building height, modification to the spacing of building 
entrances and to exceed the maximum street facing facade length. The project site is located in the 
D-2 (Downtown Support) zoning district and is located within Council District 4, represented by Ana 
Valdemoros (Staff Contact: Nannette Larsen at (801) 535-7645 or nannette.larsen@slcgov.com) 
Case number PLNPCM2020-00439 

 
 
 
For Planning Commission agendas, staff reports, and minutes, visit the Planning Division’s website at slc.gov/planning/public-

meetings. Staff Reports will be posted the Friday prior to the meeting and minutes will be posted two days after they are ratified, 

which usually occurs at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Commission.  

 

POSTPONED 



 



OWN_FULL_NAME OWN_ADDR OWN_CITY OWN_STATE OWN_ZIP

Current Occupant 1005 S 2000 E Salt Lake City UT 84108

Current Occupant 1005 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

LSRR TRUST 1020 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

PNSTRUST; NSTRUST 1025 S 2000 E            SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SCOTT JONES; LAURA E JONES (JT) 1030 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

CRAIG REES & RUTH POS STEVENS TRUST 01/28/2000 1035 S 2000 E            SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 1046 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

Current Occupant 1056 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

BENJAMIN EMERY; BRIGETTE EMERY (JT) 1065 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 1066 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

ZION EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH 1070 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ANTOINETTE BRADSHAW 108 2ND AVE SO - 211     KIRKLAND WA 98033

JON A GREEN; JANET A GREEN 122 VENADO CORTE         WALNUT CREEK CA 94598

POPPERTON ENTERPRISES LLC 1776 PARK AVE #4-210     PARK CITY UT 84060

BENJAMIN LIEBERMAN; KATHRYN LIEBERMAN (JT) 2005 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JASON BELZER; SARAH BELZER (JT) 2009 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2013 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

CELESTE M BABCOCK; DAVID M BABCOCK (JT) 2017 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SAM T HOOPER; HEATHER P HOOPER (JT) 2021 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ELENA ASPAROUHOVA 2024 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

VERNEE G HALLIDAY; ARLIENE HALLIDAY (TC) 2031 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KRAIG & KATHRYN KUTTLER TRUST 07/16/2018 2033 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

MARK H WHITE LIVING TRUST 02/20/2020 2034 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SCOTT R & VICTORIA R HENDERSON TRUST 06/13/2018 2035 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2039 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2040 E HUBBARD AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

RAY J PARAMORE; NANCY W PARAMORE (JT) 2048 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JLS TRUST 2049 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JONATHAN DIMAS; DAVID ORNEGRI (JT) 2052 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

DEBORAH L MCFARLANE 2054 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2055 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

CHRISTINE MARIE MCCUTCHAN 2056 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2058 E MICHIGAN AVE #9-A   Salt Lake City UT 84108

MARY L MARSDEN; JACKIE B MARSDEN (JT) 2060 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

HANNAH ELDREDGE 2062 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KEVIN R ANDERSON; ELIZABETH B ANDERSON (JT) 2063 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

CHAD WHITTAKER 2064 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ALTA KAY LOWE DAVIS; T RICHARD DAVIS (JT) 2066 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2066 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

MEREDITH HUMPHREYS 2068 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

D LANETTE DUNBAR 2070 E MICHIGAN AVE # 6A SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

YOUN DEOK KONG 2072 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JOHN W STEIGER; GEORGIA M SAVIERS (JT) 2074 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2076 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SARA DELONG; CAMILLE DELONG (TC) 2078 E MICHIGAN AVE # 4A SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KYLE S CHRISTENSEN 2079 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

LOUISE A RAUSCH 2080 E MICHIGAN AVE # 3B SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2082 E MICHIGAN AVE #3-A Salt Lake City UT 84108

MICHAEL W LEMMONS; ANN REED-LEMMONS (JT) 2084 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

2004 AKG TRUST 2086 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

WJC REV TRUST 2088 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2090 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2114 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

MANSON FAMILY, LLC 26005 NE 34TH ST         REDMOND WA 98053

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 3618 S WASATCH COVE CIR  SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109

E&AC FAM TRUST 403 CAMINO DE LOS JOBANES DORADO PR 00646

ADRIANN K KERN 4271 S SUNSET VIEW DR    MILLCREEK UT 84124

HARVARD YALE PROPERTIES, LLC 4625 S 2300 E # 201      HOLLADAY UT 84117

CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF CH OF JC OF LDS 50 E NORTHTEMPLE ST #2225 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84150

Current Occupant 954 S CONNOR ST Salt Lake City UT 84108

DAT QUANG PHAN; MAN DIEP (JT) 962 S 2100 E             SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 965 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

TOWNES CONDO COMMON AREA MASTER CARD PO BOX 179               LEHI UT 84043

Salt Lake City Planning Division Linda Mitchell PO BOX 145480 Salt Lake City UT 84114
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June 17, 2020 
 
 

 
EARLY NOTICE OF APPLICATION 

 
“The Stanford Commons” Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision 

 
The Salt Lake City Planning Division has received a 
request from Alta Development Group, LLC, 
representing the property owner, to redevelop the site 
located at approximately 2092 E Michigan Street. 
Currently, there is a discontinued pool area on the site.  
The applicant is seeking for preliminary subdivision plat 
approval to subdivide the property into 4 (four) lots for a 
proposed construction of single-family attached dwellings. 
 
The Planned Development request includes approval for 
three (3) new single-family lots and an additional lot 
dedicated as a common area. The applicant is requesting 
a modification to the zoning standards for a reduction in 
1) the required minimum lot size of 3,000 square feet 
and 2) the required 20 feet front yard setback for the 
exterior stairs greater than four feet (4’) above grade and 
a portion of the 2nd and 3rd floor area. The proposed 
development is seeking Preliminary Subdivision 
approval to create four (4) new lots. The total lot size of 
“The Stanford Commons” project is approximately 11,696 square feet. The subject property is located within the 
RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District. 
 
The proposed development requires special approval from the Planning Commission for a Planned Development 
and Preliminary Subdivision before a building permit can be issued. A public hearing with the Planning 
Commission has not been scheduled. You will be notified of the public hearing at a later date. 
 
The purpose of this notice is to make you aware of the proposed development and let you know 
how you may obtain additional information about the project and provide comments early in the 
review process.  
 
The application details can be accessed at https://aca.slcgov.com/citizen, by selecting the “planning” tab and 
entering the petition number: 
 
 PLNPCM2020-00230 – Planned Development 
 PLNSUB2020-00231 – Preliminary Subdivision 
 
Notice of this application has been sent to the community council chairs for this area. The Community Council 
may choose to schedule the matter at an upcoming meeting. Please contact the following community council 
chairs for more information on whether the community council will review the matter and when and where that 
meeting will occur.  
 

Devon Olson – Foothill/Sunnyside 
1949 Laird Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84108 
801-232-3066 
Devon.olson@urs.org   

Kerry Doane – Sunnyside East 
2241 East Laird Way 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84108 
801-455-7595 
Kerrysdoane@gmail.com 

 



 
Proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plat 

For additional information about the project and the approval project, please contact the following Planning Staff. 
 

Linda Mitchell – Principal Planner 
451 S State Street, Room 406 
PO Box 145480 
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5480 
385-386-2763 
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com    



451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406  WWW.SLCGOV.COM/PLANNING
PO BOX 145480, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5480 TEL 801-535-7757   

Recognized Organization Input Notification 
Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision  

TO:  Devon Olson, Chair, Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council  
(devon.olson@urs.org)  

FROM: Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, Salt Lake City Planning Division 
(linda.mitchell@slcgov.com or 385-386-2763) 

DATE: June 17, 2020 
RE:       PLNPCM2020-00230 – The Stanford Commons Planned Development 

      PLNSUB2020-00231 – The Stanford Commons Preliminary Subdivision 

The Planning Division has received the requests below and is notifying your organization to solicit 
comments on the proposal: 

Request Type: Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision 
Location: 2092 E Michigan Avenue 
Zone: RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential 
Request Description: 
Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property owner, has initiated the above-mentioned 
Planning petitions to redevelop the subject site. Currently, there is a discontinued pool area on the site. 
The applicant is seeking for preliminary subdivision plat approval to subdivide the property into 4 (four) 
lots for a proposed construction of single-family attached dwellings.  

The Planned Development request includes approval for three (3) new single-family lots and an additional 
lot dedicated as a common area. The applicant is requesting the following modifications to the zoning 
standards: 

1) Reduction in the required minimum lot size of 3,000 square feet; and
2) Reduction in the required 20 feet front yard setback for the exterior stairs greater than four feet

(4’) above grade and a portion of the 2nd and 3rd floor area.

The proposed development is seeking Preliminary Subdivision approval to create four (4) new lots. The 
total lot size of “The Stanford Commons” project is approximately 11,696 square feet. 

Attached is the plan set submitted by the applicant relating to the project to facilitate your review as well 
as an information sheet that outlines the project area.   



451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406  WWW.SLCGOV.COM/PLANNING
PO BOX 145480, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5480 TEL 801-535-7757   

Request for Input from Your Recognized Organization  
As part of this process, the applicant is required to solicit comments from Recognized Organizations.  The 
purpose of the Recognized Organization review is to inform the community of the project and solicit 
comments/concerns they have with the project.  The Recognized Organization may also take a vote to 
determine whether there is support for the project, but this is not required.   

Per City Code 2.60.050 - The recognized community organization chair(s) have forty-five (45) days to 
provide comments, from the date the notice was sent.  A public hearing will not be held, nor will a final 
decision be made about the project within the forty-five (45) day notice period.  This notice period ends 
on the following day: 

August 3, 2020 

Please contact Linda Mitchell to let the City know if you would like the applicant to attend and present 
their proposal at one of your meetings within this 45-day period. Please indicate the day and time of your 
meeting and staff will coordinate with the applicant to attend your meeting. Planning staff will be available 
at the meeting to answer any questions related to decision standards or the decision-making process.  

Comment Guidance 
Public comments will be received up to the date of the Planning Commission public hearing. However, 
you should submit your organization’s comments within 45 days of receiving this notice in order for those 
comments to be included in the staff report. 

As a Recognized Organization, we ask that you address the following questions in your comments: 

 What issues were raised at the meeting and whether any suggestions were made to address the
issues.

 The number of persons that attended the meeting (not including those with the applicant or City
Staff).

 Whether a vote was taken on the matter and if so, the vote tally.

For your reference, the following are criteria that the Planning Commission will use to make its decision. 
The City’s technical staff will review the project to ensure it complies with adopted policies and 
regulations. Input from your organization may be more general in nature, but we recommend that you also 
consider the following approval criteria: 

Approval Criteria for the Planned Development Request 
21A.55.050: STANDARDS FOR PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS 

A. Planned Development Objectives: The planned development shall meet the purpose statement for a
planned development (section 21A.55.010 of this chapter) and will achieve at least one of the objectives
stated in said section. To determine if a planned development objective has been achieved, the applicant
shall demonstrate that at least one of the strategies associated with the objective are included in the
proposed planned development. The applicant shall also demonstrate why modifications to the zoning
regulations are necessary to meet the purpose statement for a planned development. The Planning
Commission should consider the relationship between the proposed modifications to the zoning
regulations and the purpose of a planned development, and determine if the project will result in a more
enhanced product than would be achievable through strict application of the land use regulations.
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B. Master Plan Compatibility: The proposed planned development is generally consistent with adopted 
policies set forth in the Citywide, community, and/or small area Master Plan that is applicable to the 
site where the planned development will be located. 

 
C. Design And Compatibility: The proposed planned development is compatible with the area the planned 

development will be located and is designed to achieve a more enhanced product than would be 
achievable through strict application of land use regulations. In determining design and compatibility, 
the Planning Commission should consider: 

 
1. Whether the scale, mass, and intensity of the proposed planned development is compatible with the 

neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the policies stated in an 
applicable Master Plan related to building and site design; 

2. Whether the building orientation and building materials in the proposed planned development are 
compatible with the neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the policies 
stated in an applicable Master Plan related to building and site design; 

3. Whether building setbacks along the perimeter of the development: 
a. Maintain the visual character of the neighborhood or the character described in the applicable 

Master Plan. 
b. Provide sufficient space for private amenities. 
c. Provide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed development and neighboring 

properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and noise. 
d. Provide adequate sight lines to streets, driveways and sidewalks. 
e. Provide sufficient space for maintenance. 

4. Whether building facades offer ground floor transparency, access, and architectural detailing to 
facilitate pedestrian interest and interaction; 

5. Whether lighting is designed for safety and visual interest while minimizing impacts on surrounding 
property; 

6. Whether dumpsters, loading docks and/or service areas are appropriately screened; and 
7. Whether parking areas are appropriately buffered from adjacent uses. 

 
D. Landscaping: The proposed planned development preserves, maintains or provides native landscaping 

where appropriate. In determining the landscaping for the proposed planned development, the Planning 
Commission should consider: 

 
1. Whether mature native trees located along the periphery of the property and along the street are 

preserved and maintained; 
2. Whether existing landscaping that provides additional buffering to the abutting properties is 

maintained and preserved; 
3. Whether proposed landscaping is designed to lessen potential impacts created by the proposed 

planned development; and 
4. Whether proposed landscaping is appropriate for the scale of the development. 

 
E. Mobility: The proposed planned development supports Citywide transportation goals and promotes 

safe and efficient circulation within the site and surrounding neighborhood. In determining mobility, 
the Planning Commission should consider: 

 
1. Whether drive access to local streets will negatively impact the safety, purpose and character of the 

street; 
2. Whether the site design considers safe circulation for a range of transportation options including: 

a. Safe and accommodating pedestrian environment and pedestrian oriented design; 
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b. Bicycle facilities and connections where appropriate, and orientation to transit where available; 
and 

c. Minimizing conflicts between different transportation modes; 
3. Whether the site design of the proposed development promotes or enables access to adjacent uses 

and amenities; 
4. Whether the proposed design provides adequate emergency vehicle access; and 
5. Whether loading access and service areas are adequate for the site and minimize impacts to the 

surrounding area and public rights-of-way. 
 

F. Existing Site Features: The proposed planned development preserves natural and built features that 
significantly contribute to the character of the neighborhood and/or environment. 

 
G. Utilities: Existing and/or planned utilities will adequately serve the development and not have a 

detrimental effect on the surrounding area.  
 
 

Approval Criteria for the Preliminary Plat Request 
20.16.100: STANDARDS OF APPROVAL FOR PRELIMINARY PLATS  
 
All preliminary plats for subdivisions and subdivision amendments shall meet the following standards:  
 
A. The subdivision complies with the general design standards and requirements for subdivisions as 

established in Chapter 20.12 of this title;  
 

B. All buildable lots comply with all applicable zoning standards;  
 
C. All necessary and required dedications are made;  
 
D. Water supply and sewage disposal shall be satisfactory to the public utilities department director; 
  
E. Provisions for the construction of any required public improvements, per section 20.40.010 of this 

title, are included;  
 
F. The subdivision otherwise complies with all applicable laws and regulations;  
 
G. If the proposal is an amendment to an existing subdivision and involves vacating a street, right of 

way, or easement, the amendment does not materially injure the public or any person who owns land 
within the subdivision or immediately adjacent to it and there is good cause for the amendment.  

 
Comment Submission Address 
 
You may submit written comments via e-mail to linda.mitchell@slcgov.com. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Linda Mitchell at 385-386-2763 or via e-mail. 



OWN_FULL_NAME OWN_ADDR OWN_CITY OWN_STATE OWN_ZIP

Current Occupant 1005 S 2000 E Salt Lake City UT 84108

Current Occupant 1005 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

LSRR TRUST 1020 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

PNSTRUST; NSTRUST 1025 S 2000 E            SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SCOTT JONES; LAURA E JONES (JT) 1030 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

CRAIG REES & RUTH POS STEVENS TRUST 01/28/2000 1035 S 2000 E            SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 1046 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

Current Occupant 1056 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

BENJAMIN EMERY; BRIGETTE EMERY (JT) 1065 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 1066 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

ZION EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH 1070 S FOOTHILL DR       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ANTOINETTE BRADSHAW 108 2ND AVE SO - 211     KIRKLAND WA 98033

JON A GREEN; JANET A GREEN 122 VENADO CORTE         WALNUT CREEK CA 94598

POPPERTON ENTERPRISES LLC 1776 PARK AVE #4-210     PARK CITY UT 84060

BENJAMIN LIEBERMAN; KATHRYN LIEBERMAN (JT) 2005 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JASON BELZER; SARAH BELZER (JT) 2009 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2013 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

CELESTE M BABCOCK; DAVID M BABCOCK (JT) 2017 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SAM T HOOPER; HEATHER P HOOPER (JT) 2021 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ELENA ASPAROUHOVA 2024 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

VERNEE G HALLIDAY; ARLIENE HALLIDAY (TC) 2031 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KRAIG & KATHRYN KUTTLER TRUST 07/16/2018 2033 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

MARK H WHITE LIVING TRUST 02/20/2020 2034 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SCOTT R & VICTORIA R HENDERSON TRUST 06/13/2018 2035 E HERBERT AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2039 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2040 E HUBBARD AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

RAY J PARAMORE; NANCY W PARAMORE (JT) 2048 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JLS TRUST 2049 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JONATHAN DIMAS; DAVID ORNEGRI (JT) 2052 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

DEBORAH L MCFARLANE 2054 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2055 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

CHRISTINE MARIE MCCUTCHAN 2056 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2058 E MICHIGAN AVE #9-A   Salt Lake City UT 84108

MARY L MARSDEN; JACKIE B MARSDEN (JT) 2060 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

HANNAH ELDREDGE 2062 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KEVIN R ANDERSON; ELIZABETH B ANDERSON (JT) 2063 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

CHAD WHITTAKER 2064 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

ALTA KAY LOWE DAVIS; T RICHARD DAVIS (JT) 2066 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2066 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

MEREDITH HUMPHREYS 2068 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

D LANETTE DUNBAR 2070 E MICHIGAN AVE # 6A SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

YOUN DEOK KONG 2072 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

JOHN W STEIGER; GEORGIA M SAVIERS (JT) 2074 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2076 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

SARA DELONG; CAMILLE DELONG (TC) 2078 E MICHIGAN AVE # 4A SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

KYLE S CHRISTENSEN 2079 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

LOUISE A RAUSCH 2080 E MICHIGAN AVE # 3B SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2082 E MICHIGAN AVE #3-A Salt Lake City UT 84108

MICHAEL W LEMMONS; ANN REED-LEMMONS (JT) 2084 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

2004 AKG TRUST 2086 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

WJC REV TRUST 2088 E MICHIGAN AVE      SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 2090 E MICHIGAN AVE Salt Lake City UT 84108

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 2114 E HUBBARD AVE       SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

MANSON FAMILY, LLC 26005 NE 34TH ST         REDMOND WA 98053

TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 3618 S WASATCH COVE CIR  SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109

E&AC FAM TRUST 403 CAMINO DE LOS JOBANES DORADO PR 00646

ADRIANN K KERN 4271 S SUNSET VIEW DR    MILLCREEK UT 84124

HARVARD YALE PROPERTIES, LLC 4625 S 2300 E # 201      HOLLADAY UT 84117

CORP OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP OF CH OF JC OF LDS 50 E NORTHTEMPLE ST #2225 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84150

Current Occupant 954 S CONNOR ST Salt Lake City UT 84108

DAT QUANG PHAN; MAN DIEP (JT) 962 S 2100 E             SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108

Current Occupant 965 S FOOTHILL DR Salt Lake City UT 84108

TOWNES CONDO COMMON AREA MASTER CARD PO BOX 179               LEHI UT 84043
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Via Email Only 
 
Salt Lake City Planning Department 
c/o Nick Norris 
Planning Director 
Nick.norris@slcgov.com 
 
Linda Mitchell 
Principal Planner 
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com 
 
 I am writing this letter in response to the appeal and the arguments made by David P. 
Rose, Lisa S. Rose, Benjamin Emery, and Brigette Emery (“Appellants”).  I represent the 
developer, Altus Development Group, LLC, and the owner, Stanford Commons, LLC. 
 
 The planning commission’s approval of the planned development for Stanford Commons, 
identified as PLNSUB2020-00230, was supported by substantial evidence and is in compliance 
with all laws, statutes, and city code requirements.  The Appellants have failed to meet their 
heavy burden in this appeal.  I cite several sources in this letter including the staff report 
prepared by the city staff (hereinafter referred to the “Staff Report”), the testimony and 
presentations given during the public hearing on September 23, 2020, (hereinafter referred to as 
the “Public Hearing”) and certain public documents such as county tax records. 
 
I. BACKGROUND FACTS 

 
The Townes Condominiums originally contained 94,937 square feet of land with twenty 

condominium units on that land.  Staff Report pg. 33.  The Townes Condominiums were 
originally created in 1973 by the recording of a condominium plat and are administered by the 
Townes Condominium Association, Inc. (the “Association”).  Under the 1973 city code, there is 
no requirement to maintain a certain amount of open space in the project, but the project 
included a swimming pool and other open area.  Public Hearing, Linda Mitchell, at 10:20.  In 
2012, the owners of the Townes Condominiums voted to permanently close the pool and they 
subsequently covered the pool with plywood.  Staff Report pg. 34.  The vacant pool has become 
a significant problem for the Association and neighbors, with vagrants and transients moving 
into the pool area and used condoms and other unsavory items being discovered there.  Public 
Hearing, Testimony of Bill Christiansen at 48:54; Staff Report, Letter from Benjamin Emery, pg. 
60.  A few years ago, the Association held a vote where eighteen of twenty owners approved a 
sale of the pool property to a developer for the purpose of constructing additional living units.  
Staff Report pg. 34.   

 
Stanford Commons, LLC has entered into a contract to purchase the swimming pool and 

surrounding area from the Association, comprising 11,636 square feet of land.  Staff Report pg. 
34.  As explained by the Appellants, the subdivision and sale of the 11,636 square feet has 
already been administratively approved by the city and is not at issue in this appeal.  Staff Report 
pg. 2.  The only issue on appeal is whether or not to grant the planned development application 
for the use of that land.  The property is currently zoned RMF-30.  
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The planned development is requesting three modifications as described below.  At the 

Public Hearing, the planning commission approved the planned development with conditions as 
further described below. 

 
A. Requested Modifications 
 
As part of the process of designing the project, the developer met with the Association 

and several of the neighbors that live closest to the project, including several of those that 
submitted negative comments, over the course of almost an entire year.  Staff Report pg. 36.  The 
current design of the project was the product of the comments from those neighbors and the 
Association.  Based on those comments and several other factors, the developer submitted plans 
and requested modifications to three different zoning requirements as explained below. 

 
1. Minimum Lot Size  

 
For single-family attached dwellings in the RMF 30 

zone, each lot is required to have a minimum of 3,000 
square feet.  See Salt Lake City Code 21A.24.120(C).  The 
developer is proposing to subdivide the land into three 
single-family attached dwelling lots and one lot of common 
area, with the lot sizes described in Table 1.  Staff Report 
pg. 7.  Lots 1 through 3 in Table 1 are the lots assigned to 
the dwellings and Lot 4 is the land set aside as common 
area.  For three single-family attached dwellings, the total project must include 9,000 square feet 
of land.  See Salt Lake City Code 21A.24.120(C).  The project actually includes 11,696 square 
feet of land, but given the “L” shaped layout of the overall lot, it was not possible to create three 
single-family attached lots meeting the 3,000 square foot per lot requirement.   

 
Under the current zoning ordinance, the developer could construct a multi-family 

dwelling with three units without needing to request a modification to the zoning requirements.  
Staff Report, pg. 8.  However, the owner of Altus Development Group lives in the neighborhood 
and determined that single-family attached dwellings would be a better fit for the neighborhood.  
Public Hearing at 24:10.  The developer therefore created smaller lots for the three single-family 
units so that the owners of the units would also have ownership of the land and to avoid the 
creation of an apartment complex, which is a permitted use.  Staff Report pg. 8.  The developer 
also created one larger lot that will be reserved as common area.  The total square feet in the 
development exceed what is required by city code for three lots (9,000 ft2 required; 11,696 ft2 

provided), but the development allocates a portion of that land to the common area and leaves 
the dwelling lots smaller than the zone allows without approval of a planned development.  The 
planning commission approved the smaller lot sizes as requested. 

 
2. Grade Change Greater than Four Feet in the Front Yard 
 
In the absence of the approval of a planned development, the city code prohibits “changes 

of established grade greater than 4 feet” in a required yard setback.  Salt Lake City Code 
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21A.36.020(B). The Project adjoins a public dead-end street to the west that the new lots will use 
as the primary access road.1  From the road, the Project gains approximately eight feet in 
elevation to the level where the existing pool is located.  Staff Report pg. 16.  This eight-foot 
elevation gain is a somewhat steep hill from the street to the existing pool.  In order to comply 
with the city code requirement, the driveways for the new units would have to climb 
approximately four feet from the street level, leaving the garage and basement approximately 
four feet beneath the existing grade with the rest of the garage and basement protruding above 
the existing grade.   

 
The developer elected to cut into the hill and create garages that are only slightly above 

the elevation of the street with the majority of the garage and basement beneath the existing 
grade.  Public Hearing at 27:00.  This closely matches what was done for the units in the 
Association next door as shown on Figure 8 below.  Staff Report pg. 6.   

 
  
The developer chose to match the neighboring properties and cut into the hill because of 

the comments and requests from neighboring property owners.  Public Hearing at 27:00.  The 
Association specifically requested that the height of the new units roughly match the height of 
the existing units in the Association.  Id.  The Association has reviewed and approved the plans 
submitted to the city.  The elevations below show the existing grade in red, the proposed finish 
grade in blue, and the dotted line at the very top is the thirty-foot height restriction imposed by 
the zone. 
 

 

 
1 The access road is named Foothill Drive; however, it is somewhat confusing because the road 
abutting the Project on the east is also called Foothill Drive.  The road on the east is a much 
larger, busier street and the road on the west that is being used for access is a much smaller, dead 
end street. 
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3. Front Yard Setback  
 
The RMF 30 zone requires a twenty-foot front yard setback.  Salt Lake City Code 

21A.24.120.  The Project’s rear setback 
line runs parallel to the existing unit 
behind the Project.  The Project’s front 
setback line runs parallel to the access 
road.  This leaves an oddly shaped 
buildable area where the front yard 
setback line and the rear yard setback line 
do not run parallel to each other.  The 
drawing to the right shows the front yard 
setback line in red with the building 
footprints depicted as the black lines 
inside of the red line.  As shown, the 
entire first level of the Project fits within 
the front yard setback.  Public Hearing at 
24:40. 

 
The developer requested a modification allowing the second and third levels of the new 

units to encroach slightly into the front yard setback and for the front porch and stairway to 
encroach into the front yard setback. 

 
The second and third level protrude approximately two feet into the front yard setback as 

shown below.  The drawing below was present at the public hearing by the developer with the 
red line showing the front yard setback requirement.  Id. at 24:40. 

 

 
 
The green and blue circles show the 

areas on the northern unit that protrude into 
the front yard setback.  The developer’s 
architect designed the dwellings with these 
protrusions to provide architectural variance 
and interest on the dwelling.  Id. at 25:00.  The 
buildings could have a flat face going from the 
garage straight up without requiring a 
modification from the city code requirements.  
However, the developer did not think that a 
flat face would fit into the neighborhood so these design elements were incorporated to better 
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match the neighboring residences and to provide better looking homes.  Id. The planning 
commission approved the modification for the building as drawn. 

 
In the plans that were submitted to the city, the stairways and front porches protruded 

straight out from the second level of the buildings.  These stairways were to be used as the main 
entrance into the dwellings.  These plans were based upon comments from the neighbors.  Id. at 
25:45.  The original plans had the main entries for the northern and southern units on the second 
level, but on the north and south side of the dwellings, respectively, rather than protruding from 
the front.  Id.  The neighbors requested that the entrances be put on the front of the dwellings.  Id.  
During the public hearing, several members of the public commented that the front stairways, as 
designed, did not match the character of the neighborhood and looked strange. Public Hearing at 
46:14 (comments of Soren Simonsen).  The planning commission rejected the front stairways as 
drawn, but gave conditional approval of a modification allowing the developer to construct 
stairways that encroach into the front yard setback so long as the stairways were redesigned 
based on several guidelines set by the planning commission.  The planning commission gave the 
city staff authority to review and approve the new design based upon the guidelines they had set. 
 
II. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 

On appeal, the Appellants have the burden to prove that the planning commission’s 
decision “is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a law, statute, or 
ordinance in effect when the decision was made.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.16.030.  The 
appeals hearing officer must uphold the decision unless the Appellants meet their burden.  See 
id.; see also Utah Code § 10-9a-705 (“The appellant has the burden of proving that the land use 
authority erred.”).   

 
While the Appellants state that the planning commission’s decision was “illegal and/or 

improper,” the only arguments they raise are based on whether the facts presented meet the 
standards for a planned development in the city code.  Appellants’ Brief pg. 5.  For that reason, 
their appeal is a challenge to the sufficiency of the facts.  When reviewing the facts supporting 
the planning commission’s decision, the hearing officer “must simply determine, in light of the 
evidence before the [commission], whether a reasonable mind could reach the same conclusion 
as the [commission]. It is not [the hearing officer’s] prerogative to weigh the evidence anew.”  
Patterson v. Utah Cty. Bd. of Adjustment, 893 P.2d 602, 604 (Utah Ct. App. 1995). 

 
Additionally, “[a] party challenging a factual finding or sufficiency of the evidence to 

support a verdict will almost certainly fail to carry its burden of persuasion on appeal if it fails to 
marshal” the evidence that supports the planning commission’s decision.  State v. Nielsen, 2014 
UT 10, ¶ 42, 326 P.3d 645.  While the Appellants cite some of the evidence that supports the 
decision, they fail to address most of the evidence presented at the public hearing and they 
minimize the impact of other facts. 
 
III. PUBLIC CLAMOR 
 

The approval of a planned development application is in the power of the planning 
commission and is an administrative or quasi-judicial function.  When a city decision does not 
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“involve policy-making,” nor does it “prescribe by ordinance the general rules to be followed by 
the executive branch in exercising its power of property management,” the decision is considered 
administrative or quasi-judicial.  Salt Lake Cty. Cottonwood Sanitary Dist. v. Sandy City, 879 
P.2d 1379, 1382 (Utah Ct. App. 1994).  In this case, the city code lays out several elements that a 
planned development must meet and several factors that the planning commission must weigh in 
determining whether to approve the planned development.  This type of land use decision is an 
administrative or quasi-judicial function.  See id. (stating that a decision that “involves the 
implementation of policy” is an administrative function). 

 
When reviewing an application that is subject to an administrative or quasi-judicial 

approval process, the city cannot reject the application “based solely on adverse public 
comment.”  Uintah Mountain RTC, L.L.C. v. Duchesne Cty., 2005 UT App 565, ¶ 32, 127 P.3d 
1270.  “[P]ublic clamor,’ is not an adequate legal basis for the city's decision.  Id. at ¶ 30.  
Nevertheless, the Appellants attempt to highlight throughout their arguments that “most of the 
surrounding residents” oppose the project and that “[n]o positive letters or emails in support of 
the Planned Development Application were sent.”  Appellants Brief pg. 3.  They go onto argue 
that “the experience and statements of the community stakeholders must carry the day.”  Id. 10.   

 
These statements are false in some instances and are misleading in others.  In order to 

submit the planned development application, the Association was required to submit an affidavit 
supporting the planned development as the current landowner.  While the affidavit was not 
included in the city staff report, the board president, Bill Christiansen, submitted positive 
comments at the public hearing.  He testified that eighteen of the twenty owners in the 
Association voted to approve the sale of the development.  Public Hearing at 45:54.  The 
Association has had several opportunities to review and approve the plans that were submitted as 
established in their affidavit.  Additionally, two other neighbors—Soren Simonsen and Zachary 
Desalt—submitted positive comments in the public hearing.  Id. at 44:09 and 46:14. That is a 
total of twenty neighbors that support the project.  The Appellants cite to twelve neighbors that 
submitted negative comments.  Appellants’ Brief pg. 3.  More of the neighbors support the 
project than oppose the project.  In any event, the number of neighbors that oppose the project 
cannot be used as a factor in determining whether or not to approve the planned development.  
 
IV. PLANNED DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
 

The planning commission is granted the authority to “change, alter, modify, or waive . . . 
[a]ny provisions of the [zoning] title or of the City’s subdivision regulations,” when a proposed 
development meets the guidelines established in the city code for a planned development.  Salt 
Lake City Code 21A.55.020.  There are several requirements that a development must meet in 
order to qualify for the benefits of a planned development: 1) the development must meet the 
purpose statement for a planned development and at least one of the planned development 
objectives listed in section 21A.55.010 of the city code; 2) the development must be “generally 
consistent with adopted policies set forth in the” applicable master plan; 3) the development must 
be “compatible with the neighborhood where” it will be located; 4) the landscaping should 
preserve, maintain, or provide native landscaping where appropriate; 5) the development should 
support citywide transportation goals and promote safe and efficient circulation within the 
surrounding neighborhood; 6) the proposed development should preserve natural features that 
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significantly contribute to the character of the neighborhood; and 7) the additional burden on the 
utilities should not have a detrimental effect on the surrounding area.  Salt Lake City Code 
21A.55.050. 

 
The Appellants do not argue that every element lacks sufficient evidence.  Rather, they 

argue that the development does not meet the first, the third, the fourth, and the fifth elements.  
For that reason, this letter only addresses those elements. 
 

A. Planned Development Objectives 
 

The first element that the Appellants challenge is found in Salt Lake City Code 
21A.55.010.  That section provides broad guiding principles that the planning commission 
should consider when reviewing a planned development application.  It also requires the 
development to meet at least one of the objectives listed in that section.   The purpose of the 
planned development process, and the lens through which all of the objectives must be viewed, is 
“to encourage the efficient use of land and resources, promot[e] greater efficiency in public and 
utility services and encourag[e] innovation in the planning and building of all types 
of development.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.010.  Planned developments are intended to allow 
for a permitted use in the zoning the district, while “utilizing an alternative approach to the 
design of the property,” with the intent of creating “a more enhanced product than would be 
achievable through strict application of land use regulations.”  Id.   

 
The modifications that the planning commission approved meet these purposes.  As 

discussed above, a 3-unit multi-family dwelling with a flat face that is taller than the proposed 
structures can be built on the property without going through the planned development process.  
The three modifications that the developer requested are intended to make the project better meet 
the character of the neighborhood.   

 
In addition to the general purpose statements, Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.010 requires 

the development to meet one, and only one, of the following objectives2: 1) preservation of open 
space; 2) historic preservation; 3) providing types of housing that helps achieve the City’s 
housing goals; 4) enhancement to mobility; 5) sustainability; and 6) implementation of the 
master plan.  At a minimum, this project meets the first, third, fourth, and sixth objectives.    

 
1. Preservation of Open Space 

 
Appellants argue that the project reduces the overall open space in the Association, taking 

11,696 square feet of open space from the Association and leaving only “4,717 square feet of 
open space in Lot 4.”  Appellants Brief, pg. 13-14.  First, that argument fails to account for the 
fact that the separation of 11,696 from the Association’s property has already received 
preliminary approval and is not subject to this appeal.  Staff Report pg. 2; Public Hearing at 9:55.  
Second, that argument misconstrues the ordinance.   

 

 
2 Salt Lake City Code section 21A.55.050(A) requires the development to meet “at least one of the 
objectives stated” in section 21A.55.010. 
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Every time that a new building is built on empty land the total amount of open space in 
the city is reduced.  The objective to preserve open space would never be accomplished if the 
ordinance were interpreted to prevent construction of new buildings on empty land.  Rather, the 
purpose of the planned development process is to “encourage the efficient use of land” and 
“encourage[e] innovation in the planning and building of all types of development,” not to stifle 
construction.  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.010.3  The ordinance states that the preservation of 
open space is met through the “[c]lustering of development to preserve open space,” and the 
“[i]nclusion of community gathering places or public recreational opportunities, such as new 
trails.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.010(A).4  This development clusters all of the living units 
into one area and preserves as much open space as possible.  The developer is not asking for a 
modification allowing it to increase the overall amount of building coverage allowed, nor is it 
asking to reduce the total amount of square footage of land required for the number of dwellings 
it intends to build.  Rather, it is asking to cluster the new dwellings on smaller lots, leaving a 
larger lot for common area and open space.  It is also installing a new landscaped trail connecting 
the road to the west of the property with the road to the east.  Staff Report pg. 14.  This certainly 
meets the objective of preserving open space when the ordinance is read in its entirety. 

 
2. Increased Housing Types 
 
This development meets another objective by providing “housing types that are not 

commonly found in the existing neighborhood but are of a scale that is typical to the 
neighborhood.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.010(C).   The Association, with its twenty existing 
condominium units, sits immediately to the north of the project.  Staff Report pg. 9.  The rest of 
the neighborhood consists largely of single-family dwellings.  Id.  Single-family attached 
dwellings are not commonly found in this neighborhood, but it is similar in scale to the 
condominiums to the north, while providing ownership of the land similar to the single-family 
lots in the neighborhood. 

 
3. Enhanced Mobility 
 
This development also meets the objective of enhancing mobility.  Salt Lake City Code 

21A.55.010(D) lists a couple of examples of what enhances mobility in a project — “creating 
new interior block walkway connections that connect through a block” or “improvements that 
encourage transportation options other than just the automobile.”  The development includes a 
new walkway that connects the access road to the west with Foothill Drive to the east.  The 
Appellants argue that the walkway does not significantly improve mobility because there are 
other ways to get to Foothill Drive on the east.  This argument completely misconstrues the 
nature of the project and the ordinance.  The property being developed consists of 0.27 acres.  
Staff Report pg. 33.  While large developments may install public or private roads, or other larger 

 
3 “[W]hen interpreting a[n ordinance], it is axiomatic that this court's primary goal is to give effect to the 
[city's] intent in light of the purpose that the [ordinance] was meant to achieve.”  M & S Cox Investments, 
LLC v. Provo City Corp., 2007 UT App 315, ¶ 30, 169 P.3d 789 (second, third, and fourth alterations in 
original). 
4 “In interpreting the meaning of a[n] ... ordinance, we begin first by looking to the plain language of 
the ordinance.”  M & S Cox Investments, LLC, 2007 UT App 315, ¶ 30 (alterations in original). 
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mobility enhancements, this project is exceptionally small.  The objective in the city ordinance 
does not require that the project substantially enhance mobility, just that it enhance mobility in 
some way.  Additionally, the ordinance does not say that the new walkway connections must be 
in an area where there is no other access.  It simply asks for the enhancement of mobility, 
including the creation of a new interior block walkway.  That requirement is met. 

 
Additionally, this development increases mobility by creating additional housing units 

near the University of Utah.  Bill Christiansen, the president of the Association, testified at the 
public hearing that four of the last five people to buy a unit in the Association were employees of 
the University of Utah.  Public Hearing at 48:54.  He stated that the development will provide 
additional housing units near the University that will cut down on vehicle traffic throughout the 
city.  Id.  Zachary Desalt also testified at the public hearing that there are multiple bus lines that 
run right next to the development and the development will enhance mobility by reducing 
citywide traffic by providing housing near the University.  Public Hearing at 44:10.  Soren 
Simonsen also made similar statements, saying that the project provides much needed additional 
housing units near employment and public transportation.  Public Hearing at 46:14.  The 
Appellants’ brief completely failed to address the comments supporting this objective.  The 
planning commission’s approval of this development is supported by substantial evidence 
because the plans for the development meet one of the expressly enumerated ways to increase 
mobility—installation of a new walkway—and because multiple members of the public testified 
as to how this project will increase mobility.   

 
4. Implementation of the Master Plan 
 
Finally, this development meets the objective of implementing the master plan.  The 

Appellants baldly state that the project does not meet the “Master Plan’s vision because it 
converts dedicated open space into density,” but they do not cite any portion of the Master Plan 
to support this assertion.  Appellants’ Brief pg. 15.   

 
Salt Lake City is broken into smaller communities that are governed by their own master 

plans.  This project is located in the East Bench community and is governed by the East Bench 
Master Plan.  Guiding Principle N-03 of the East Bench Master Plan states that some of the 
purposes of the area are to “[p]romote . . . redevelopment of underutilized land,” to “[d]irect new 
growth towards areas with existing infrastructure,” to “[e]nable moderate density increases 
within existing neighborhoods” and “[i]increase the number of medium density housing types 
and options,” and to “[a]ccommodate and promote an increase in the City’s population.”  Staff 
Report pg. 35.  The property is currently zoned RMF-30. This is one of the few opportunities to 
increase the number of housing options in this area.  It is also taking a boarded up, unused pool 
and turning it into additional housing that will support the population growth.  Contrary to the 
Appellants’ arguments, this development meets the purposes of the master plan.  As noted above, 
the developer is not asking for a reduction in the open space required by the zoning ordinances, it 
is only asking that the open space be consolidated into a common area parcel and the size of the 
dwelling lots be reduced.  If this planned development is rejected, the developer or another 
developer can still purchase the property and put three multi-family units without needing a 
modification.  This development meets the purposes of the master plan because it allows for a 
type of single-family dwelling in this neighborhood. 
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The development must meet at least one of the objectives in Salt Lake City Code 

21A.55.010.  As shown above, the development meets at least for objectives.  The planning 
commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence that the development meets at least 
one objective. 
 

B. Compatibility with the Neighborhood 
 

The Appellants argue that the development is incompatible with the neighborhood and 
that it does not provide enough open space to buffer the neighbors to the south, west, and north. 
Appellants’ Brief pg. 5-9.  Both of these arguments fall under one requirement in the city code, 
and both fail because the planning commission’s decision was supported by substantial evidence. 

 
Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.050(C) states that the development should be “compatible 

with the area the planned development will be located [in] and [should be] designed to achieve a 
more enhanced product than would be achievable through strict application of land use 
regulations.”  The code includes several factors that the planning commission should consider 
when reviewing the compatibility of the development, but according to the plain language of the 
ordinance, the planning commission is required to find that the project as a whole is compatible 
with the neighborhood without reliance on any one factor.   

 
The Appellants make two arguments under this requirement – 1) “[t]he scale mass and 

intensity of the proposed [project] is not compatible with the neighborhood;” and 2) the 
“setbacks as proposed provide inadequate buffering that are a great detriment to the privacy and 
noise of the neighboring properties.”  Both of these arguments are made under specific factors 
listed in the compatibility requirement, but do not address the overall compatibility of the 
project.  See Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.050(C)(1) & (C)(3)(c) (stating that two of the factors 
the planning commission should consider are “[w]hether the scale, mass, and intensity of the” 
development is “compatible with the neighborhood” and “[w]hether building setbacks . . . 
[p]rovide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed development and neighboring 
properties to minimize the impacts related to privacy and noise”).  Another factor is “[w]hether 
the building orientation and building materials in the proposed planned development are 
compatible with the neighborhood.”  Id. 21A.55.050(C)(2).   

 
The planning commission relied on substantial evidence when they found that the 

development is compatible with the neighborhood.  Indeed, all three of the modifications 
requested by the developer were to make the project better match the character of the 
neighborhood.  The requested modifications give architectural variance to the front of the 
buildings, allow for single-family dwellings instead of multi-family dwellings, and reduce the 
overall height of the dwellings.  This alone provides substantial evidence that the planned 
development actually increases the compatibility with the neighborhood.  

 
The scale, mass, and intensity of the development is compatible with the neighborhood.  

The Appellants argue that the development is not compatible with the neighborhood because 
there are four single-family detached dwellings in the R-1-7000 zone near the project.  
Appellants’ Brief pg. 5-6.  While that is certainly true, there are twenty condominium units 
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immediately to the north of the project and two large churches on this dead-end street.  The 
Appellants seek to downplay the twenty condominium units and the two large churches, but in 
essence, they are asking the hearing officer to re-weigh the evidence.  That is not the appropriate 
standard of review.5  The standard of review is whether there is substantial evidence supporting 
the planning commission’s decision.  The existence of twenty condominium units alone is 
substantial evidence that the development matches the scale, mass, and intensity of the 
development.  Of the residences in the immediate area of the development, 16.6% are single-
family dwellings (four dwellings) and 83.3% are multi-family units (twenty units). 

 
The Appellants argue that only six of the condominium units front the same street as the 

proposed development and the remaining fourteen are accessed off of Michigan Avenue.  
Appellants’ Brief pg. 6.  This argument asks the hearing officer to ignore the existence of the 
condominium units a mere thirty feet behind the proposed new dwellings.  Even assuming their 
argument is correct, there are still more condominium units that have access on the dead-end 
street (six units) than single-family dwellings (four dwellings).   

 
The Appellants also argue that the new project will consist of three attached dwelling 

units whereas the existing units in the Association are twin-homes, thereby increasing the 
“intensity of use and massing . . . by 50%.”  Appellants’ Brief pg. 6.  On the contrary, the 
Association’s property, as amended by the plat that has already been approved by the city and is 
not subject to this appeal, is left with a total of 83,241 square feet of land; 19,788 of which is 
covered by buildings.  Staff Report pg. 33.  That means that 23.77% of the Association’s land is 
covered by buildings.  The proposed dwellings on the new project have a total footprint of 3,054 
square feet, with a total land area of 11,696 square feet.  Id. pg. 20 (showing the total footprint of 
each unit) & 33 (showing the total land area of the development).  That means that 26.11% of the 
land in the new project will be covered by buildings.  That is less than a 3% increase in density 
from the Association’s property.   

 
Additionally, the churches on the dead-end street are a much more intense use than the 

proposed development.  As an example, the Lutheran church at the end of the street is located on 
2.25 acres, yet it has 92 off-street parking stalls.  Staff Report pg. 9; Salt Lake County Recorder’s 
website at https://slco.org/assessor/ searching for parcel numbers 16103050100000 and 
16103050110000.  That is a ratio of 40.8 off-street parking stalls per acre.  The proposed project 
has a total of 0.268 acres with a two-car garage for each of the three dwellings.  Staff Report pg. 
20 & 33.  That is a ratio of 22.4 garage parking spaces per acre.  That indicates a much lower 
intensity of use for the proposed project.   

 
 There is also substantial evidence supporting the fact that the “building setbacks . . . 
[p]rovide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed development and neighboring 
properties to minimize the impacts related to privacy and noise.”  Salt Lake City Code 
21A.55.050(C)(3)(c).  The Appellants argue that the neighbors to the north, south, and west will 
be negatively impacted by the development due to the small setbacks provided.  Appellants’ 
Brief pg. 7.  However, the development complies with the setback requirements to the north and 

 
5 “It is not [the hearing officer’s] prerogative to weigh the evidence anew.”  Patterson v. Utah Cty. Bd. of 
Adjustment, 893 P.2d 602, 604 (Utah Ct. App. 1995). 
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south so it is difficult to argue that there is not enough setback to protect the neighbors to the 
north and south.  By passing the zoning ordinance, the city council has determined that the 
setbacks to the north and south are sufficient to provide the buffer needed.  Additionally, while 
the Emerys argue that there is not sufficient setback between the new project and their property, 
their garage is built on the property line with no setback. 
 

The only modification the development seeks to the setback requirements is on the west.  
As described above, the proposed buildings will encroach two feet into the front yard setback, 
reducing that setback from twenty feet to eighteen feet.  However, the only property directly 
across the street from the project to the west is the parking lot for the Lutheran church.  Staff 
Report pg. 9.  That extra two feet of building will have no impact on a parking lot.  Additionally, 
the extended portion of the dwellings are still “about 43.5 feet from the edge of the road” due to 
the wide swath of city owned property in front of the new dwellings.  Staff Report pg. 35.    
 
 The encroachment into the front yard setback actually supports the finding that the 
proposed dwellings are “compatible with the area the planned development will be located [in] 
and is designed to achieve a more enhanced product than would be achievable through strict 
application of land use regulations.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.050(C).  As noted above, the 
dwellings could be constructed as flat faced buildings with little architectural interest under the 
zoning code.  The purpose of the planned development is to allow for greater architectural 
variation and interest by allowing portions of the second and third floors to protrude into the 
front yard setback.   
 
 The Appellants also argue that the height of the buildings will harm the privacy of the 
neighbors.  Again, the zoning code allows for thirty-foot-tall structures.  The developer is not 
seeking for a modification to that requirement.  The proposed structures will vary from twenty-
three to twenty-six feet tall.  Staff Report pg. 42.  As noted above, the very purpose of seeking 
the planned development was to sink the dwellings lower into the ground to avoid building 
dwellings that are significantly taller than the neighbors.  Without this planned development 
approval, a developer can build apartment complexes that are thirty feet high.  The planning 
commission’s finding that the planned development enhances the project and matches the 
character of the neighborhood is supported by substantial evidence and must be upheld. 

 
C. Transportation 

 
This has already largely been addressed above in the section on Planned Development 

Objectives.   Nevertheless, there are some differences between the requirement found in section 
21A.55.050(E), which the Appellants argue under in this section, and 21A.55.010(D) which is 
addressed above.  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.050(E) requires the development to “support[] 
Citywide transportation goals and promote[] safe and efficient circulation within the site and 
surrounding neighborhood.”  The evidence supporting the citywide transportation goals is 
already laid out above and will not be reiterated here.  This section will focus on the safe and 
efficient circulation within the site and surrounding neighborhood.  Again, the Appellants have 
failed to meet their burden on appeal. 
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The Appellants focus their arguments on the fact that no traffic study was ordered.  
However, a traffic study is not required.  Pursuant to Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.040(A)(7), a 
traffic study is only required when determined by the City Transportation Division.  In this 
instance, it is hard to imagine why a traffic impact analysis would be required.  As the 
Appellants’ own brief acknowledges, the access street “experiences a fairly heavy amount of 
traffic and parking problems due to the two churches located at each end of the block and the 
‘Let Me Shine’ daily pre-school held by Zions Lutheran Church.”  Appellants’ Brief pg. 10.  
There are already over one hundred forty (140) existing off street parking stalls on this short 
dead-end-street.  Public Hearing at 54:20; see also Staff Report pg. 9.  This project is adding an 
additional six off street parking spaces inside of the garages of the new dwellings.  That is a four 
percent (4%) increase in off-street parking along the dead-end-street.  The impact is negligible.   

 
The Appellants appear to argue that any increase in traffic will have a negative impact on 

the safety of a neighborhood and therefore should be prohibited.  But if that is the way the city 
ordinance must be interpreted then no project would ever meet the requirements of a planned 
development. 

 
While the Appellants raise heated arguments that an increase to off-street parking of four 

percent, and the attendant increase in traffic, will have serious negative impacts to their 
neighborhood, they fail to mention that the home owned by the Roses (who are two of the 
Appellants) has three existing garages doors.  The planned development will be adding three 
more two-car garages.  The impact of this project is no different than any other single-family 
attached dwelling on a dead-end-street.  The project will keep a sidewalk running along the street 
and adds a walkway between the two streets that it is sandwiched between.   

 
Again, as noted above, an apartment complex with three units can be built on the 

property without going through the planned development process.  In such a case, the three units 
could have two-car garages, meaning that the amount of traffic could increase the same amount 
regardless of whether this planned development is approved or not.  The planning commission’s 
determination that the development promotes the safe and efficient circulation is supported by 
substantial evidence and must be upheld.   
 

D. Landscaping 
 

Finally, the Appellants argue that there is not substantial evidence supporting the finding 
that “[t]he proposed planned development preserves, maintains or provides native landscaping 
where appropriate.”  Salt Lake City Code 21A.55.050(D).  Again, the Appellants seem to argue 
that the loss of any mature trees or native landscaping is prohibited by the ordinance.  See 
Appellants’ Brief pg. 12-13.  Every development will necessarily result in the loss of some 
existing landscaping.  For that reason, the ordinance cannot be interpreted to prevent the loss of 
any existing landscaping. 

 
 The developer submitted detailed landscaping plans shown in pages 26 through 32 of the 
Staff Report.  The existing landscaping that is located in the areas that are being improved is 
being removed.  That cannot change.  The trees located where the buildings, driveways, and 
walkway are located must be cut down in order for the dwellings to be built.  As noted above, the 
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project can move forward without planning commission approval as a multi-family dwelling 
with substantially the same footprint and only minor variations in the design.  If this planned 
development fails and a multi-family dwelling is built, the existing landscaping will be removed 
in substantially the same manner as shown on the landscape plans and the planning commission 
will have no input on those plans.  
 
 The landscape plans show the preservation of the trees and other landscaping in the areas 
that are not actively inside of the construction area.  Additionally, the plans show the installation 
of a significant amount of new shrubs, trees, and other landscaping.  Even so, the city staff has 
interpreted the conditional approval of the planned development as requiring additional 
landscaping to be added on the west end of the property to better screen the new dwellings from 
the street.  Updated landscaping plans have been submitted with the final plat application to meet 
the conditions on the planned development approval.  See PLNSUB2020-01015. 
 
 The Appellants argue that the proposed landscaping plans do “not remotely remedy the 
loss of mature trees and existing trees.”  Appellants’ Brief pg. 13.  They go onto argue that 
sufficient replacement landscaping cannot be provided “because the amount of land set aside . . . 
is so shrunken or non-existent.”  Id.  As shown above, the proposed density of the buildings on 
the property is roughly proportional to the density of buildings on the Association’s property.  
The Appellants focus heavily on the trees that will be removed from the park strip.  However, the 
replacement of those trees is governed by the Urban Forestry Program, Salt Lake City Code 
21A.48.060, which has specific requirements for the replacement of those trees.  The Urban 
Forestry department has reviewed the landscaping plans and determined that they comply with 
the requirements for replacing the trees in the park strip, subject to certain conditions.  Staff 
Report pg. 69. 
 
 The Appellants have failed to meet their burden.  The planning commission’s conditional 
approval was based on significant evidence in the form of landscaping plans showing the 
preservation of landscaping where possible and the provision of new landscaping where 
appropriate. 

 
V. CONCLUSION 
 

The developer could build a substantially similar building, albeit a much less attractive 
multi-family building, without needing to go through the planned development process.  The 
developer is asking for this planned development approval to improve the project and make it fit 
better into the neighborhood by building single-family attached dwellings instead of multi-family 
dwellings, adding architectural interest to the front of the dwellings, and sinking the dwellings 
into the ground to avoid having the dwellings be significantly taller than the surrounding homes.   
The decision of the planning commission is supported by substantial evidence, including the 
plans submitted by the developer, the analysis of the city staff, and the comments of a majority 
of the surrounding neighbors that commented on the project.  The Appellants ignore significant 
evidence, downplay other evidence, and then ask the hearing officer to re-weigh the evidence in 
their favor.  That is not permitted on appeal.  They have failed to meet their burden. Because the 
planning commission’s decision is supported by substantial evidence, the conditional approval of 
the planned development must be upheld. 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stanford Bell 
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