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Preliminary Subdivision Plat and 
Planned Development 

 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 546 S. McClelland Street 
PARCEL ID’s:  16-05-452-017, 16-05-452-018, 16-05-454-007, 16-05-454-008, and 16-05-
454-032 
MASTER PLAN:  Central Community Master Plan Low/Medium Density Residential (10-20 
dwelling units per net acre) 
ZONING DISTRICT:  SR-3 (Special Development Pattern Residential District) 
 
REQUEST:  Jacob Ballstaedt of Garbett Homes is requesting approval from the City to develop 
a new six lot subdivision at the above listed address.  Currently the land is used for residential 
purposes and is zoned SR-3 (Special Development Pattern Residential District).  This type of 
project requires Subdivision and Planned Development review.  A Planned Development is 
required for the subdivision to have a private street and to reduce the setbacks for some of the 
proposed lots in the subdivision. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the analysis and findings of the staff report, it is the 
Planning Staff’s opinion that overall the project generally does not meet the applicable 
standards and therefore, recommends the Planning Commission deny the request. 
 
Recommended Motion: Based on the testimony and the proposal presented, I move that the 
Planning Commission deny the planned development (PLNSUB2015-00567) and subdivision 
request (PLNSUB2015-00358) for the property located at approximately 546 S. McClelland 
Street based on the findings and analysis in the staff report. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Subdivision Plans 
B. Building Concepts 
C. Additional Applicant Information 
D. Additional Site Photos 
E. Existing Conditions 



 

 

F. Analysis of Standards 
G. Public Process and Comments 
H. Department Comments 
I. Motions 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The applicant, Jacob Ballsteadt of Garbett Homes, is proposing a new six lot subdivision on five 
existing lots.  The properties are located within an interior court in the Central City area.  The 
access to the site is through McClelland Street. This portion of McClelland Street is designated 
as a private right-of-way by the City.  Access to McClelland Street is from 600 South and the 
properties are located between 1000 and 1100 East.  Below is a vicinity map showing the 
location of the site.  Due to the configuration of this interior court, the proposed project would 
have limited visibility from any of the adjoining streets. 
 

The proposed subdivision 
will contain one existing 
home and five new single-
family residences.  All six 
of the residences will be 
located on their own 
property and will be stand 
alone units, meaning they 
will not be connected or 
attached in any way.  The 
existing residence is not 
proposed to be modified on 
the exterior as part of this 
request.  For the other 
residences, the applicant is 
proposing three different 
floor plans.  Each residence 
will have an unfinished 
basement, two-car garage, 
three bedrooms, and 2½ 

baths.  All of the units are two stories in height.  The total square footage is the difference in 
each of the units and the size will vary from 2,349 square feet to 2,811 square feet.  All residences 
are proposed to be accessed from a private street.  The applicant’s narrative (Attachment C), 
subdivision plans (Attachment A) and proposed elevations (Attachment B) are included for 
reference. 
 
As part of the proposal, the applicant is requesting that the Planning Commission modify the 
required corner side yard for two of the properties.  Lots 101 and 104 do not meet the minimum 
corner side yard setback of 10 feet (see Attachment A).  Both of these lots have a setback of five 
feet on their east property lines.  These lot lines are adjacent or next to the proposed private 
street.  All other lots meet all of the required setbacks.  Should the Planning Commission decide 
to approve the project, Planning staff feels that these setbacks should not be reduced.  This 
means that the subdivision will have to lose two lots from the proposed layout. 
 
The applicant is also requesting relief from Section 20.12.010.E.1 – Access to Public Streets 
which states that all lots or parcels created by the subdivision of land shall have access to a 
public street improved to standards required by code, unless modified standards are approved 
by the Planning Commission as part of a Planned Development.  The typical local street design 
for new single-family residential development as required by the Engineering Division is a 50 
foot right-of-way.  This includes the following: a total of 10 feet of sidewalk, curb, gutter and 



 

 

landscaping, a 30 foot drivable surface for two way traffic, and another total of ten feet of 
sidewalk, curb gutter and landscaping.  The applicant is proposing a total of 24 feet right-of-way 
for the private street.  Within this 24 foot right-of-way is: a four foot sidewalk, two feet of curb 
and gutter, a 16 foot drivable surface and another two feet for curb and gutter.  A detail of the 
street cross section can be found below and in Attachment A.  The sidewalk is proposed to be 
located on only one side of the street, but this is allowed in the subdivision design standards.  
The applicants proposed street is less than half of what would typically be required for a new 
subdivision with public streets.  As noted, the Planning Commission can reduce the street right-
of-way as part of a planned development request.  Below is a graphic comparison of the typical 
street design required for new public streets and the applicant’s proposed street design for this 
project. 
 
Required Street Design for New Public Streets (Local) 

 
Source: Salt Lake City Engineering Division 

 
 

Applicant’s Street Design for the New Private Street 

 
 
The applicant is also requesting relief from Section 21A.36.010.C – Uses of Lands and Buildings 
which states that all lots shall front on a public street unless specifically exempted from this 
requirement by other provisions in the Code.  All of the prop0osed lots in the subdivision will 
have access from a new private street.  The private street is a continuation of McClelland Street 
and will continue to be called McClelland Street and for the small turnaround area, it will be 
called McClelland Lane. 
 
  



 

 

KEY ISSUES: 
The key issues listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project, neighbor 
and community input and department review comments. 
1. Traffic Increase and Access 
2. Garbage and Recycling Collection 
3. Removal/Demolition of Old Homes 
4. Traffic Impact During Construction 
5. Planned Development Standards Not Being Met 
 
Traffic Increase and Access 
Neighbors on either side of the existing access drive have expressed concerns with traffic.  
Currently, there are three homes where the proposed subdivision is to be located.  Two are 
occupied and one is vacant.  By adding three more homes to the area, the traffic along the access 
drive will be increased.  Neighbors are concerned because the access road is no more than 10 
feet wide and is impossible for two cars to pass each other.  There is not room for one car to pull 
off to the side to allow another to pass.  This is concerning because one of the cars will need to 
back up in order to allow the other to pass. 
 
However, the width of the access drive exists and the applicant did reach out to the property 
owner on the east side to purchase additional land to widen the access drive.  The adjacent 
property owner did not desire to sell any land to the applicant.  The City’s Transportation 
Division did review the proposed project and traffic trip generation study and did not provide 
comments specific to the increase in traffic.  However, Planning staff does have concerns about 
the limited access to the area where the subdivision will be built and the potential for 
vehicular/pedestrian conflicts. 
 

Proposed access to the subdivision looking north (along McClelland Street) from 600 South.  The existing condition 
on the right could be potentially dangerous for pedestrians on the sidewalk.  



 

 

There will be no means for pedestrians to walk safely from the proposed subdivision to 600 
South.  Pedestrians will have to walk along the access road with is approximately 10 feet in width 
and a little less in some parts.  While there will be sidewalks within the proposed subdivision 
along the new private street, the existing McClelland access cannot be widened to create a safe 
environment for all types of users.  Another concern for pedestrian is the existing condition 
located where McClelland meets the sidewalk along 600 East.  The property at 1035 E. 600 
South is not part of this application, but existing topography along the southwest corner of that 
property create a potential site visibility issue for vehicles exiting from McClelland Street to 600 
South.  The view of the sidewalk is partially blocked and increasing traffic along McClelland 
Street will create more of a hazard and dangerous situation for pedestrians.  Since the 1035 E. 
600 South property is not part of the requested planned development, it cannot be required to 
be altered, but is an existing condition that has an impact on the proposed planned 
development. 
 

One final concern with 
access is for public safety.  
The Fire Department has 
reviewed the request and 
has agreed to allow the 
applicant to incorporate a 
water source within the 
subdivision that would be 
used to fight any fires in 
the subdivision.  The 
applicant has also agreed to 
provide sprinklers in the 
residences to assist 
firefighters in the event 
there is an incident.  
However, Planning staff 
has concerns with the 
access to the site in the 
event an ambulance or 
other type of public safety 
vehicle needed to access 
the subdivision.  There is 
limited room for a vehicle 
to get into the subdivision 
and that could be crucial 
during life safety events. 
 
This picture to the left shows how 
narrow the access way is into the 
subdivision.  It would be difficult 
for emergency vehicles to enter 
the subdivision. 
Courtesy: Joe Redd Family 
(Neighbor and Owner of House 
on Left) 
 
 

Garbage and Recycling Collection 
Due to the narrow access of the right-of-way, garbage collection trucks will not be able to access 
the subdivision.  This means that all residents will need to roll their garbage collection cans to 
600 South each week for pickup.  This could potentially add a total of 24 cans located along 600 



 

 

South each week.  This would be in addition the cans put out on the street for the existing 
residences along 600 South on either side of McClelland Street.  Assuming that the existing two 
residences also put out up to four cans per week, these plus the additional ones from the 
proposed subdivision could create a line of garbage cans just under 100 feet when they are 
properly spaced out three feet between each other.  While there is designated no parking on 
either side of the McClelland private drive that is approximately 84 feet long, it still means that 
the entire no parking area plus some of the on-street parking area will be impacted by the 
placement of sanitation cans from this new subdivision.  This means that the sanitation 
collection could potentially take up on-street parking in this area which could impact existing 
residences in the area.  This has also been a concern to the Sanitation Division, but would be the 
only way to provide service if the subdivision be approved.  The Sanitation Division has also 
noted that there would be no option for annual neighborhood clean-up program each summer. 
 
Removal/Demolition of Old Homes 
Neighbors have expressed concern with the removal of the old homes within the project site.  As 
noted in the description, one home will remain and two homes, along with a dilapidated garage, 
will be removed (photo on left – white house).  While one of the two homes to be removed is 
severely dilapidated (according to the applicant), the other one appears to be in a condition 
where it could be rehabilitated.  The residence that would be rehabilitated is an older adobe type 
historic structure (photo on right – green house).  The standards for Planned Development 
approval encourages keeping older historic structures, but also removing any blighted 
structures.  However, it needs to be noted, there is no requirement by the City for the applicant 
to preserve any historic structures or receive approval for demolition in this area as there is no 
local historic district. 
 

  
 

Two homes proposed to be demolished as part of the proposed subdivision. 
  



 

 

Traffic Impact During Construction 
Those in the area are also concerned with the traffic impact in the area during construction with 
the narrow limited access.  There will be deliveries of materials and the need for those working 
on the residences to park in the area.  Those on either side of the access road have concerns 
about having the access temporarily blocked during the construction.  Should the Planning 
Commission decide to approve the project, it is recommended by the staff that the applicant is 
required to provide a plan for the construction traffic and has the least amount of impact on the 
adjoining residences. 
 
Planned Development Standards Not Being Met 
Staff has determined that some standards found in 21A.55.050 are not being met due to the 
design or physical attributes of this project.  Each one will be discussed in detail below. 
 
21A.55.050(C)(1) – Access to the project is not compatible with the area.  The proposed access to 
the site is through an existing private right-of-way that is approximately ten feet in width.  This 
access is substandard and would not be currently allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.  While it is 
existing and there is no way to make it wider, it does not make for a better project.  Adding 
additional residential units than what would be permitted by zoning to the access of this road is 
not appropriate for the area.  The impact of the additional vehicles and weekly sanitation 
collection will be a negative impact to the two existing residences on either side of the private 
access drive.  A private street or way accessing six dwelling units should be wider than a one-
lane driveway. 
 
21A.55.055(C)(2) – The proposed development will create unusual pedestrian or vehicle traffic 
patterns due to the access to the site.  There will be a negative impact for both vehicles and 
pedestrians along the private access as there is not adequate space for both vehicles and 
pedestrians.  Along with the lack of space along the access drive, the traffic will be at least 
doubled with the addition of a total of four new residences.  Several vehicle trips will be made in 
and out of the subdivision each day which will have a negative impact on the existing residences 
on either side of the private drive.  The noise from the increase in traffic will also have a negative 
impact on the surrounding area, specifically the existing residences. 
 
21A.55.050(C)(3) – As noted above, the limited access into the subdivision cannot be mitigated 
by a better internal circulation design.  The applicant has provided a turnaround within the 
boundaries of the subdivision, but the impact to the adjacent property from motorized, non 
motorized or pedestrian traffic cannot be mitigated due to the narrow access.  It is impossible to 
mitigate impacts from an increased number of dwelling units on McClelland Street due to the 
lack of space for a wider access. 
 
21A.55.050(C)(5) – While the project does meet all of the perimeter setbacks for a planned 
development, Planning staff believes that there will be impacts to adjacent properties from 
vehicles, trash collection, and deliveries that are generated or associated with the proposed 
subdivision.  Trash collection could result in up to 24 can being wheeled down the private drive 
once a week.  Noise from the cans and possible conflicts with traffic could occur.  In addition, 
residents will most likely have packages delivered from various companies at some point and 
access to the residences along the private drive will not be easy for some of the larger trucks.  
These drivers may need to park along 600 East and then wheel packages to the residences.  This 
could again create conflicts with vehicles and may be noisy. 
 
21A.55.050(C)(6) – The proposed projects meets the minimum lot size and dimensions for the 
SR-3 zoning district.  Because this project is a planned development, it is required to meet the 
minimum setbacks for the adjoining districts.  This project area is surrounded by three different 
zoning districts and the applicant has designed the project to meet this perimeter setback.  The 
planned development process does not allow for modification or reduction of this perimeter 



 

 

setback.  However, in order to meet this perimeter setback, the applicant needs to modify the 
corner side yard setback for two of the lots through the planned development process.  Staff 
does not feel that this reduction is warranted since setbacks are required to provide adequate 
buffers and space next to uses.  These two lots happen to be next to the proposed private road 
(within the subdivision) and the subdivision would be better served having a wider private drive 
than lots with reduced corner side yard setbacks. 
 
21A.55.050(E) – At this time there are three residences on the property.  The applicant is 
proposing to keep one residence and make it part of the subdivision.  The other two residences 
are proposed to be demolished.  One of the residences is boarded up and has been vacant for 
some time.  The applicant has noted that the latter property is beyond repair and the only option 
is to demolish it.  The other residence proposed to be demolished is occupied at this time and 
appears to be in good shape on the outside.  The applicant has indicated that the residence has 
not been maintained and is in disrepair.  The exterior of this residence appears to staff to be 
recently updated and it was built in the late 1890’s.  There is no local historic district in this area, 
but the property is part of a national historic district.  The City has no ability to prevent 
demolitions within a national historic district, but it should be pointed out that tax incentives 
are available to properties in a national historic district and those incentives would be lost if the 
residence was demolished.  Staff does not agree that all three structures need to be removed at 
this time. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
The applicant has worked with staff since the application was submitted in May 2015.  The 
project has gone through several revisions in order to get it to this point.  Other than the few 
reduced setbacks and technical requirements of going through Planned Development for a 
private street, the project has been reviewed by all applicable Divisions/Departments and it has 
been decided, that on paper, the proposed subdivision can be built to satisfy most City 
standards.  The Engineering Division has approved the proposed subdivision, but has noted in 
its approval that the street does not meet minimum standards, but since it is a private road, the 
project can move forward.  But, because this project is required to go through Planned 
Development, there are zoning standards for a planned development that may be difficult to 
meet and that is why staff recommends that this project be denied. 
 
The primary concern shared by both the neighbors and staff is the narrow access into the 
subdivision.  While it is there and it is what it is, the lack of access is concerning the reasons 
discussed above in the key issues.  The amount of traffic in and out of the property would at least 
double from what it is today.  There are two homes in the area now and with the addition of four 
more, it will have an impact on those in the area.  The increase in sanitation collection cans 
would have an impact along 600 South for several residents in the area, not just those on either 
side of McClelland.  Also, Planned Developments are supposed to provide a development that is 
better than what could be done following the strict application of the ordinance.  Staff believes 
that this project is not a better project because of the increase in traffic, including vehicle, 
pedestrian and weekly sanitation collection to the two property owners on either side of the 
public access.  The applicant has designed an open space within the subdivision, but it is 
unlikely it would benefit the general surrounding area 
 
As part of a planned development request, it needs to be demonstrated by the applicant that at 
least one of the objectives is being met.  The applicant has indicated that they believe the project 
meets all but one of the objectives.  Planning staff does not agree that all the objectives the 
applicant claims are being met are fully met.  But staff does agree that at least one is met and 
therefore, the project can be reviewed as a planned development. 
 
Planned developments are intended to create an efficient use of land and resources while 
implementing the purpose statement of the zoning district in which it is located.  Planned 



 

 

developments are also supposed to result in a more enhanced project that if the strict 
applications of land use regulations while the project is compatible with the adjacent and nearby 
land developments. 
 
The project is located in the SR-3 zoning district and part of the purpose statement for that 
district is to provide safe and comfortable places to live and play while the development is 
compatible with the surrounding area.  While the Fire Department has indicated it would 
approve a design that does not require a fire truck to enter the narrow drive, no comments have 
been provided about medical emergencies.  Pictures provided by the neighbors indicate that 
larger, private vehicles barely fit in the space.  It is unknown if an ambulance or other 
emergency service vehicles would be able to safely navigate the narrow street. This may have in 
impact on how quickly they could arrive to provide emergency care and transport.  
 
This project does meet the scale and density of the SR-3 zoning district, but is not necessarily 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods, which do have a different zoning classification.  
However, the impact of the scale or number of units of this development will have a negative 
impact on the surrounding area primarily due to the limited or narrow access to the proposed 
subdivision.  The proposed planned development with a private road and request for reduced 
setbacks does create a more enhanced project for the area and in fact, creates a less desirable 
project for the area.  Staff would concur that the project site would be cleaned up, but the 
impacts of the subdivision on the area is not better due to the design of the subdivision.  For 
these reasons and the full analysis in Attachment F, staff recommends that this project is 
denied. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
Should the Planning Commission decide to deny the application, the applicant can appeal that 
decision to the Appeals Hearing Officer.  The Hearing Officer will review the case file and at an 
appeal hearing and make a decision.  The Hearing Officer could be to uphold or reverse the 
Planning Commissions’ decision or send it back to the Planning Commission for further 
consideration.  The Hearing Officers decision can be appealed to District Court. 
 
If the Planning Commission determines the project should be approved, then the Planning 
Commission will need to making findings that the project complies with the standards in the 
Zoning Ordinance and can impose any conditions they feel are necessary to meet the standards 
of approval.  Staff has included some suggested conditions in Attachment I should that be the 
decision of the Planning Commission.  After any potential approval, there will be an appeal 
period for appeals to the Hearing Officer.  If no appeal is filed, the decision stands. 
  



 

 

ATTACHMENT A:  SUBDIVISION PLANS  
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OWNER/DEVELOPER
GARBETT HOMES
273 NORTH EAST CAPITOL STREET
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84103
(801) 456-2430
CONTACT: XXXX XXXXX

ENGINEER & SURVEYOR
FOCUS ENGINEERING & SURVEYING
502 WEST 8360 SOUTH
SANDY, UTAH 84070
(801) 352-0075
CONTACT: JASON BARKER

CONTACTS

BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THIS WORK, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CAREFULLY
CHECK AND VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS, QUANTITIES, DIMENSIONS, AND GRADE
ELEVATIONS, AND SHALL REPORT ALL DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER.

1.  THE EXISTENCE AND LOCATION OF ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITY PIPES,
CONDUITS OR STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS WERE OBTAINED BY A
SEARCH OF THE AVAILABLE RECORDS, TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE,
THERE ARE NO EXISTING UTILITIES EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS.  THE
CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO TAKE DUE PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES TO
PROTECT THE UTILITY LINES SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS.  THE CONTRACTOR
FURTHER ASSUMES ALL LIABILITY AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE UTILITY
PIPES, CONDUITS OR STRUCTURES SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THESE
DRAWINGS. IF UTILITY LINES ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION
THAT ARE NOT IDENTIFIED BY THESE PLANS, CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY
ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY.

2.  CONTRACTOR AGREES THAT HE SHALL ASSUME SOLE AND COMPLETE
RESPONSIBILITY FOR JOB SITE CONDITIONS DURING THE COURSE OF
CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT, INCLUDING SAFETY OF ALL PERSONS AND
PROPERTY; THAT THIS REQUIREMENT SHALL APPLY CONTINUOUSLY AND NOT
BE LIMITED TO NORMAL WORKING HOURS; AND THAT THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL DEFEND, INDEMNIFY AND HOLD THE CITY, THE OWNER, AND THE
ENGINEER HARMLESS FROM ANY AND ALL LIABILITY, REAL OR ALLEGED, IN
CONNECTION WITH THE PERFORMANCE OF WORK ON THIS PROJECT,
EXCEPTING FOR LIABILITY ARISING FROM THE SOLE NEGLIGENCE OF THE
OWNER OR THE ENGINEER.

3.  UNAUTHORIZED CHANGES & USES:  THE ENGINEER PREPARING THESE PLANS
WILL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR, OR LIABLE FOR, UNAUTHORIZED CHANGES TO
OR USES OF THESE PLANS.  ALL CHANGES TO THE PLANS MUST BE IN WRITING
AND MUST BE APPROVED BY THE PREPARER OF THESE PLANS.

4. ALL CONTOUR LINES SHOWN ON THE PLANS ARE AN INTERPRETATION BY
CAD SOFTWARE OF FIELD SURVEY WORK PERFORMED BY A LICENSED
SURVEYOR. DUE TO THE POTENTIAL DIFFERENCES IN INTERPRETATION OF
CONTOURS BY VARIOUS TYPES OF GRADING SOFTWARE BY OTHER ENGINEERS
OR CONTRACTORS, FOCUS DOES NOT GUARANTEE OR WARRANTY THE
ACCURACY OF SUCH LINEWORK. FOR THIS REASON, FOCUS WILL NOT PROVIDE
ANY GRADING CONTOURS IN CAD FOR ANY TYPE OF USE BY THE CONTRACTOR.
SPOT ELEVATIONS AND PROFILE ELEVATIONS SHOWN IN THE DESIGN
DRAWINGS GOVERN ALL DESIGN INFORMATION ILLUSTRATED ON THE
APPROVED CONSTRUCTION SET. CONSTRUCTION EXPERTISE AND JUDGMENT
BY THE CONTRACTOR IS ANTICIPATED BY THE ENGINEER TO COMPLETE
BUILD-OUT OF THE INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS.

1.  CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL LOCATIONS
OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION,
AND REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO THE ENGINEER.

2.  ANY AND ALL DISCREPANCIES IN THESE PLANS ARE TO BE BROUGHT TO
THE ENGINEER'S ATTENTION PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION.

3.  ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL ADHERE TO APWA STANDARD PLANS AND SALT
LAKE CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS

4.  ALL SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION SHALL ADHERE TO SALT LAKE
PUBLIC UTILITIES STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS

5. ALL UTILITIES AND ROAD IMPROVEMENTS SHOWN ON THE PLANS HEREIN
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED USING REFERENCE TO SURVEY CONSTRUCTION
STAKES PLACED UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF A PROFESSIONAL LICENSED
SURVEYOR WITH A CURRENT LICENSE ISSUED BY THE STATE OF UTAH.  ANY
IMPROVEMENTS INSTALLED BY ANY OTHER VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL
REFERENCE WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED OR CERTIFIED BY THE ENGINEER OF
RECORD.

ENGINEER'S NOTES TO CONTRACTOR

GENERAL NOTES

NOTICE

1.  ALL EXISTING BUILDINGS AND HARDSCAPE FEATURES LOCATED
ON THE EXISTING PROPERTY ARE TO BE REMOVED. A SEPARATE
DEMOLITION PERMIT MAY BE REQUIRED FROM THE CITY PRIOR TO
DEMOLITION.

2.  A PORTION OF THE EXISTING SEWER IS TO BE REMOVED AS
INDICATED ON PLANS. ALL SEWER MANHOLES TO REMAIN AND BE
USED TO CONNECT PROPOSED SEWER LINES AS SHOWN ON PLANS.

3.  THE EXISTING CULINARY WATER LINE LOCATED ON McCLELLAND
STREET IS TO BE CONNECTED TO THE PROPOSED CULINARY WATER
LINE TO SERVICE THE SUBDIVISION. EXISTING WATER SERVICE
METER LOCATED WITHIN LOT 7 IS TO BE REMOVED.

SITE NOTES

STATEMENT OF ACCURACY

APWA DETAIL
1" WATER SERVICE

PLAN NO. 521

APWA DETAIL
1" WATER TAP
PLAN NO. 551

APWA DETAIL
SEWER LATERAL CONNECTION

PLAN NO. 431

Vertical data (contour lines and\or spot elevations, etc.) shown hereon is based on
the NAVD88 'foot equivalent' elevation of  4299.19 published by the Salt Lake
County Surveyor on a brass cap ring & lid monument at the intersection of  700 East
& 600 South.

HOUSES: 6
TWO-CAR GARAGES: 6
OFF STREET PARKING SPACES: 12
ON STREET PARKING SPACES: 6
TOTAL PARKING SPACES: 18

PARKING
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McCLELLAND ENCLAVE
(A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SUBDIVISION)

A PORTION OF LOT 3, BLOCK 13, PLAT "F", SALT LAKE CITY SURVEY
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

SE 1/4 SECTION 5, T1S, R1E, SLB&M

PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPT. CITY ENGINEERING DIVISION

CITY ATTORNEY

PRESENTED TO SALT LAKE CITY THIS _______ DAY OF _____________________________

A.D. 20____   AT WHICH TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

__________ _______________________     _______________________________________
SALT LAKE CITY MAYOR    SALT LAKE CITY DEPUTY RECORDER

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS _______DAY
OF __________ A.D. 20__

____________________________________
SALT LAKE CITY ATTORNEY

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS
PLAT AND IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION
ON FILE IN THIS OFFICE

_________________________________________________
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McCLELLAND ENCLAVE

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
I, ________________________, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND
SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD CERTIFICATE NUMBER _______ AS PRESCRIBED UNDER
THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH.  I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY THE AUTHORITY OF
THE OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT
AND DESCRIBED BELOW, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS
AND STREETS, HEREAFTER TO BE KNOWN AS:

AND THAT THE SAME HAS BEEN CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND STAKED ON THE
GROUND AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

OWNER'S DEDICATION
KNOWN ALL BY THESE PRESENTS THAT WE THE UNDERSIGNED OWNER'S OF THE DESCRIBED
TRACT OF LAND ABOVE, HAVING CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS AND
STREETS TO HEREAFTER BE KNOWN AS

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR THE PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC ALL PARCELS OF LAND
SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE, AND WARRANT, DEFEND, AND SAVE THE
CITY HARMLESS AGAINST ANY EASEMENTS OR OTHER ENCUMBRANCES ON THE DEDICATED
STREETS WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH THE CITY'S USE, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF
THE STREETS AND DO FURTHER DEDICATE THE EASEMENTS AS SHOWN FOR THE USE BY ALL
SUPPLIERS OF UTILITY OR OTHER NECESSARY SERVICES.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, WE HAVE HEREUNTO SET OUR HANDS THIS  _________ DAY OF
____________ A.D. 20_____

McCLELLAND ENCLAVE

McCLELLAND ENCLAVE
(A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SUBDIVISION)

ON THE _________DAY OF ________A.D. 20 ___  PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME ,
THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AN FOR THE COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, IN SAID
STATE OF UTAH, ________________________________________________,  WHO AFTER BEING
DULY SWORN, ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE IS THE
___________________________________________________________  L.L.C., A UTAH L.L.C. AND
THAT HE SIGNED THE OWNERS DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN
BEHALF OF SAID LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN
MENTIONED.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ________________     ________________________________
                                                    NOTARY PUBLIC
                                              RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY

LIMITED LIABILITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

DATE OF PREPARATION: 2/8/2016

BY:
GARBETT HOMES

                  
Professional Land Surveyor Date

ON THE _________DAY OF ________A.D. 20 ___  PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME ,
THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, IN AN FOR THE COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, IN SAID
STATE OF UTAH, ________________________________________________,  WHO AFTER BEING
DULY SWORN, ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE IS THE
___________________________________________________________  L.L.C., A UTAH L.L.C. AND
THAT HE SIGNED THE OWNERS DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN
BEHALF OF SAID LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN
MENTIONED.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ________________     ________________________________
                                                    NOTARY PUBLIC
                                              RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY

LIMITED LIABILITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT

A portion of Lot 3, Block 13, Plat “F”, Salt Lake City Survey, more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point on the west line of  Lot 3, Block 13, Plat “F”, Salt Lake City Survey located
N0°01'39”E along the lot line 165.08 feet from the Southwest Corner of  said lot. Said Lot corner is also located
N89°57'37”E along the monument line of  600 South Street 230.56 feet and North 57.43 feet from a Salt Lake
City Monument at the intersection of  600 South and 1000 East; thence N0°01'39”E along the lot line 164.25 feet
to a fence corner; thence S89°34'00”E along a fence line and extension thereof  165.17 to the east line of  said lot;
thence S0°02'31”W along the lot line 192.90 feet to the northeast corner of  that Real Property described in Deed
Book 9282 Page 2007 of  the Official Records of  Salt Lake County; thence S89°57'40”W along said deed 54.04
feet to the easterly line of  McClelland Street; thence N0°02'14”E along said Street 30.01 feet; thence
S89°57'41”W 111.08 feet to the point of beginning.

Contains: 0.66+/- acres or 28,636+/- s.f.
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NOTES

1. PROJECT BENCHMARK: NAVD88 FOOT EQUIVALENT ELEVATION OF
4299.19 PUBLISHED BY THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR ON THE
STREET MONUMENT AT THE INTERSECTION OF 700 EAST AND 600 SOUTH.

2. HORIZONTAL CLOSURE OF BOUNDARY IS 1:284,141.

NORTH



BENCHMARK
BRASS CAP AND LID MONUMENT AT

THE INTERSECTION OF 700 EAST AND 600
SOUTH PUBLISHED BY THE SALT LAKE

COUNTY SURVEYOR
ELEV: 4299.19
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Vertical data (contour lines and\or spot elevations, etc.) shown hereon is based on the
NAVD88 'foot equivalent' elevation of  4299.19 published by the Salt Lake County
Surveyor on a brass cap ring & lid monument at the intersection of 700 East & 600 South.

VERTICAL STATEMENT OF ACCURACY

1. ALL STORM DRAINAGE FOR THIS SITE IS TO BE RETAINED ON SITE IN
SMALL LANDSCAPED RETENTION PONDS LOCATED ON THE LOTS.

2. GRADING SHOWN ON THIS PLAN IS PRELIMINARY. ACTUAL GRADING
WILL BE COMPLETED AT FINAL.

3. SEE STORM DRAIN CALCULATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

GRADING / STORM DRAINAGE NOTES
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ATTACHMENT B:  BUILDING CONCEPTS  
 
 
  







 

 

ATTACHMENT C:  ADDITIONAL APPLICANT 
INFORMATION  
 
  

































































 

 

ATTACHMENT D:  ADDITIONAL SITE PHOTOS  
 

 
 
View of the proposed access way from the southern edge of the subdivision.  This is the 
area where the sanitation cans would need to be wheeled each week to the street. 
  



 

 

 
 
Residence and garage (on left behind boat) that the applicant says is dilapidated and will 
be removed as part of project.  This is the approximate location of Lot 102. 
  



 

 

 
 
Residence to be demolished.  The applicant has stated that this residence cannot be 
rehabilitated.  This the approximate location of Lot 103. 
  



 

 

 
 
Residence that will remain and be part of the new subdivision.  This is shown as Lot 106 
(the largest in the subdivision). 
  



 

 

 
 
Northeast corner of the subdivision.  This would be the location of Lot 105 and the open 
space area. 
  



 

 

 
 
Approximate area where the private street is proposed to be located.  Looking north. 



 

 

 
 

 
 
600 South on either side of the McClelland private right-of-way.  This is the location 
where the sanitation containers will need to be located. 
  



 

 

ATTACHMENT E:  EXISTING CONDITIONS  
 
Central City Master Plan 
The proposal is located within the Central City Master Plan area.  The Future Land Use map for 
the plan designates the property for “Low/Medium Density Residential (10-20 dwelling units 
per net acre)” and the property is zoned SR-3 (Special Development Pattern Residential District) 
in compliance with this designation.  The proposed single-family development use is an allowed 
use in this zone. 
 

SR-3 Zone Standards for 
Single Family Residences Finding Rationale 

Minimum lot area for single-family detached 
dwellings: 2,000 square feet per dwelling unit Complies The smallest lot proposed is 2,730 

square feet. 
Minimum lot width for single-family 
dwellings: 30 feet (corner) and 40 feet 
(interior) 

Complies All lots proposed meet the 
minimum requirement. 

Maximum building height: 23 feet (pitched 
roofs) and 16 feet (flat roofs). Not applicable 

There is no housing product 
formally proposed at this time.  Any 
proposed dwelling would be 
required to comply with the height 
requirement. 

Minimum yard requirements: 
 

a. Front – 10 feet 
 

b. Corner side yard – 10 feet 
 

c. Interior side yard – 4 feet 
 

d. Rear yard – 25% of the lot depth, but 
not less than 15 feet and need not 
exceed 30 feet 

 

e. 21A.55.100 – If the planned 
development abuts a residential lot or a 
lot in a residential zoning district whose 
side and rear yard setback requirements 
are greater than the planned 
development lot's requirements, then 
the side and rear yard setback 
requirements of the subject planned 
development parcel shall be equal to the 
side and rear yard setback requirements 
of the abutting residentially used 
property or residentially zoned parcel. 

Complies for all 
except b. 

The proposed lot layouts meet all 
minimum yard requirements, 
including the perimeter setback for 
Planned Developments, except for 
item b for two lots.  The interior 
side yard setback of Lots 101 and 
104 do not comply with the 
minimum interior yard.  The 
proposed corner side yard is five 
feet or half of what is normally 
required.  The analysis in 
Attachment F notes that this 
reduction is not appropriate. 

Accessory building and structures Not applicable 

There are no accessory buildings or 
structures proposed at this time.  
All accessory buildings or structures 
will need to meet all standards 
when proposed. 

Maximum building coverage: 40% Complies 

The proposed lot layout is sufficient 
to construct residences that comply 
with all minimum building coverage 
requirements. 

Landscaped yard requirements: front and 
corner side yards shall be maintained as 
landscape yards. 

Complies 

At this time, there is no landscaping 
proposed.  However, the standard 
will need to be met and a condition 
has been included requiring a 
landscape plan. 



 

 

ATTACHMENT F:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS  
 
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: 
 

Standard Finding Rationale 
21A.55.010 Purpose Statement: A planned development is intended to encourage the efficient use of 
land and resources, promoting greater efficiency in public and utility services and encouraging 
innovation in the planning and building of all types of development.  Further, a planned development 
implements the purpose statement of the zoning district in which the project is located, utilizing an 
alternative approach to the design of the property and related physical facilities.  A planned development 
will result in a more enhanced product than would be achievable through strict application of land use 
regulations, while enabling the development to be compatible and congruous with adjacent and nearby 
land developments.  Through the flexibility of the planned development regulations, the city seeks to 
achieve any of the following specific objectives: 
A. Combination and coordination of 

architectural styles, building forms, 
building materials, and building 
relationships; 

The applicants 
intend to 
achieve all 
objectives for a 
planned 
development, 
except for G. 
 
Staff is of the 
opinion that at 
least one 
objective is 
being met, 
specifically 
item H. 

A. The applicant has submitted a 
conceptual plan that shows the 
layout of the site is logical and all 
residences are focused to the 
proposed private street.  Each 
residence will have a two car garage 
and will be similar in architectural 
style and colors. 

B. Preservation and enhancement of 
desirable site characteristics such as 
natural topography, vegetation and 
geologic features, and the prevention of 
soil erosion; 

B. The applicant is not proposing to 
dramatically alter the existing site 
characteristics.  There will be 
minimal grading to make the layout 
of the proposed subdivision work.  
Vegetation that can be preserved 
will be, but most vegetation is 
overgrown and needs to be 
removed. 

C. Preservation of buildings which are 
architecturally or historically 
significant or contribute to the 
character of the city; 

 C. Located on the project site are three 
older residences.  The applicant is 
proposing to remove two of the 
three residences as they believe they 
are beyond repair and need to be 
removed.  One will remain and will 
be worked into the new subdivision. 

D. Use of design, landscape, or 
architectural features to create a 
pleasing environment; 

 D. The proposed subdivision is a 
subdivision with six lots that all 
interact with a private street.  It has 
been designed to create a pleasing 
environment for those who will live 
and visit within the subdivision. 

E. Inclusion of special development 
amenities that are in the interest of the 
general public; 

 E. The applicant has provided a small 
common area/park for general use 
(located between Lots 105 and 106). 



 

 

F. Elimination of blighted structures or 
incompatible uses through 
redevelopment or rehabilitation; 

 F. The applicant has noted that there 
are three blighted and hazardous 
structures (two residences and a 
garage) that will be removed as part 
of the project.  The land will be 
redeveloped with newer structures 
that are more structurally sound. 

G. Inclusion of affordable housing with 
market rate housing; or 

 G. No affordable or market rate 
housing proposed. 

H. Utilization of “green” building 
techniques in development. 

 H. Garbett Homes does utilize green 
building techniques in almost every 
project they build in Utah.  This 
project will include efficient water 
heaters, maximized R values from 
insulation, and are prewired for 
solar panels. 

B. Master Plan And Zoning Ordinance Compliance: The proposed planned development shall 
be: 

1. Consistent with any adopted policy set 
forth in the citywide, community, 
and/or small area master plan and 
future land use map applicable to the 
site where the planned development 
will be located, and 

Complies The project is located within the Central 
City Master Plan area.  This area is 
designated as residential development 
and the density generally conforms to 
the master plan designation of 10-20 
dwelling units per acre. 

2. Allowed by the zone where the planned 
development will be located or by 
another applicable provision of this 
title. 

Complies The zoning of the property, SR-3, allows 
development of single-family 
residences.  All of the proposed lots 
meet the minimum lot size for the 
zoning district. 

C. Compatibility: The proposed planned development shall be compatible with the character of the 
site, adjacent properties, and existing development within the vicinity of the site where the use will 
be located.  In determining compatibility, the planning commission shall consider: 

1. Whether the street or other adjacent 
street/access; means of access to the 
site provide the necessary 
ingress/egress without materially 
degrading the service level on such 
street/access or any adjacent 
street/access: 

Does Not 
Comply 

The access to the proposed subdivision 
is substandard.  The access is no more 
than 10 feet wide and a little less in 
some places.  It is a single lane private 
right-of-way that is basically a driveway.  
The increase in vehicles along this 
access will impact the surrounding area. 
The width of the existing access is no 
more than 10 feet in width and cannot 
be widened.  Zoning Ordinance section 
21A.44.020(F)(7)(b) requires a 
minimum single lane width for 
driveways of twelve feet.  In this case 
the private street would not meet the 
minimum width for a driveway.  A 
private street that is accessing six 
dwelling units should at least be wide 
enough to provide more than a single 
lane width of access. 



 

 

2. Whether the planned development and 
its location will create unusual 
pedestrian or vehicle traffic patterns or 
volumes that would not be expected, 
based on: 
a. Orientation of driveways and 

whether they direct traffic to major 
or local streets, and, if directed to 
local streets, the impact on the 
safety, purpose, and character of 
these streets; 

b. Parking area locations and size, 
and whether parking plans are 
likely to encourage street side 
parking for the planned 
development which will adversely 
impact the reasonable use of 
adjacent property; 

c. Hours of peak traffic to the 
proposed planned development 
and whether such traffic will 
unreasonably impair the use and 
enjoyment of adjacent property. 

Does Not 
Comply 

The proposed planned development will 
create unusual pedestrian or vehicle 
traffic patterns due to: 
a. the negative impact of the traffic 

coming in and out of the 
subdivision on the private right-of-
way.  Pedestrian and vehicle safety 
may decrease because the width of 
the private street does not provide 
adequate space for both. 

b. parking in the area.  The planned 
development has provided all 
required parking for each of the 
proposed residences and six 
additional parking stalls in the 
subdivision. 

c. the increase in traffic from the 
planned development.  The 
number of residences will be more 
than doubled and the increase of 
traffic along McClelland will impair 
and impact the two residences on 
either side of the right-of-way.  It 
may be difficult for those in the 
residences to enter or exit at peak 
traffic periods.  In addition, the 
noise impact of the additional 
vehicle trips will impact the 
residences because their structures 
are built close to the property lines 
and there is not enough space to 
adequately buffer these residences 
to reduce this impact. 

3. Whether the internal circulation 
system of the proposed planned 
development will be designed to 
mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent 
property from motorized, 
nonmotorized, and pedestrian traffic; 

Does Not 
Comply 

Within the proposed development itself, 
the internal circulation has been 
designed to mitigate impacts.  However, 
as it has been stated, the impact will be 
along the private right-of-way which 
although is not part of the project is the 
main access for the project.  The 
increase of traffic on this narrow way 
will negatively impact the adjacent 
properties because of an increase in 
vehicles driving up and down the 
private street, increased noise from the 
increase in vehicles, and an increase in 
noise from people wheeling their 
garbage and recycling cans.  These 
impacts are above and beyond what 
would otherwise be expected if the 
properties were to develop following the 
strict application of the zoning 
ordinance. 



 

 

4. Whether existing or proposed utility 
and public services will be adequate to 
support the proposed planned 
development at normal service levels 
and will be designed in a manner to 
avoid adverse impacts on adjacent land 
uses, public services, and utility 
resources; 

Complies The project has been reviewed by all 
applicable reviewers and it has been 
determined the adequate utilities and 
public services can be provided.  The 
applicant will be responsible for all 
costs associated with those 
improvements should the project be 
approved. However, garbage and 
recycling pick up would require the 
occupants of the six homes to wheel 
their garbage and recycling cans down 
the private street and put them out on 
600 South where there is limited space 
for as many as 12-24 cans one day per 
week. 

5. Whether appropriate buffering or other 
mitigation measures, such as, but not 
limited to, landscaping, setbacks, 
building location, sound attenuation, 
odor control, will be provided to 
protect adjacent land uses from 
excessive light, noise, odor and visual 
impacts and other unusual 
disturbances from trash collection, 
deliveries, and mechanical equipment 
resulting from the proposed planned 
development; and 

Does Not 
Comply 

The project does meet all external 
setback requirements and the layout of 
the lots has been designed to have the 
least amount of impact on the area.  
However, the other impacts of trash 
collection and deliveries to the 
residences will have an impact on the 
surrounding area.  Trash collection day 
could result in up to 24 collection bins 
being wheeled from the development to 
600 South past two residences.  Normal 
household deliveries to the residences 
along with deliveries during 
construction will impact the two 
residences adjacent to McClelland 
Street. 

6. Whether the intensity, size, and scale 
of the proposed planned development 
is compatible with adjacent properties. 
 
If a proposed conditional use will result 
in new construction or substantial 
remodeling of a commercial or mixed 
used development, the design of the 
premises where the use will be located 
shall conform to the conditional 
building and site design review 
standards set forth in Chapter 21A.59 
of this title. 

Complies The intensity, size and scale of the 
development do meet the minimum 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  
However, the applicant is requesting a 
reduced corner side yard setback for 
two residences in the subdivision.  
Setbacks are required to adequately 
buffer uses and the project would be 
better served having a larger private 
road rather than two lots with reduced 
corner side yard setbacks.  Staff would 
not that the density is compatible with 
the density of surrounding properties. 
 
There is no conditional use required for 
the property since Chapter 21A.59 is not 
applicable. 



 

 

D. Landscaping: Existing mature 
vegetation on a given parcel for 
development shall be maintained. 
Additional or new landscaping shall be 
appropriate for the scale of the 
development, and shall primarily 
consist of drought tolerant species; 

Complies While there is existing mature 
vegetation on the property, it is not well 
maintained at this time.  Some mature 
vegetation will be required to be 
removed as part of the project.  The 
proposed planned development does 
include new landscaping.  Should the 
Planning Commission approve the 
project, staff has provide a draft 
condition for consideration that the 
applicant provide a plan showing all 
mature vegetation that will be 
preserved. 

E. Preservation: The proposed planned 
development shall preserve any 
historical, architectural, and 
environmental features of the property; 

Does Not 
Comply 

There are three existing structures on 
the property that is proposed to be 
removed.  Although there is no local 
historic district in this area, it is part of 
the larger national historic district.  The 
records show that the buildings would 
be considered a contributing structure if 
they were preserved.  However, as noted 
previously, there are no mechanisms for 
the City to use to require the residence 
to be saved.  Removing a contributing 
structure eliminates the income tax 
incentives available to properties within 
a National Historic District. 

F. Compliance With Other 
Applicable Regulations: The 
proposed planned development shall 
comply with any other applicable code 
or ordinance requirement. 

Complies Should be project be approved, it has 
been determined that it can comply 
with all applicable code and ordinance 
requirements, other than zoning. 

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

Criteria Finding Rationale 
A. The subdivision complies with the 

general design standards and 
requirements for subdivisions as 
established in Section 20.12 

Complies The applicant is not requesting to 
modify any of the general design 
standards or requirements for 
subdivisions.  The project has been 
reviewed by all applicable city reviewers 
and it has been determined that the 
preliminary layout of this subdivision 
does meet the standards. 



 

 

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

Does Not 
Comply 

The proposed preliminary subdivision 
meets all applicable Zoning Ordinance 
requirements for lot size, lot 
dimensions, density, and parking, 
except for setbacks.  The applicant is 
proposing to modify two corner side 
yard setbacks as part of the request.  As 
discussed in the planned development 
objectives, staff does not feel that the 
reduction of the corner side yards is 
warranted.  The reduction is being 
made so that two additional lots can be 
added and there is no indication that 
these two additional lots create a better 
project.  In fact, staff would argue that 
less lots means less negative impacts on 
the adjacent properties including 
reduced vehicles and reduced number 
of sanitation cans.  The objective of the 
planned development section is to 
create better projects through modified 
standards.  This project does not appear 
to accomplish that.  There are a total of 
four buildable properties at this time 
and staff feels like four lots would have 
a less significant impact on the area. 

C. All necessary and required dedications 
are made; 

Complies As part of the project, the applicant will 
be required to dedicate some easements 
due to the request for a private street.  
Should the project be approved, these 
dedications will need to be made as part 
of the final plat process. 

D. Water supply and sewage disposal shall 
be satisfactory to the Public Utilities 
Department director; 

Complies The Public Utilities department has 
reviewed the applicant’s preliminary 
proposal and determined that adequate 
water supply and sewage disposal can 
be provided to this site.  The applicant 
will need to develop an acceptable 
utility proposal before building permits 
can be issued and the final plat can be 
recorded. 



 

 

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

Complies The proposal was reviewed by the 
Engineering Division, Fire Department, 
Public Utilities and Sanitation for 
compliance with this standard.  Due to 
the nature of the private street, there 
are few comments from Engineering 
and it should be noted that there are no 
minimum standards for private streets.  
The Fire Department has developed a 
solution with the applicant to have 
adequate water in the subdivisions 
should be there be a fire, but emergency 
vehicles would still have a hard time 
accessing the site.  Public Utilities has 
initially agreed to a design of the project 
that meets city standards.  Sanitation 
has indicated that service to the 
subdivision (via the private access) will 
not be feasible and all garbage and 
recycling will need to be placed along 
600 East by the individual 
homeowners. 

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

Complies There is no evidence that the 
subdivision does not comply with all 
other 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. 

Complies This project is a new subdivision. 

 
  



 

 

ATTACHMENT G:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS  
 
Notice of Application: 
The application for the subdivision was submitted on May 7, 2015.  Neighbors were sent a 
Notice of Application of the pending subdivision on May 19, 2015.  Several neighbors responded 
to that notice and expressed opposition to the project.  Due to the high number of responses, 
Planning staff determined that the item would not be approved administratively since a Planned 
Development application would be required.  All of the concerns were passed along to the 
applicant.  The application for the Planned Development was submitted on July 15, 2015. 
 
Emails that have been received as a result of the notice of application in May are included in this 
attachment. 
 
Community Council Notification: 
On July 27, 2015, the Chair of the East Central Community Council was sent notice of the 
proposed project.  The Community Council did not request for the applicant to present at one of 
their meetings. 
 
Public Hearing: 
- Public hearing notice mailed February 24, 2016. 
- Public hearing notice posted at the site on February 25, 2016. 
- Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve on February 

24, 2016. 
 
Emails that have been received as a result of the notice for this meeting are included in this 
attachment. 
 
In general residents are concerned about limited access to the site, garbage and recycling 
collection, potential fire hazards and noise from the new development. 
 
  



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:20:37 PM

Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property, which
seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is only 10 feet
wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only means of
accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared” drive next to my
building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one lane driveway.   There will be
no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving truck) to turn around should the sub-
division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which will be
utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and assuming that each
home will have on average two vehicles per household using the drive.   At “peak” commuter
times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the same narrow driveway.       Add to
the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next door, and we are looking at 20 cars using
the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment” by  my
family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the greatly
enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of my property,
 are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

1)        The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

2)       The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have to
back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

3)        Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-division)
walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the proposed seven
house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

4)       Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot long

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com


ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will the
garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household will be
dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of my house?  
Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20 plus cars trying
to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a profit,
maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared driveway is
offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right to
triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of other
property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of abutting
property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams and
applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might be
heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that the
subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed taxes.  
As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the corresponding legal
“duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty as the owner of the
driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous condition that is about
to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             

 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

mailto:jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com


From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:18:42 PM
Attachments: ATT00002.txt

ATT00003.txt
ATT00004.txt
ATT00005.txt

Hi Maryann

They say a picture is worth a thousand words.  

Please find attached  a number of photos showing the 10 foot wide driveway upon which  20 plus
vehicle must navigate on a daily  basis, and upon which firetrucks, garbage trucks, moving trucks,
construction vehicle, etc. must negotiate to access the proposed "seven home" development.   

I  respectfully request that they be made part of the public record on the petition. 

Thank you. 

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:44 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com






















Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:38:08 PM
Attachments: ATT00006.txt

ATT00007.txt
ATT00008.txt
ATT00009.txt
ATT00010.txt

Hi Maryann

Please find further photos of the subject (and only) drive leading to the propsosed subdivision.    

Again, please make this part of the public record.

Thank you

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:46 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com




























Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:46:55 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.txt

ATT00002.txt
ATT00003.txt
ATT00004.txt
ATT00005.txt
photo 4 (14).JPG

Hi Maryann

Please find attached further photos showing the subject drive. 

Photo # 4  is most illustrative of the tight gap between  house, vehicle  and road.

Again, please make this part of the public record.  

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:47 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com




























Sent from my iPhone







From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:48:33 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.txt

ATT00002.txt
ATT00003.txt
ATT00004.txt
ATT00005.txt

Additional photos of subject lane for record

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:46 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com




























Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:57:39 PM
Attachments: ATT00006.txt

ATT00007.txt
ATT00008.txt
ATT00009.txt
ATT00010.txt

Hi Maryann

Please find attached photos of the subject lane.

It is difficult to imagine upwards of 20 vehicles coming up and down this drive on a daily basis  - mere
inches from the eastern wall of my house. 

Vehicles approaching from opposite directions would require that one back up  - either into busy 600
South ..or backward through the narrow gap to the seven home complex.  

I have no idea how a fire truck, garbage truck, construction equipment would squeeze by my roof line. 

Moreover, even if they managed to get there how would they turn around to get out?      

Kindly make these photos  part of the public record  in opposition to the subject petition.   

Thank you

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com




























Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:58:50 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.txt

ATT00002.txt
ATT00003.txt
ATT00004.txt
ATT00005.txt

Please find additional photos in opposition to subject petition. 

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com




























Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:00:15 PM
Attachments: ATT00006.txt

ATT00007.txt
ATT00008.txt
ATT00009.txt
ATT00010.txt

Please find attached photos submitted in opposition to proposed  petition.

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
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Sent from my iPhone



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:02:08 PM
Attachments: ATT00006.txt

ATT00007.txt
ATT00008.txt
ATT00009.txt
ATT00010.txt

Please find attached photos submitted in opposition to proposed petition. 

Joe Redd
O'CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com

-----Original Message-----
From: Joseph Redd [mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Redd, Joe; j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject:

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com




























Sent from my iPhone























































































 



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 4:15:05 PM

Hi MaryAnn
 
My title  people advise that there was a failure to pay taxes by somebody named Nielsen  which
resulted in the City coming into ownership of the lane around 1917.
 
While this may not make it a public street – there does not appear to be any record of the city
divesting itself of the once “private drive”.     
 
As such – the City might be owners of this “non- street”.          
 
A big ole mess . . . 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Joe-
 
I have emailed with our Engineering Division and they show McClelland to be a private right-of-way
and not a public street.  It is most likely owned or shared by all those who utilize it.  I know you have
spoken to a title company in the past, but again, we show it as private.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 

From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com


I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property, which
seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is only 10 feet
wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only means of
accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared” drive next to my
building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one lane driveway.   There will be
no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving truck) to turn around should the sub-
division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which will be
utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and assuming that each
home will have on average two vehicles per household using the drive.   At “peak” commuter
times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the same narrow driveway.       Add to
the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next door, and we are looking at 20 cars using
the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment” by  my
family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the greatly
enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of my property,
 are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

1)        The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

2)       The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have to
back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

3)        Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-division)
walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the proposed seven
house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

4)       Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot long
ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will the
garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household will be
dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of my house?  
Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20 plus cars trying
to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the morning?     
 



While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a profit,
maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared driveway is
offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right to
triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of other
property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of abutting
property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams and
applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might be
heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that the
subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed taxes.  
As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the corresponding legal
“duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty as the owner of the
driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous condition that is about
to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             

 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

mailto:jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com


From: Jessika Ward
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: PETITION #: PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2015 4:44:37 PM

Hi Maryann,

We just spoke on the phone, I am having trouble finding the page I can post a
public comment so I decided I would write you an email to either help direct me to
that page or use my comments in this email for public record and documentation of
a complaint against the new development for McClelland Enclave Subdivision 546 S.
McClelland Street.

I do not think it is safe, nor reasonable for 7 new homes to be built having only the
private lane between my property and several others as the only through street to
these new homes. Unless another street/entrance can be put in place I am against
having the new division being built. That is 7-14 extra vehicle traffic to a very
narrow driveway. This can create problems like multiple cars trying to get through
the driveway in both directions. 600 south is already a fairly busy road. I also fear
for my children's safety with an increase of traffic on this lane. My driveway sections
off of this lane also and I fear if for any reason there is one car coming in, and
another trying to get out, that my driveway will become a place for vehicles to park
or idle in until other cars can pass through instead of backing out completely to let
the other car through. That is a violation on my property and could technically be
subject to trespassing. 

 I have yet to receive any legal notices as well besides signs being posted in the
general vicinity. If you could provide updates on this petition that would be greatly
appreciated as this effects my families safety as well as my own.

Thank you for your time.

mailto:jessika.ward.12896@gmail.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com


From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:01:04 PM

Good Afternoon Maryann
 
I spoke again with my title people.  They advise that the owner of the lane (somebody named
Nielsen) failed to pay County taxes around 1917 and the property was put up for sale.   Nobody
purchased it and the lane (per my title people) then became the property of the City.   (It is also
interesting that the City named the street and a city street sign was placed on the lane).    At a
minimum we have the City exercising some control over the lane, and  representing to the world at
large  that it is a named City street.    
 
I will have documents re: the tax sale shortly and will forward them your way upon receipt.   There is
no record of anybody having purchased the lane from the City or County.
 
Thus we are left with the City being the last legal “Owners” of the lane.   
 
In the end, there has to be an owner in fact of this lane, with other non-owners having potential
easement rights over the same.        Looking at the local rules regarding proposed developments,
 ownership of the lane should have great impact on the whether this proposed development  - with
its 9-10 foot wide driveway -   meets any applicable building/safe roadway/sidewalk standards.       
 
Finally, on a side note, one of abutting land owners advised that there was a brush fire on the
subject lot approximately 7 years ago.    Local firetrucks  were unable to get up the lane to fight the
fire, and a fire truck had to be brought in from the roadway (Koneida court) north of the subject
property to fight the fire.    Perhaps the local fire department has some record of this event.
  Needless to say, if there is an earthquake with gas lines breaking and a fire on the small lot with
seven closely packed in homes – the inability to fight the fire  - will pose dangers to not only the
owners of the proposed homes, but also to all the abutting property owners. 
 
I ask that this be made part of the public  record.   
 
I will be forwarding proofs of the 1917 tax sale shortly.          
 
Thank you once again  for your time and consideration.
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Joe-
 
I have emailed with our Engineering Division and they show McClelland to be a private right-of-way
and not a public street.  It is most likely owned or shared by all those who utilize it.  I know you have
spoken to a title company in the past, but again, we show it as private.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 

From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property, which
seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is only 10 feet
wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only means of
accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared” drive next to my
building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one lane driveway.   There will be
no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving truck) to turn around should the sub-
division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which will be
utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and assuming that each
home will have on average two vehicles per household using the drive.   At “peak” commuter
times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the same narrow driveway.       Add to
the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next door, and we are looking at 20 cars using
the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment” by  my
family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the greatly
enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of my property,
 are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
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1)        The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

2)       The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have to
back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

3)        Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-division)
walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the proposed seven
house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

4)       Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot long
ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will the
garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household will be
dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of my house?  
Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20 plus cars trying
to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a profit,
maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared driveway is
offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right to
triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of other
property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of abutting
property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams and
applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might be
heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that the
subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed taxes.  
As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the corresponding legal
“duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty as the owner of the
driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous condition that is about
to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have increased liabilities.       
 



I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: Judy
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: j.t.redd@hotmail.com
Subject: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Thursday, May 28, 2015 7:24:02 PM

Dear Maryann Pickering,
 
I am writing to you at the request of a neighbor of mine, as well as my own concerns. It is
regarding the proposed Subdivision on McClelland  St. by Garbett Homes. I live on Koneta
Court which is just North of McCelland.
 
To give you a little background, I have lived in this house for the past 30 years.  It is my
Grandparents house, so it has been in my family for the past 80 or so years.
 
I am not sure if you are at all familiar with our street and what transpired years ago with the
illegal subdivision of the property at 518 and 524 Koneta and the subsequent building of a
mobile home on top of a garage by James Bean who has since sold the properties at 518
and 524 Koneta.  This was a nightmare to live through.  Since it is a private street, he had to
have permission from us all to access the water line.  We denied it and he sued us all.  To
make a very long story short, we fought the Building Department and Zoning Department
for years over this structure as he did NOT build according to plans submitted.  He had
several Stop work orders placed on the property and yet he was still allowed to build what
the hell he wanted and got away with it.  We did attend public meetings with the Planning
Commission to no avail.  It was found out later that he was able to continue building
because the Building department had given him a permit in error and could not then back
out.  With that said, I must tell you that my trust in our cities Building and Zoning
departments to actually do their jobs went out the window.  We have since had issues with
all the renters who live in both of those homes.  Rape and assault, late night parties, parking
issues, way more traffic on our dead-end street, police being called etc.  We also have a
street that is falling in due to the crappy job that was done when he tapped into the water
line. It has sunk about 6-12 inches.  Needless to say I am very opposed to this new
subdivision being built just two houses south of my property.
 
I understand you have received a note from a property owner on 600 So, by the name of
Joe Redd, regarding petition#PLNSUB2015-00358.  I have read his note to you and your
response back to him. You stated that you had sent out notices to surrounding properties.  I
wish that I/Us on Koneta Court had received one as well, as this will impact us too.
 
 I concur with everything Joe Redd said and would like to add more.  Not only am I
concerned with a proposed 7 homes being built, which I do not believe there is enough
room for unless they are on top of one another, but I have a very real disheartened concern
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with the pending demolition of the homes that currently reside there.  One of them has
recently been remodeled and I am sure dates back to the early to mid 1900’s as does mine. 
It still has remnants of rockwork that looks like bordered the house when it was built. To
see this piece of history in our city destroyed for a buck makes me sick.  I am also very
concerned with the number of tress that will have to be removed all in the name of
progress.  When will it ever end?  I understand progress needs to happen, but to destroy
history to achieve that end should NOT be the way we do it.  Too many buildings downtown
have met that death to build high rise office buildings that do not have full occupancy.  I
don’t know how Garbett Homes thinks they have room to bring in excavating equipment let
alone building supplies without destruction to abutting properties.  They barely make it
down our street with roofing supplies let alone to build 7 homes from the ground up, and
we have a sidewalk on each side which McClelland does not. I have had damage due to this. 
 
Thank you for your time in reading this.  I would like to be added to the list of any upcoming
meeting pertaining to this matter.
 
Regards,
Judy Schroepfer



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: "Joseph Redd"
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 5:06:39 PM

Hi Maryann
 
My title people went through the history of the Roadway parcel and the Parcels surrounding it.
 
 
It appears that in 1874 the property known as Lot 3, which is all the abutting the property on the
East and West of the roadway and includes the roadway, was deeded to a George Paramore
(December 26, 1874, Book J Page 78). George Paramore then in the 1880’s through the 1910’s
deeded various portions of the property surrounding the Roadway, often times granting an
easement across what is now identified on the County Plats as a road. In 1914, George Paramore
also deeded some of the property including the roadway to Mary Paramore (August 4, 1914,
Entry No. 328830) after that last deed I was unable to find any other deeds wherein Fee title to
the roadway parcel was ever granted again. Instead the owners of the properties now
surrounding the Right of Way and to the North of 1029 East 600 South, Salt Lake City, have just
included the Roadway in their legals as a Right of Way Easement. As is common in many counties
here in Utah during the 1910’s and 1920’s there were multiple Tax Sales for the property located
within this area. I took extra care at looking into these, it appears that all the Tax Sales were all
redeemed in one way or another and did not include the Roadway parcel. It also  appears to me
that Roadway parcel might actually be a remainder parcel of what George Paramore and Mary
Paramore had fee title too, and which, they did not pass on, except as Right of Way easements to
some of the surrounding Parcels.
 
I hope that this brief history of the property helps.
 
Thank you.
 
Joe
 
 
 
 

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 10:35 AM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Thank Joe.
 
I will forward the documents I get from you to our Engineering Division for their review.
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Thanks again,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 2:05 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Afternoon Maryann
 
I spoke again with my title people.  They advise that the owner of the lane (somebody
named Nielsen) failed to pay County taxes around 1917 and the property was put up for
sale.   Nobody purchased it and the lane (per my title people) then became the property of
the City.   (It is also interesting that the City named the street and a city street sign was
placed on the lane).    At a minimum we have the City exercising some control over the lane,
and  representing to the world at large  that it is a named City street.    
 
I will have documents re: the tax sale shortly and will forward them your way upon receipt.  
There is no record of anybody having purchased the lane from the City or County.
 
Thus we are left with the City being the last legal “Owners” of the lane.   
 
In the end, there has to be an owner in fact of this lane, with other non-owners having
potential easement rights over the same.        Looking at the local rules regarding proposed
developments,  ownership of the lane should have great impact on the whether this
proposed development  - with its 9-10 foot wide driveway -   meets any applicable
building/safe roadway/sidewalk standards.       
 
Finally, on a side note, one of abutting land owners advised that there was a brush fire on
the subject lot approximately 7 years ago.    Local firetrucks  were unable to get up the lane
to fight the fire, and a fire truck had to be brought in from the roadway (Koneida court)
north of the subject property to fight the fire.    Perhaps the local fire department has some
record of this event.   Needless to say, if there is an earthquake with gas lines breaking and
a fire on the small lot with seven closely packed in homes – the inability to fight the fire  -
will pose dangers to not only the owners of the proposed homes, but also to all the abutting
property owners. 
 
I ask that this be made part of the public  record.   
 
I will be forwarding proofs of the 1917 tax sale shortly.          
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Thank you once again  for your time and consideration.
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2015 2:57 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Joe-
 
I have emailed with our Engineering Division and they show McClelland to be a private
right-of-way and not a public street.  It is most likely owned or shared by all those who
utilize it.  I know you have spoken to a title company in the past, but again, we show it as
private.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
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drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which
will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 
1)       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note
most firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on
top of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter? 
How would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;
2)      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods). 
The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       
3)       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-
division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;
4)      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100
foot long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How
will the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven
household will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans
in front of my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate
around the 20 plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work
and school in the morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 



Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of
abutting property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: Gavin Collier
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Notice of Subdivision Application and Pending Decision 546-561 S. McClelland Street (Petition: PLNSUB2015-

00358)
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 9:17:07 AM
Attachments: Dean Mohr Letter1.pdf

I represent Dean and Rebekah Mohr, neighbors/ residence who will be injured by
the proposed subdivision development. Pease find the attached letter which I drafted
on my client's behalf, which provides a list of their concerns.  

-- 
Gavin V. Collier, J.D.
TR Spencer & Associates, P.C.
Work: 801-566-1884

The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and CONFIDENTIAL and is intended for the use of
the individual or entity named above.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify us by telephone and delete this message from any and all locations.
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Attorneys at Law 
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140 West 9000 South, Suite 9 


Sandy, Utah 84070 
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Fax: (801) 748-4022 


June 2, 2015 


 


Terry R. Spencer, Ph.D.   
Gavin V. Collier, J.D. 


Morgan Philpot, J.D.  


  
 
*Also licensed in Idaho 


 


 


To:  Maryann Pickering 


 Maryann.pickering@slcgov.com 


 801-535-7660 
 


Re:  Notice of Subdivision Application and Pending Decision 546-561 S. McClelland Street 
(Petition: PLNSUB2015-00358) 
 
 I represent Dean & Rebekah Mohr, residents who reside at 539 South Koneta Ct. Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84102. Pursuant to Section 20.16.100 (G) of the Salt Lake City Subdivisions and 
Condominium Ordinance, my client’s property interests will be materially injured if the current plan 
is allowed to proceed without amendment. My client has the following concerns:  
 


1. The new property line is now located approximately 12 inches from the rear of my client’s 
residence. The current fence allows for a three (3) foot buffer between my client’s home and 
the property line that has been historically recognized between the prior owner and my 
client’s property for almost 100 years. The newly established property line would render the 
rear of the home completely inaccessible. My client has been able to use the rear of their 
home for the past 20+ years and that would change under the proposed plan.  


2. The new survey and property line contradicts my client’s survey and the recognized property 
line that has been historically used. The new property line purports to be almost 24 inches 
closer to my client’s residence, leaving only 12 inches between the new property line and my 
client’s home. 


3. My client’s fence which has been in existence for many years would be lost as it would now 
be considered to be within the new boundary of the development.  


4. The proposed plan provides for the removal of a sewer line and the placement of a manhole 
(SSMH#101) near my client’s residence. My client is concerned that their existing sewer line 
will be disturbed and or disconnected. Furthermore, they are also worried that digging for 
the manhole would disturb the foundation of my client’s home.  
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Questions: 
 


5. What is the plan for reconnecting the sewer to the residence located at 539 Koneta Court? 
6. How close is the new sewer main to the foundation of my client’s residence?  
7. Will the plan be amended to allow my client to have the use of the rear of their home?  


 
If you have any questions, I would be happy to provide more information if needed.  
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 /s/ Gavin V. Collier 
 Spencer & Philpot 
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To:  Maryann Pickering 

 Maryann.pickering@slcgov.com 

 801-535-7660 
 

Re:  Notice of Subdivision Application and Pending Decision 546-561 S. McClelland Street 
(Petition: PLNSUB2015-00358) 
 
 I represent Dean & Rebekah Mohr, residents who reside at 539 South Koneta Ct. Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84102. Pursuant to Section 20.16.100 (G) of the Salt Lake City Subdivisions and 
Condominium Ordinance, my client’s property interests will be materially injured if the current plan 
is allowed to proceed without amendment. My client has the following concerns:  
 

1. The new property line is now located approximately 12 inches from the rear of my client’s 
residence. The current fence allows for a three (3) foot buffer between my client’s home and 
the property line that has been historically recognized between the prior owner and my 
client’s property for almost 100 years. The newly established property line would render the 
rear of the home completely inaccessible. My client has been able to use the rear of their 
home for the past 20+ years and that would change under the proposed plan.  

2. The new survey and property line contradicts my client’s survey and the recognized property 
line that has been historically used. The new property line purports to be almost 24 inches 
closer to my client’s residence, leaving only 12 inches between the new property line and my 
client’s home. 

3. My client’s fence which has been in existence for many years would be lost as it would now 
be considered to be within the new boundary of the development.  

4. The proposed plan provides for the removal of a sewer line and the placement of a manhole 
(SSMH#101) near my client’s residence. My client is concerned that their existing sewer line 
will be disturbed and or disconnected. Furthermore, they are also worried that digging for 
the manhole would disturb the foundation of my client’s home.  
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Questions: 
 

5. What is the plan for reconnecting the sewer to the residence located at 539 Koneta Court? 
6. How close is the new sewer main to the foundation of my client’s residence?  
7. Will the plan be amended to allow my client to have the use of the rear of their home?  

 
If you have any questions, I would be happy to provide more information if needed.  
 
 
 Sincerely, 
 
 
 /s/ Gavin V. Collier 
 Spencer & Philpot 

 
 

 
 
         
         
        

 



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 11:24:33 AM
Attachments: Parcel Map (your Property).pdf

Parcel Map With All of Lot 3 Highlighted.pdf
Parcel Map with Lots that benefit from ROW Highlighted.pdf
Parcel Map with Mary Paramore portion of the Road Highlighted.pdf

 
 Hi Maryann
 
Yes… a neighborhood meeting was held and concerns were raised.   
 
While discussed,  there was no resolution and every abutting landowner I spoke with was uniformly
 opposed to the development for all the safety and quality of life issues previously mentioned.   
 
It is my understanding that the developer as of right now does not own any of the property, but has
contracts with lot owners to buy the subject properties.  I assume these contracts are contingent
upon  approvals going through for these ill-conceived, dangerous - albeit profitable -  business
 plans.    
 
Again, I have labored to find a question to the answer “who owns the drive” , and have been back
and forth multiple times with my title people to nail this down.    This is has been akin to trying  to
nail jelly to the wall.  The above attachments may add some clarity to the roadway information
 provided below.  It appears that the last titled owner of the lane was Mary Paramore.  My title
people  believe the roadway  may be an “escaped parcel from assessment” with County maps and a
city street sign representing to the outside world that it is
 a public right of way.             
 
Thanks for your time  and consideration.
 
Joe
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
I went through the history of the Roadway parcel and the Parcels surrounding it. It
appears that in 1874 the property known as Lot 3, which is all the abutting the property
on the East and West of the roadway and includes the roadway, was deeded to a George
Paramore (December 26, 1874, Book J Page 78). George Paramore then in the 1880’s
through the 1910’s deeded various portions of the property surrounding the Roadway,
often times granting an easement across what is now identified on the County Plats as a
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road. In 1914, George Paramore also deeded some of the property including the roadway
to Mary Paramore (August 4, 1914, Entry No. 328830) after that last deed I was unable to
find any other deeds wherein Fee title to the roadway parcel was ever granted again.
Instead the owners of the properties now surrounding the Right of Way and to the North
of 1029 East 600 South, Salt Lake City, have just included the Roadway in their legals as a
Right of Way Easement. As is common in many counties here in Utah during the 1910’s
and 1920’s there were multiple Tax Sales for the property located within this area. I took
extra care at looking into these, it appears that all the Tax Sales were all redeemed in
one way or another and did not include the Roadway parcel. It also  appears to me that
Roadway parcel might actually be a remainder parcel of what George Paramore and
Mary Paramore had fee title too, and which, they did not pass on, except as Right of Way
easements to some of the surrounding Parcels.
 











From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann; "Judy"; "Jessika Ward"; "Gavin Collier"
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave Update
Date: Monday, June 08, 2015 4:44:32 PM

 
Thank you Maryann
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
 

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 5:33 PM
To: Redd, Joe; 'Judy'; 'Jessika Ward'; 'Gavin Collier'
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave Update
 
My apologies!  I pressed send way too fast.
 
Just to update you, the applicant will need to submit an application for a Planned Development as
they are creating lots on a private road.  This means that the Planning Commission must review the
project.  There is no way for them to get it approved without that public hearing.
 
I’m still waiting in the actual application for the Planned Development and it will be sent around for
review.  After all comments are received/resolved, I will schedule it for a public hearing.  I
realistically do not see that happen before fall.
 
Please let me know if you have questions.
 
Maryann
 

From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2015 3:31 PM
To: 'Redd, Joe'; 'Judy'; 'Jessika Ward'; 'Gavin Collier'
Subject: McClelland Enclave Update
 
 
 
MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION
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From: heidi and joe redd
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Saturday, August 22, 2015 6:15:56 AM

Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Morning Maryann:

I writing to followup on the below petition to see if there has been anymore movement
on the developer's plans.

Has the developer submitted any further plans or proposals?  

Is the proposed development stalled, delayed, or done with? 

If there is a next step, and if so, what is  the time frame in which the developer is
currently working?

Thanks again for any information you might provide.  

Joe Redd 

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Joe.
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be made part of the record.
 
At this point, I’ve sent out notices to the surrounding properties and routing the application
to our various reviewing departments (fire, transportation, utilities, etc.).  The reviewers
have until June 2 to comment on the proposal.  Some of the issues you have raised may very
well be raised by those reviewers.
 
The next step will be if staff can administratively approve the project based on the adopted
subdivision standards, comments from reviewers and comments from the public.  If staff
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does not feel that a decision can be made, the project will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their review and decision.  Should the latter occur, it will be a public hearing
and you are definitely welcome to attend.
 
I would welcome additional comments you may have.  Should the item be forwarded to the
Planning Commission, the comments below and any subsequent comments you provide will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission.
 
Please check back with me around June 2 and I will let you know where we are and what
other comments I may have received.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which
will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com


Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-
division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot
long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will
the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household
will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of
my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20
plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the
morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of
abutting property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.



 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: heidi and joe redd
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Monday, August 24, 2015 9:36:28 AM

Thank you Maryann

Appreciate the information greatly. 

Joe  Redd 

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 08:45:58 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

Hi Joe.
 
They are still moving forward.  They needed to submit an additional application.  They had to submit
a Planned Development application for a new subdivision located on a private street.  The applicant
received all the comments late last week.  I was honest with them and told them it would be difficult
for planning staff to recommend approval of project as it does not appear to meet all the standards. 
Plus, there are comments from other departments and divisions that will need to be addressed and
some may be difficult to resolve.  Until they address all of the outstanding concerns, it will not be
scheduled for a Planning Commission meeting.
 
You can look at all documents associated with the two projects through our citizen access portal. 
You do not need to register to use the system.  One the left side, scroll down to where you see
‘Planning’ and click on the link under that.  It’s best to look it up by the petition number as the
address can be hard.
 
You have the preliminary plat number and the new one for the Planned Development (Subdivision
also) is PLNSUB2015-00567.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 6:16 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
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Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Morning Maryann:
 
I writing to followup on the below petition to see if there has been anymore movement
on the developer's plans.
 
Has the developer submitted any further plans or proposals?  
 
Is the proposed development stalled, delayed, or done with?
 
If there is a next step, and if so, what is  the time frame in which the developer is
currently working?
 
Thanks again for any information you might provide. 
 
Joe Redd
 
 
 
From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Joe.
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be made part of the record.
 
At this point, I’ve sent out notices to the surrounding properties and routing the application
to our various reviewing departments (fire, transportation, utilities, etc.).  The reviewers
have until June 2 to comment on the proposal.  Some of the issues you have raised may very
well be raised by those reviewers.
 
The next step will be if staff can administratively approve the project based on the adopted
subdivision standards, comments from reviewers and comments from the public.  If staff
does not feel that a decision can be made, the project will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their review and decision.  Should the latter occur, it will be a public hearing
and you are definitely welcome to attend.
 
I would welcome additional comments you may have.  Should the item be forwarded to the
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Planning Commission, the comments below and any subsequent comments you provide will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission.
 
Please check back with me around June 2 and I will let you know where we are and what
other comments I may have received.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which
will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
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       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-
division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot
long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will
the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household
will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of
my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20
plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the
morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of
abutting property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed



ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: heidi and joe redd
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Monday, August 24, 2015 10:58:47 AM

Hi Maryann

I got on the site via the citizens portal.

I was very  pleased at the systematic and thorough way all departments went about their
duties. 

It was  perfectly refreshing to see that the neighbors comments/photos were considered ,
and that the City sent out an inspector to verify traffic patterns and usage feasibility on the
9-10 foot drive.

I believe the  CIty's findings carry far more weight than the "expert" engineers retained by
the builder who somehow opines that 20 cars on the drive at peak time is somehow
"Acceptable".    

Joe  

 

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 08:45:58 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

Hi Joe.
 
They are still moving forward.  They needed to submit an additional application.  They had to submit
a Planned Development application for a new subdivision located on a private street.  The applicant
received all the comments late last week.  I was honest with them and told them it would be difficult
for planning staff to recommend approval of project as it does not appear to meet all the standards. 
Plus, there are comments from other departments and divisions that will need to be addressed and
some may be difficult to resolve.  Until they address all of the outstanding concerns, it will not be
scheduled for a Planning Commission meeting.
 
You can look at all documents associated with the two projects through our citizen access portal. 
You do not need to register to use the system.  One the left side, scroll down to where you see
‘Planning’ and click on the link under that.  It’s best to look it up by the petition number as the
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address can be hard.
 
You have the preliminary plat number and the new one for the Planned Development (Subdivision
also) is PLNSUB2015-00567.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 6:16 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 

Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Morning Maryann:
 
I writing to followup on the below petition to see if there has been anymore movement
on the developer's plans.
 
Has the developer submitted any further plans or proposals?  
 
Is the proposed development stalled, delayed, or done with?
 
If there is a next step, and if so, what is  the time frame in which the developer is
currently working?
 
Thanks again for any information you might provide. 
 
Joe Redd
 
 
 
From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Joe.
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be made part of the record.
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At this point, I’ve sent out notices to the surrounding properties and routing the application
to our various reviewing departments (fire, transportation, utilities, etc.).  The reviewers
have until June 2 to comment on the proposal.  Some of the issues you have raised may very
well be raised by those reviewers.
 
The next step will be if staff can administratively approve the project based on the adopted
subdivision standards, comments from reviewers and comments from the public.  If staff
does not feel that a decision can be made, the project will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their review and decision.  Should the latter occur, it will be a public hearing
and you are definitely welcome to attend.
 
I would welcome additional comments you may have.  Should the item be forwarded to the
Planning Commission, the comments below and any subsequent comments you provide will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission.
 
Please check back with me around June 2 and I will let you know where we are and what
other comments I may have received.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
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The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which
will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-
division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot
long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will
the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household
will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of
my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20
plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the
morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of



abutting property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: heidi and joe redd
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Sunday, December 20, 2015 6:46:58 AM

Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

Hi Maryann 

I hope all is well for you during the Holiday season.

I received an e-mail from one  of our neighbors who said the developer approached her with
a proposal  to purchase for six thousand dollars five feet of property on the east side of the
lane to comply with fire department concerns about the development.   The neighbor
rejected the offer and was then told that the another proposal to install a water tank  was
already given the stamp of approval, so her rejection of the offer was of little moment. 

Most disturbing was a representation by the developer that "all" of the other concerns
previously laid out by the City were resolved and that the development plans were moving
forward.  

I don't know where things are at right now, and was hoping you might provide a time line of
future events, as we intend to mount  vigorous objection to the developers plans to have
this 9 foot wide lane service a total of seven homes.    

Any information would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you 

Joe Redd         

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 11:07:59 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

You’re welcome.  I had just posted the Transportation comments when you sent the message
below.  You should be able to see them if you have not already.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
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From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 10:59 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Maryann

I got on the site via the citizens portal.

I was very  pleased at the systematic and thorough way all departments went about their
duties. 

It was  perfectly refreshing to see that the neighbors comments/photos were considered ,
and that the City sent out an inspector to verify traffic patterns and usage feasibility on the
9-10 foot drive.

I believe the  CIty's findings carry far more weight than the "expert" engineers retained by
the builder who somehow opines that 20 cars on the drive at peak time is somehow
"Acceptable".    

Joe  

 

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 08:45:58 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Hi Joe.
 
They are still moving forward.  They needed to submit an additional application.  They had to submit
a Planned Development application for a new subdivision located on a private street.  The applicant
received all the comments late last week.  I was honest with them and told them it would be difficult
for planning staff to recommend approval of project as it does not appear to meet all the standards. 
Plus, there are comments from other departments and divisions that will need to be addressed and
some may be difficult to resolve.  Until they address all of the outstanding concerns, it will not be
scheduled for a Planning Commission meeting.
 
You can look at all documents associated with the two projects through our citizen access portal. 
You do not need to register to use the system.  One the left side, scroll down to where you see
‘Planning’ and click on the link under that.  It’s best to look it up by the petition number as the
address can be hard.
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You have the preliminary plat number and the new one for the Planned Development (Subdivision
also) is PLNSUB2015-00567.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 6:16 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 

Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Morning Maryann:
 
I writing to followup on the below petition to see if there has been anymore movement
on the developer's plans.
 
Has the developer submitted any further plans or proposals?  
 
Is the proposed development stalled, delayed, or done with?
 
If there is a next step, and if so, what is  the time frame in which the developer is
currently working?
 
Thanks again for any information you might provide. 
 
Joe Redd
 
 
 
From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Joe.
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be made part of the record.
 
At this point, I’ve sent out notices to the surrounding properties and routing the application
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to our various reviewing departments (fire, transportation, utilities, etc.).  The reviewers
have until June 2 to comment on the proposal.  Some of the issues you have raised may very
well be raised by those reviewers.
 
The next step will be if staff can administratively approve the project based on the adopted
subdivision standards, comments from reviewers and comments from the public.  If staff
does not feel that a decision can be made, the project will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their review and decision.  Should the latter occur, it will be a public hearing
and you are definitely welcome to attend.
 
I would welcome additional comments you may have.  Should the item be forwarded to the
Planning Commission, the comments below and any subsequent comments you provide will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission.
 
Please check back with me around June 2 and I will let you know where we are and what
other comments I may have received.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which

mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com


will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       

       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-
division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot
long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will
the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household
will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of
my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20
plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the
morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of
abutting property owners homes.
 



While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 
 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: heidi and joe redd
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Date: Monday, December 21, 2015 10:56:48 AM

Thank You Maryann

Was there any discussion at the meeting about garbage removal?

Is it still proposed that all of the garbage cans (12 -16) from the "new" and existing homes
on the alley are going to be dragged out and  left in front of my home every week?   

It is bad enough right now  that we have 4 homes leaving  6 - 8  cans on the street (some
for days after pickup).      I can only imagine how much worse this will be.     

Again, while I would greatly welcome any development of the property that is consistent
with existing use (two occupied homes to the back),  any proposal to enhance developer
profits at the expense of current property owners who must endure; 1) increased traffic
volume,  2) reduced  safety of current users (auto and pedestrian) , reduced quiet
enjoyment of homes; and  diminished home values, will  be  met with the most vigorous of
opposition by ALL of the current land owners on the lane.    

I would strongly encourage anybody involved in this decision making process to take a drive
onto the impacted lane, and get a "real feel" appreciation of the narrowness of this lane
and the selfish, devil may care, profit driven expansion proposed.    

Thanks again for the information.   

Joe         

     

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 21 Dec 2015 09:14:32 -0700
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

Hi Joe.
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I was at the meeting when they were told these things by the Fire Department.  First, yes, they were
encouraged to see if they could purchase additional land from the adjacent owner.  I suspected that
that the offer would be rejected.
 
The second option was the idea of the Fire Department and they made it very clear that it was a
complete outside the box option and would need to be explored further.  Basically, the idea was that
they maybe be something similar to a commercial standpipe or FDC (fire department connection)
somewhere on the property.  This FDC would have strong pressure so if there was an incident, a fire
truck could hook up to that connection to fight a fire.  Again, it was just an idea and there are several
people/fire chiefs that would need to sign off on this option.  It was not determined at that meeting
to be approved. They were told to pursue the purchase of the adjacent land first and if that was not
an option, they were to further continue discussions with the fire department.  It’s likely that this
option, should the fire department say it’s okay, is very costly.
 
As for the remainder of the project (beside fire and sanitation), all departments and divisions have
given the go ahead to continue processing the application.  This means that they have determined in
concept that the project could be built as proposed.  However, this request needs to be approved by
the Planning Commission before it can move forward.  There are certain standards the project
needs to meet and I don’t know if we as staff can make a determination that all those standards
have been met.  I have not fully reviewed the project against all of those standards at this time and
have told Jacob on several occasions that it is going to be difficult.
 
Hope that clarifies things.  Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 20, 2015 6:47 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358

Hi Maryann 

I hope all is well for you during the Holiday season.

I received an e-mail from one  of our neighbors who said the developer approached her with
a proposal  to purchase for six thousand dollars five feet of property on the east side of the
lane to comply with fire department concerns about the development.   The neighbor
rejected the offer and was then told that the another proposal to install a water tank  was
already given the stamp of approval, so her rejection of the offer was of little moment. 

Most disturbing was a representation by the developer that "all" of the other concerns
previously laid out by the City were resolved and that the development plans were moving



forward.  

I don't know where things are at right now, and was hoping you might provide a time line of
future events, as we intend to mount  vigorous objection to the developers plans to have
this 9 foot wide lane service a total of seven homes.    

Any information would be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you 

Joe Redd        

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 11:07:59 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
You’re welcome.  I had just posted the Transportation comments when you sent the message
below.  You should be able to see them if you have not already.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2015 10:59 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Maryann

I got on the site via the citizens portal.

I was very  pleased at the systematic and thorough way all departments went about their
duties. 

It was  perfectly refreshing to see that the neighbors comments/photos were considered ,
and that the City sent out an inspector to verify traffic patterns and usage feasibility on the
9-10 foot drive.

I believe the  CIty's findings carry far more weight than the "expert" engineers retained by
the builder who somehow opines that 20 cars on the drive at peak time is somehow
"Acceptable".    
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Joe  

 

From: Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
To: joeheidredd@hotmail.com
Date: Mon, 24 Aug 2015 08:45:58 -0600
Subject: RE: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
Hi Joe.
 
They are still moving forward.  They needed to submit an additional application.  They had to submit
a Planned Development application for a new subdivision located on a private street.  The applicant
received all the comments late last week.  I was honest with them and told them it would be difficult
for planning staff to recommend approval of project as it does not appear to meet all the standards. 
Plus, there are comments from other departments and divisions that will need to be addressed and
some may be difficult to resolve.  Until they address all of the outstanding concerns, it will not be
scheduled for a Planning Commission meeting.
 
You can look at all documents associated with the two projects through our citizen access portal. 
You do not need to register to use the system.  One the left side, scroll down to where you see
‘Planning’ and click on the link under that.  It’s best to look it up by the petition number as the
address can be hard.
 
You have the preliminary plat number and the new one for the Planned Development (Subdivision
also) is PLNSUB2015-00567.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
 
From: heidi and joe redd [mailto:joeheidredd@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2015 6:16 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 

Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Good Morning Maryann:
 
I writing to followup on the below petition to see if there has been anymore movement
on the developer's plans.
 
Has the developer submitted any further plans or proposals?  
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Is the proposed development stalled, delayed, or done with?
 
If there is a next step, and if so, what is  the time frame in which the developer is
currently working?
 
Thanks again for any information you might provide. 
 
Joe Redd
 
 
 
From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 3:30 PM
To: Redd, Joe
Subject: RE: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Hi Joe.
 
Thank you for your comments.  They will be made part of the record.
 
At this point, I’ve sent out notices to the surrounding properties and routing the application
to our various reviewing departments (fire, transportation, utilities, etc.).  The reviewers
have until June 2 to comment on the proposal.  Some of the issues you have raised may very
well be raised by those reviewers.
 
The next step will be if staff can administratively approve the project based on the adopted
subdivision standards, comments from reviewers and comments from the public.  If staff
does not feel that a decision can be made, the project will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for their review and decision.  Should the latter occur, it will be a public hearing
and you are definitely welcome to attend.
 
I would welcome additional comments you may have.  Should the item be forwarded to the
Planning Commission, the comments below and any subsequent comments you provide will
be forwarded to the Planning Commission.
 
Please check back with me around June 2 and I will let you know where we are and what
other comments I may have received.
 
Thanks,
Maryann
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From: Redd, Joe [mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:25 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: petition#PLNSUB2015-00358
 
Dear  Ms. Pickering:
 
I am the owner of 1029E 600 South, and want to voice my initial  response  to the proposed
subdivision.  
 
I have seen the posted  sign regarding the new proposed sub-division  behind my property,
which seeks to triple the amount of vehicle traffic on a shared common driveway which is
only 10 feet wide, and less than one foot from the east wall of my building where my two
adult children reside.   
 
At this time there are  two occupied buildings on the proposed subdivision, whose only
means of accessing the public road (600 south) is to drive on the 10 foot wide “Shared”
drive next to my building.  There is NO way for vehicles to go by one another in this one
lane driveway.   There will be no way for a large vehicle (fire truck, garbage truck, moving
truck) to turn around should the sub-division go through.
 
The proposed sub-division seeks to put seven new homes on the property – all of which
will be utilizing the same 10 foot wide driveway.      Doing the simple math here, and
assuming that each home will have on average two vehicles per household using the
drive.   At “peak” commuter times we are looking at least 14 vehicles trying to utilize the
same narrow driveway.       Add to the mix are vehicle from my house and the home next
door, and we are looking at 20 cars using the same shared driveway at peak periods.  
 
Putting aside the question of traffic jams in the driveway, the loss of “quiet enjoyment”
by  my family members who live at 1029 east 600 south,  the inconvenience posed by the
greatly enhanced  traffic (times three conservatively), and the diminution  of the value of
my property,  are the safety concerns, which preliminarily include:
 

       The inability to get emergency vehicles to the new greatly expanded subdivision (note most
firetrucks are between  9 and 10 feet wide);  Note: The property sits almost directly on top
of the Wasatch fault (fault line park is one block away).  How would a firetruck enter?  How
would it turn around and maneuver (it can’t)?;

      The hazards posed by any overuse of the shared driveway – if/when cars approach from
opposite directions – one car  by necessity will have to back up anywhere from 50 – 100
feet to let the other vehicle pass.   Cars coming onto the drive from 600 south would have
to back up into sometimes heavy traffic on 600 south (especially during rush hour periods).
 The 10 foot wide driveway is approximately  100 feet long.      The probability of having
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jammed up vehicles traveling in opposite directions on a daily basis is VERY high.       
       Dangers to pedestrians (who likewise only have one means of getting to the new sub-

division) walking on the 10 foot wide drive (pedestrian traffic will also increase with the
proposed seven house sub-division) AND on the 600 south sidewalk;

      Dangers posed by any sanitation truck should they attempt to proceed down the 100 foot
long ten foot wide driveway to get at garbage cans located on the sub-division.   How will
the garbage trucks turn around? (they can’t).  Does that now mean that seven household
will be dragging 14 or so garbage cans down the driveway to line up their cans in front of
my house?   Will the early morning garbage can movers be able to negotiate around the 20
plus cars trying to get onto the shared driveway as they hurry off to work and school in the
morning?     
 
While I appreciate the legal right of the developer to develop his property and to make a
profit, maximizing profits by almost tripling the burden on other users of the shared
driveway is offensive  and frankly dangerous on its face.  
 
Second, while every property owner has a right to access a public roadway, there is no right
to triple the use of a shared driveway, especially when it diminishes the quiet enjoyment of
other property owners,  poses safety concerns/traffic hazards,  and reduces the value of
abutting property owners homes.
 
While I intend to submit a more formal submission before June 2, with photos/diagrams
and applicable law, I would like this email to be  a part of a preliminary public record if
possible.
 
Will there be a formal hearing  on the  matter at any time where concerned citizens might
be heard in public and “on the record”?    If so, I intend to travel to SLC  to be heard.
 
Will there be more than one hearing on this matter?
 
On another  side note, it is my understanding per conversations with a Title Company that
the subject driveway is in fact a “public right of way” given the fact that the City assumed
ownership of the drive around 1917 when the then owner (Nielsen) failed to pay owed
taxes.   As the owners in fact of the driveway,  I presume the City maintains the
corresponding legal “duty” to operate it safely and without  danger to others.   With a duty
as the owner of the driveway, there is also now “legal  notice” to the City of the dangerous
condition that is about to unfold before us.     As a taxpayer I do not want the city to have
increased liabilities.       
 
I thank you for your attention and kind consideration.             
 



 
Joe Redd
O’CONNOR REDD LLP
PO Box 1000
242 King Street
Port Chester, New York  10573
Tel:  (914) 686-1700
Fax: (914) 328-3184
E-mail: jredd@oconnorlawfirm.com
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From: Judy
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: Joe Redd; J.T. Redd
Subject: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358, 00567
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 9:28:25 AM

Greetings Maryann,
I had contacted you back in May 2015 regarding this pending subdivision and development
on McCelland by Garbett Homes.  I received a notice of the public planning commission
meeting scheduled for March 9th.
 
Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend this meeting as I will be out of town that week.  I
am wondering what I need to do to make sure that my objections to this development are
heard and on record.
 
I am opposed completely to this project as I believe it will impact the whole area in a
negative way as this area is so small.  I also notice on the card I received, that for the
Planned Development (case# PLNSUB2015-00567) it states that “In order to build this
project, it is required for the subdivision to have a private street and to reduce the setbacks
for some of the proposed lots”.  I have lots of concerns regarding that alone.  Are we just
going to ignore the existing setback laws because big money wants to?
 
As stated back in May, the street I live on (Koneta Court) is a private street.  I can’t even
begin to tell you of the issues that have arisen due to this fact.  Luckily we get garbage
pickup on our street as years and years ago my grandparents and the neighbors at that
time, made sure that happened.  But that is the extent of any help we get from anyone. 
This street is falling apart due to a prior issues with another “subdivision” to hook into the
city water line, and no one to fix it.  We have no help from the police when we call them
due to all the parking issues from the renters that live on this street. SR-3 zoning states that
there only needs to be available “one” parking spot per house.  We currently have 4-5
people in one of the subdivided homes and 5-6 in the other, against zoning laws.  And most
have cars.  Also, SR-3 zoning states that there is “no front yard parking”.  Yet that happens
consistently on our street and will for sure happen on McClelland, due to the limited
number of parking areas required in SR-3 zoning and the reduced setback. The issue of
“reduced” setbacks for some of those home on McClelland, I am sure is due to the small
area that they are wanting to build so many homes on, yet will result in homes being built
on-top of one another.
 
God forbid another fire happens there.  With the homes on-top of one another and on-top
of the homes at the end of my street that are next to that property, it puts all of our homes
in potential danger of destruction with the reduced setback.
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I am also concerned with the fact that if a private street is built, the people living in the
homes, be it homeowners or renters are all going to have to walk their garbage bins out to
600 south for pick up.  Given that most people have 3 bins per home, (garbage, recycling
and yard waste), at 3 bins times 6 homes that is 18 additional bins that will be lining 600
south.  Where in the hell are they going to put them and still leave room for the homes that
face 600 south and already have their bins there? 
 
I am also, as stated, extremely concerned with that fact that some older possibly historic
homes, as well as well established trees will be demolished for this project. I can’t even
begin to put into words how I feel about that whole scenario.  Demolishing history for a
dollar.  I whole-heartedly object to this project for so many reasons.  Once this project could
be approved, there is no stopping the potential problems that could and probably will arise. 
The neighbors will be left with living with the situation just like we are, all for some home
builder to make money.   Therefore I am voicing a huge NO to this project.  I do not want to
relive what I did 10 years ago.
 
Thank you for your time and please put my objection on file.
 
Regards,
 
Judy Schroepfer



From: Redd, Joe
To: Pickering, Maryann; "Judy"
Cc: "J.T. Redd"
Subject: RE: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358, 00567
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 11:27:21 AM

Please change “goal line” to “gas line” 
 
 

From: Redd, Joe 
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 1:19 PM
To: 'Pickering, Maryann' <Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com>; 'Judy' <kitty1234@q.com>
Cc: 'J.T. Redd' <j.t.redd@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358, 00567
 
Hi Maryann
 
First off,  thanks again for providing the concerned homeowners with information about the
upcoming  hearing.
 
Second, I whole heartedly concur with all of Judy’s statements below as well.    
 
I think you will be receiving  additional feedback from the other neighbors shortly, many of whom
are making plans to attend the March 9 hearing.  
 
Unfortunately, I do not think I can leave my job in NY for the hearing, but  have enlisted my son
(student at the U) to make our case at the hearing.  
 
One  issue  previously discussed was  the garbage cans that will be pulled out down the lane and
onto the street.   Attached hereto are a number of photographs taken today showing cans on the
street. Per my son this is a  “light  day”   for cans.     Imagine adding  another 10 cans into the mix?   
Not only is it an eyesore, but the human traffic to schlep these cans onto the roadway every
morning as “rush hour” begins on the lane will pose a further hazard for all concerned.  
 
My son JT also spoke to a gentlemen who owns a property on Koneta Court, which abuts against the
proposed development on the north side of the proposed building lots.   The gentlemen told the
builders that he would be “happy” to sell  his house and land for $250,000, but that  the builder was
not interested in purchasing the property as a means of ingress and egress for the proposed
development as the price was too high.      The same gentlemen also said that his property also abuts
 against an empty lot that runs to 1000 east.    The builder, however, is not concerned about “doing
it right” , they seek only to maximize profits by banging  in as many homes into this  nearly
landlocked property, with NO consideration of how the existing and NEW homeowners  will be
impacted by the dangerous and unsafe  bottleneck they want desperately to create.                
 
Specifically, rather than putting together a plan with a responsible  means of ingress and egress for
the proposed  7 homes – one that might give the occupants access via 1000 east, McCLelland
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 and/or Koneta Court, the builder seeks only to maximize its own profits by forcing  upwards of 20 -
25 cars onto to the incredibly narrow lane.    How many “back up” scenarios  will we be creating
 every day?  Per my son,  he already encounters a situation -  on average once a week  - where he
has to almost blindly back up his pickup truck so that a motorist coming the other way can pass on
the lane.   Having  to back up a distance of nearly 100 feet in this narrow space (with my stone home
less than two foot away) is a recipe  for disaster.    Doubling the traffic  on the lane is grossly
irresponsible and a deviation from the standard of care for any  private developer, or planner.  
 
I am not opposed to responsible development of the back lots.   Two of the houses back there are in
serious disrepair (one is boarded up).    I  am not opposed to those two homes being  fixed
up/repaired/knocked down and rebuilt.
 
There should NEVER be more homes back there then currently exist.     
 
A trip into the past is warranted.   When these lots were subdivided in the late 1800’s,  there were
NO cars   - only horses for transportation (cars came about for some, if not  most Americans in the
1920s with the advent of the Ford Model A) .  When these lots were created – only  three were ever
built upon.  (perhaps the lane was getting too small even for  wagon traffic) There was no thought in
the 1800’s about car traffic, truck traffic , fire trucks,  construction vehicles, etc.    
 
Simply stated, what right  does this builder have to now increase  the density of homes in this small
inaccessible area, especially when  doing so endangers the existing home owners, and diminishes
the value of our properties?  It is flabbergasting and infuriating at the same time.    
 
Why  doesn’t the builder  do it right?   He can buy the empty lot on 1000 east and the home on
Koneta court for $250,000, thereby ensuring  proper and safe access.   The empty lot access  would
 create a proper roadway  where -  low and behold – two cars could pass one another, and a
firetruck  could gain access  should there be a fire (note:  they are building  right on the Wasatch
fault – fault line park is one block away.   One only need think about the San Francisco earthquake
and fires triggered  by broken goals line.  (not a problem for the builder who will be long gone,
maximum profits in pocket).  
 
I am sorry for tone here, but when I stand in this lane,  I am just blown away by  audacity of this
proposed plan.  
 
KIndly offer up this note and attached photos as part of the formal record.    
 
Finally, and most importantly,  I thank you once again, for your time and consideration.
 
Joe Redd
 
C 914 714 0939                     
 
    
 



    
       

From: Pickering, Maryann [mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 11:37 AM
To: 'Judy' <kitty1234@q.com>
Cc: Redd, Joe <JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com>; 'J.T. Redd' <j.t.redd@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358, 00567
 
Thank you for your comments Judy.  They will be included in the staff report that goes out this
week.
 
Please also note that we are recommending denial of the project for some of the reasons you have
stated.
 
Thank you again.
 
 

From: Judy [mailto:kitty1234@q.com] 
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 9:28 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: Joe Redd; J.T. Redd
Subject: Petition#PLNSUB2015-00358, 00567
 
Greetings Maryann,
I had contacted you back in May 2015 regarding this pending subdivision and development
on McCelland by Garbett Homes.  I received a notice of the public planning commission
meeting scheduled for March 9th.
 
Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend this meeting as I will be out of town that week.  I
am wondering what I need to do to make sure that my objections to this development are
heard and on record.
 
I am opposed completely to this project as I believe it will impact the whole area in a
negative way as this area is so small.  I also notice on the card I received, that for the
Planned Development (case# PLNSUB2015-00567) it states that “In order to build this
project, it is required for the subdivision to have a private street and to reduce the setbacks
for some of the proposed lots”.  I have lots of concerns regarding that alone.  Are we just
going to ignore the existing setback laws because big money wants to?
 
As stated back in May, the street I live on (Koneta Court) is a private street.  I can’t even
begin to tell you of the issues that have arisen due to this fact.  Luckily we get garbage
pickup on our street as years and years ago my grandparents and the neighbors at that
time, made sure that happened.  But that is the extent of any help we get from anyone. 
This street is falling apart due to a prior issues with another “subdivision” to hook into the

mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
mailto:kitty1234@q.com
mailto:JRedd@oconnorlawfirm.com
mailto:j.t.redd@hotmail.com
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city water line, and no one to fix it.  We have no help from the police when we call them
due to all the parking issues from the renters that live on this street. SR-3 zoning states that
there only needs to be available “one” parking spot per house.  We currently have 4-5
people in one of the subdivided homes and 5-6 in the other, against zoning laws.  And most
have cars.  Also, SR-3 zoning states that there is “no front yard parking”.  Yet that happens
consistently on our street and will for sure happen on McClelland, due to the limited
number of parking areas required in SR-3 zoning and the reduced setback. The issue of
“reduced” setbacks for some of those home on McClelland, I am sure is due to the small
area that they are wanting to build so many homes on, yet will result in homes being built
on-top of one another.
 
God forbid another fire happens there.  With the homes on-top of one another and on-top
of the homes at the end of my street that are next to that property, it puts all of our homes
in potential danger of destruction with the reduced setback.
 
I am also concerned with the fact that if a private street is built, the people living in the
homes, be it homeowners or renters are all going to have to walk their garbage bins out to
600 south for pick up.  Given that most people have 3 bins per home, (garbage, recycling
and yard waste), at 3 bins times 6 homes that is 18 additional bins that will be lining 600
south.  Where in the hell are they going to put them and still leave room for the homes that
face 600 south and already have their bins there? 
 
I am also, as stated, extremely concerned with that fact that some older possibly historic
homes, as well as well established trees will be demolished for this project. I can’t even
begin to put into words how I feel about that whole scenario.  Demolishing history for a
dollar.  I whole-heartedly object to this project for so many reasons.  Once this project could
be approved, there is no stopping the potential problems that could and probably will arise. 
The neighbors will be left with living with the situation just like we are, all for some home
builder to make money.   Therefore I am voicing a huge NO to this project.  I do not want to
relive what I did 10 years ago.
 
Thank you for your time and please put my objection on file.
 
Regards,
 
Judy Schroepfer



Neighbor’s photo of vacant lot off 1000 East. 
 
 
 

Neighbors photo of garbage cans on 600 South.  Photo 
taken on Monday, January 29, 2016. 
 

  
 



 

 

ATTACHMENT H:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS  
 
 
  



 

 

Work Flow History Report 
 

 

 

546 S MCCLELLAND St 
 

 

 

PLNSUB2015-00358 
 

 

   

     
Date Task/Inspection Status/Result Action By Comments 

5/27/2015 Transportation Review Complete Barry, Michael No objections. 
6/1/2015 Building Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Ken Brown provided the following comments on 

June 1, 2015: 
 
Building Services zoning comments for this 
preliminary subdivision application in a SR-3 
zoning district are as follows: 
• A separate demolition permit will be required 
for the demolition of the 546, 554 and 561 S. 
McClelland St. structures. 
• 21A.36.010.C indicates that all lots shall front 
on a public street unless specifically exempted 
from this requirement by other provisions of this 
title. It appears that this proposal should be 
processed as a Planned Development 
Subdivision. 
• Each of the single family dwelling lots in this 
SR-3 zoning district shall comply with all 
provisions of 21A.24.100 unless modified by the 
Planned Development. 

6/2/2015 Engineering Review Complete Weiler, Scott McClelland Street at this location is a private 
street.  SLC Corp. does not maintain it.  Redlines 
were sent to Maryann, containing survey and 
address reviews. 

6/2/2015 Sustainability Review Complete Pickering, Maryann No comments received. 
6/3/2015 Fire Code Review In Progress Pickering, Maryann Sent follow up email on June 3, 2015 asking if 

there were any comments. 
6/3/2015 Police Review Complete Pickering, Maryann No comments received. 
6/3/2015 Zoning Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Comments for both building and zoning 

reviewed received by Ken Brown. 
7/13/2015 Public Utility Review Complete Draper, Jason All improvements must meet Salt Lake City 

Public Utilities Standards.   No Detention is 
required for residential projects < 1 acre.  
Planned Development generally requires a 
master meter for water service. There are two 
1" private water laterals that will need to be 
removed and replaced.   There is an existing 8" 
sewer main in the McClelland/Koneta Court 
right of way.  Sewer and water mains must be in 
a designated public right of way or public 
utilities easement.  Water and sewer mains 
must maintain 10 of separation.  Any exception 
to this requires approval by public utilities and 
the State.  Additionally water and sewer mains 
need 10 feet on each side for maintenance and 
access. The minimum size main for fire hydrant 
connection is 8".  Recommend a meeting with 
Public Utilities to resolve utility connection 
challenges. 

11/4/2015 Fire Code Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email from Ted Itchon on 11-04-2015: 
 
Maryann, 
 
After conferring with the Fire Prevention Bureau 



regarding the above caption with the present 
condition this request is denied do to the fact 
that there is no Fire Department access. 

1/15/2016 Fire Code Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email from Richard Boden, Deputy Fire Marshal 
on January 15, 2016: 
 
Ted and I had a chance to look over the plans 
and speak about the concerns that we each 
have.  Ted has informed me that in the past the 
Building Service Division has approved the 
remote FDC/Dry Standpipe on other projects 
and that given other allowances has helped ease 
some of the concerns that they had on those 
projects.  Ted did express a lot of concern about 
access to the structures as we all have.  Keeping 
a 10’ width and low clearance is a difficult 
obstacle to overcome.  While any Alternative 
Means and Methods would have to be written up 
and submitted for review and approval it 
appears that the remote FDC could be 
acceptable as part of the solution. 
 
As for the sprinklers being installed as part of 
the AM&M, Ted and I had a lengthy 
conversation about the different types and 
purposes.  NFPA currently discusses three types 
of sprinklers, 13D, 13R and 13.  The difference 
between these systems can be found in their 
descriptions which I have attached.  It would be 
up to you to decide which system you would 
want to include as part of your AM&M.  At this 
time I can tell you a normal single family 
dwelling system, 13D, would not be acceptable 
to our two offices. 
 
I failed to discuss the hydrant requirement with 
Ted and believe that while not usable in the 
current proposal due to very limited access that 
it would still be required.  I would suggest that 
you speak with Ted about this if you are 
considering its’ removal from the project. 
 
I hope this answered some of your questions 
and look forward to meeting with you again as 
the project moves forward. 

     
   

 



 

 

Memorandum 
To: Maryann Pickering, Principal Planner 
 
From: Ken Brown, Senior Development Review Planner 
 
Date: June 1, 2015 
 
Re: PLNSUB2015-00358: 516-546 McClelland St. 

Building Services zoning comments for this preliminary subdivision application in a SR-3 zoning 
district are as follows: 

• A separate demolition permit will be required for the demolition of the 546, 554 and 561 S. 
McClelland St. structures. 

• 21A.36.010.C indicates that all lots shall front on a public street unless specifically 
exempted from this requirement by other provisions of this title. It appears that this proposal 
should be processed as a Planned Development Subdivision. 

• Each of the single family dwelling lots in this SR-3 zoning district shall comply with all 
provisions of 21A.24.100 unless modified by the Planned Development. 



From: Bennett, Vicki
To: Vogt, Lorna; Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 8:42:01 AM

Do any of the private haulers have small trucks that could pick up trash and recycling
from a central roll-off?
 
I think we need to tell this applicant that we won’t be able to provide service unless there
is a significant change of access to the area.

 
From: Vogt, Lorna 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:56 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: Bennett, Vicki
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave

 
Not really, unfortunately. Unless we have a clear access road, we are pretty much courting
disaster, especially when snow narrows the road and weights branches down. We have
smaller size cans, which might help with storage and space on the road. It is quite a long
way for residents to have to pull their cans out to 600 S, and 600 S presents its own
challenges with parking, space, and high school kids.

 

From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave

 
Hi Lorna.
 
Yes, you are correct.  It’s the same issues from before.  Do you know of any way to make it
work?  I did forward your previous comments to the applicant so he is aware.  And these
are issues I’ll bring up during the public hearing.
 
Thanks again.

 

From: Vogt, Lorna 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:03 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: McClelland Enclave

 
Hi Maryann,
 

I have a couple of questions on this one: The homes are reduced to 5, correct? It looks as if
most of the existing structures on McClelland will be remain, and the access road will
remain at 10’. This is the primary problem with the development from our standpoint: our
trucks are close to that wide. Also, we will need to back into the both ends of the private
road, which have parking stalls marked out. That will prove to be difficult—our trucks have
a very wide turning radius.

mailto:/O=SLC_CORP/OU=EX_IMS/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=VICKI.BENNETT
mailto:Lorna.Vogt@slcgov.com
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com


 
 
From: Bennett, Vicki 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 2:08 PM
To: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: FW: McClelland Enclave

 
I know you had some previous concerns about refuse collection at this site, here is a new
site plan.

 
From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Mikolash, Gregory; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy; Bennett, Vicki;
Vaterlaus, Scott
Subject: McClelland Enclave

 

Hello.

 

Attached is a new layout for a proposed subdivision relating to the above referenced

petition.  Garbett Homes has submitted a planned development for the proposed

subdivision.  This is an updated site layout to what you saw last July.  Please review it

accordingly.

 

Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by

Monday, November 1, 2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela

or send them to me directly.

 

Thank you,

Maryann

 
 

MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION

COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL  801-535-7660

FAX  801-535-6174

 
WWW.SLCGOV.COM

 
 

http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/


 

 

Work Flow History Report 
 

 

 

547 S McClelland  
 

 

 

PLNSUB2015-00567 
 

 

   

     
Date Task/Inspection Status/Result Action By Comments 

7/31/2015 Engineering Review Complete Weiler, Scott McClelland Street at this location is a private 
street. SLC Corp. does not maintain it.  The 
existing asphalt is in poor condition.  New 
asphalt should be installed as a condition of this 
project. 

8/3/2015 Fire Code Review Additional Information Itchon, Edward Please note that the proposed building plans do 
not meet the requirements of International Fire 
Code section 503.1.1which states that the Fire 
Department access shall extend within 150 feet 
of all portions of the facility and all portions of 
the exterior walls of the first story. 
 
Fire department access roads shall be a 
minimum 20-foot clear width measured from 
the roadway lip of the waterway.  13 foot 6 
inches is the clear height of the fire department 
access road. 
 
Fire department access roads shall have a 
minimum turning radius of 45 foot outside and 
20 foot inside. 

8/17/2015 Police Review Complete Pickering, Maryann No comments received. 
8/17/2015 Public Utility Review Additional Information Pickering, Maryann Public utility comments were provided as part of 

the subdivision application.  Those comments 
are applicable to the Planned Development 
request too.  See email in documents. 

8/17/2015 Sustainability Review Additional Information Pickering, Maryann Concern is for refuse and recycling collection.  
The trucks cannot access the narrow road and 
with the location of a high school in the area, 
putting the containers on the street is not an 
option due to the increase in cars in the area.  
The garages also appear to be too small for 
containers.  Private collection services would 
most likely have the same issues.  Please see 
attached email for specific issues. 

8/17/2015 Zoning Review Additional Information Pickering, Maryann Several comments raised by Building Services 
staff.  See attached email in documents. 

8/20/2015 Public Utility Review Additional Information Pickering, Maryann All improvements must meet Salt Lake City 
Public Utilities Standards. No Detention is 
required for residential projects < 1 acre. 
Planned Development generally requires a 
master meter for water service. There are two 
1" private water laterals that will need to be 
removed and replaced. There is an existing 8" 
sewer main in the McClelland/Koneta Court 
right of way. Sewer and water mains must be in 
a designated public right of way or public 
utilities easement. Water and sewer mains must 
maintain 10 of separation. Any exception to this 
requires approval by public utilities and the 
State. Additionally water and sewer mains need 
10 feet on each side for maintenance and 
access. The minimum size main for fire hydrant 
connection is 8". Recommend a meeting with 
Public Utilities to resolve utility connection 
challenges. 



8/25/2015 Transportation Review Additional Information Pickering, Maryann Additional information is needed. 
9/14/2015 Community Council Review Complete Pickering, Maryann The East Central Community Council did not 

respond or have comments on the project within 
the 45 day time limit.  Any comments from the 
Community Council will need to be submitted as 
part of the public hearing process. 

10/20/2015 Zoning Review Additional Information Mikolash, Gregory See updated zoning comments in Document 
View.  

11/4/2015 Fire Code Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email from Ted Itchon on 11-04-2015: 
 
Maryann, 
After conferring with the Fire Prevention Bureau 
regarding the above caption with the present 
condition this request is denied do to the fact 
that there is no Fire Department access. 

11/4/2015 Sustainability Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email excerpt from 10/19/2015: 
 
Unless we have a clear access road, we are 
pretty much courting disaster, especially when 
snow narrows the road and weights branches 
down. We have smaller size cans, which might 
help with storage and space on the road. It is 
quite a long way for residents to have to pull 
their cans out to 600 S, and 600 S presents its 
own challenges with parking, space, and high 
school kids. 
 
Full email conversation is attached in the 
documents. 

11/4/2015 Transportation Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Comments from Michael Barry on 10-22-2015: 
 
The updated site plan does not show the 
locations of the driveways and garages for each 
residence. Two (2) off street parking spaces are 
required per residence. Off street parking 
dimensions must meet requirements per 
21A.44.020.E. 
 
Below are relevant review comments previously 
noted in Transportation review dated August 23, 
2015. 
 
Transportation’s main concern is the 
narrowness of the private street, McClelland St., 
which provides vehicular and pedestrian access 
to the residences. The plans indicate McClelland 
St. has a right of way width of ten (10) feet, 
however, the usable width of the roadway may 
be slightly narrower to allow for curb and gutter 
or other edge of roadway treatments. 
 
The narrowness of this road presents several 
concerns including issues related to 
pedestrian/vehicle conflicts, emergency vehicle 
access, emergency equipment access, and 
limited access or delay for vehicles traveling in 
opposing directions. Although, the narrow width 
of the road has existed for some time, it is 
considered a sub-standard condition and it is 
anticipated that there would be an increase in 
the number of user conflicts, however small, 
due to the intensified use of the street. 
 
It should be noted that private streets are not 
required to meet the same design standards as 
public streets which include provisions for on 
street parking, two-way traffic, pedestrian 
access and drainage. 

11/4/2015 Zoning Review Complete Pickering, Maryann No further comments from Building Services 
staff. 



11/30/2015 Public Utility Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email indicated project can move forward 
1/15/2016 Fire Code Review Complete Pickering, Maryann Email from Richard Boden, Deputy Fire Marshal 

on January 15, 2016: 
 
Ted and I had a chance to look over the plans 
and speak about the concerns that we each 
have.  Ted has informed me that in the past the 
Building Service Division has approved the 
remote FDC/Dry Standpipe on other projects 
and that given other allowances has helped ease 
some of the concerns that they had on those 
projects.  Ted did express a lot of concern about 
access to the structures as we all have.  Keeping 
a 10’ width and low clearance is a difficult 
obstacle to overcome.  While any Alternative 
Means and Methods would have to be written up 
and submitted for review and approval it 
appears that the remote FDC could be 
acceptable as part of the solution. 
 
As for the sprinklers being installed as part of 
the AM&M, Ted and I had a lengthy 
conversation about the different types and 
purposes.  NFPA currently discusses three types 
of sprinklers, 13D, 13R and 13.  The difference 
between these systems can be found in their 
descriptions which I have attached.  It would be 
up to you to decide which system you would 
want to include as part of your AM&M.  At this 
time I can tell you a normal single family 
dwelling system, 13D, would not be acceptable 
to our two offices. 
 
I failed to discuss the hydrant requirement with 
Ted and believe that while not usable in the 
current proposal due to very limited access that 
it would still be required.  I would suggest that 
you speak with Ted about this if you are 
considering its’ removal from the project. 
 
I hope this answered some of your questions 
and look forward to meeting with you again as 
the project moves forward. 

     
  

 

 



From: Vogt, Lorna
To: Pickering, Maryann; Bennett, Vicki
Subject: RE: McClelland Street development
Date: Monday, August 03, 2015 8:57:41 AM

Their	challenge	is	going	to	the	be	the	same	regardless	of	who	they	use:	no	space	for	cans	or	a
central	dumpster.	If	they	use	a	private	hauler	who	does	not	offer	recycling	or	green	waste,
they	will	be	able	to	place	the	cans	on	600	S	or	McClelland,	but	it	will	still	be	tight	and	they	will
have	to	make	sure	cans	are	off	the	street	ASAP	on	collection	day.	I	assume	the	homeowners
will	want	recycling	available	to	them.	They	will	also	not	get	a	Neighborhood	Cleanup	but	may
put	items	out	in	a	city	pile	for	us	to	collect.
	
From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 8:45 AM
To: Vogt, Lorna; Bennett, Vicki
Subject: RE: McClelland Street development
 
Thanks for sending Cliff out there to look at it Lorna.  Does the applicant have any options?  Private
service?
 

From: Vogt, Lorna 
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2015 2:05 PM
To: Bennett, Vicki; Pickering, Maryann
Subject: McClelland Street development
 
Cliff spent some time examining the drawings and went to the site. In short, with existing designated
residential street parking on both 600 S and McClelland there is will be very little to no space for the cans
on the street. Judge Memorial high school is right up the street, which will make it almost impossible to
find any room during the school year.  
 
The garages are probably too small for 3 cans. There is not a common area for a set of dumpsters.
 
 
LORNA VOGT
Sanitation Program Director

 
DEPARTMENT of  PUBLIC SERVICES
DIVISION of  SUSTAINABILITY and the ENVIRONMENT
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION
 
Tel   801-535-6952
Cell  801-509-8952

 
www,SLCGREEN.com

 

 Please consider the environment before printing this email

 
 
 

mailto:/O=SLC_CORP/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=LORNA.VOGT
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
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-----Original Message-----
From: Bennett, Vicki 
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 1:26 PM
To: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: RE:
 
Wow, I'm imagining what an extra 21 cans on that street will create...
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Vogt, Lorna
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 12:17 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann; Bennett, Vicki
Subject: RE:
 
Maryann,
 
Let me send a supervisor out to look at traffic patterns, access, etc. and
give you answer later this week. I'm sure we can find a way to provide the
service if curbside to the homes is not feasible.
 
Lorna
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Pickering, Maryann
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Bennett, Vicki
Cc: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: RE:
 
Thanks Vicki.
 
Lorna - would an option be to have the residents haul their cans out to 600
South each week for collection?  Just curious as I'm sure the applicant will
ask.  If not, I assume there are no other options?  Thanks in advance.
________________________________________
From: Bennett, Vicki
Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 10:25 AM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: Mikolash, Gregory; Whipple, Darby; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward;
Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy; Vaterlaus, Scott; Vogt, Lorna
Subject: Re:
 
Hi Maryann,
 
I checked with Lorna Vogt, our Sanitation Director, and she said that this
access would not be large enough for refuse trucks to provide service or to
provide the annual neighborhood cleanup program.
 
I've copied her on this email if you have additional questions.



From: Mikolash, Gregory
To: Pickering, Maryann; Whipple, Darby; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy; Bennett,

Vicki; Vaterlaus, Scott
Subject: McClelland St. Subd.
Date: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 1:58:42 PM

Maryann,
 
Building Services comments for project PLNSUB2015-00567 (McClelland St. Subd.).
 

1.        It appears that the proposed subdivision will need to terminate in a cul-de-sac bulb per
21.1.010(K)3.: Cul-De-Sacs:

a.       Except for streets that are less than one hundred fifty feet (150') long all streets that
terminate shall be designed as a cul-de-sac bulb or other design acceptable to the
transportation director in order to provide an emergency vehicle turnaround.

2.        If the existing McClelland St. (drive?) is private – it should probably be included in the
boundary of the subdivision.

3.        The minimum width for a public road width is 16-feet.  At ten-feet, it appears that the
applicant will have a difficult time meeting 21A.55.080 – Consideration of a Reduced Width
Street.  Will this “driveway” be wide enough for fire access?  Will curb/gutter need to be
installed along this driveway?  If any portion of the existing driveway is private, who is the
owner and will that property owner be willing to grant cross-access?  Most concerning is
conflict between automobiles and pedestrians, where I see no safe zone for a pedestrian if a
vehicle is approaching from or to the subdivision. 

4.        It appears that access to the proposed garages on Lots 5 & 6 will be difficult to navigate and
may not meet the minimum standards for aisle width/3:1 taper. 

5.        The minimum lot width requirement for Lots 5 & 6 do not meet the minimum 30-foot
requirement for the SR-3 zone. 

6.        Are the existing houses on the National & Local Historic registry?

A DRT meeting was held on this property on 9-22-2014 under DRT2014-00287. 

 
Greg Mikolash
Development Review Supervisor
 
BUILDING SERVICES DIVISION
COMMUNITY and  ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 

TEL   801-535-6181

FAX   801-535-7750
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From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 11:10 AM
To: Mikolash, Gregory; Whipple, Darby; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy;
Bennett, Vicki; Vaterlaus, Scott
Subject:
 
Attached is information relating to the above referenced petition.  Garbett Homes has submitted a
planned development for the proposed subdivision.  The proposal will create seven lots for
development out of the five current lots.  The lots will be accessed by a private drive.  All of the
existing structures on the site will be demolished.
 
The subdivision application that goes along with this planned development is PLNSUB2015-00358.
 Some of you made comments on that request previously.  This plan is more detailed and shows the
required setbacks for the residences.
 
Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by Wednesday, August 12,
2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela or send them to me directly.
 
I have also included a few photographs taken by a neighbor of the access to the site.  It is
approximately 10 feet wide according to the applicant and less than 9 feet wide according the
adjoining owners.  It is considered a private driveway by the city.  This may have implications on
the proposed development for access, utilities, fire, transportation, etc.  This is going to be a
difficult site to develop.
 
MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION

COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL  801-535-7660

FAX  801-535-6174

 
WWW.SLCGOV.COM

 

http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/


From: Draper, Jason
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: PLNSUB2015-00358 - 546-516 McClelland Street
Date: Monday, July 13, 2015 6:34:49 PM
Attachments: 05-19-15 Routing Package with Plans.pdf

Maryann – Somehow a missed this application and a couple of others.  I have added my comments
to Accela.   I recommend the the applicant schedule a meeting to discuss utility connection
challenges.
 
Thanks,
 
Jason Draper
 

From: Garcia, Peggy 
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2015 4:58 PM
To: Draper, Jason
Subject: FW: PLNSUB2015-00358 - 546-516 McClelland Street
 
Jason,
 
Do you have any comments on this request?
 
Thank you,
 
Peggy
 
From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 10:24 AM
To: Itchon, Edward; Garcia, Peggy
Subject: FW: PLNSUB2015-00358 - 546-516 McClelland Street
 
Please let me know today if you have comments on this request.  I need to get the comments back
to the applicant.
 
Thank you and please let me know if you have questions.
 

From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 9:48 AM
To: Brown, Ken; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy; Bennett, Vicki; Vaterlaus,
Scott
Subject: PLNSUB2015-00358 - 546-516 McClelland Street
 
Attached is information relating to the above referenced petition.  Garbett Homes has submitted a
preliminary subdivision plat request.  The proposal will create seven lots for development out of the
five current lots.  The lots will be accessed by a private drive.  All of the existing structures on the
site will be demolished.
 
Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by Tuesday, June 2, 2015. 
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Planning Division 
Community & Economic Development Department 
 
 
TO: Ken Brown, Building Services and Licensing 
 Scott Weiler, Engineering Division 
 Ted Itchon, Fire Department 
 Lt. Scott Teerlink, Police Department 
 Peggy Garcia, Public Utilities 
 Vicki Bennett, Sustainability Division 
 Scott Vaterlaus, Transportation Division 
 
FROM: Maryann Pickering, Planning Division 
 
DATE: May 19, 2015 
 
RE: Preliminary Subdivision Plan (PLNSUB2015-00358) 
 McClelland Enclave at 546-561 S. McClelland Street 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Attached is information relating to the above referenced petition.  Garbett Homes has 
submitted a preliminary subdivision plat request.  The proposal will create seven lots for 
development out of the five current lots.  The lots will be accessed by a private drive.  All of 
the existing structures on the site will be demolished. 
 
Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by Tuesday, June 2, 
2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela or send them to me directly.  If you 
have questions or need additional information, please contact me at (801) 535-7660 or at 
maryann.pickering@slcgov.com. 
 
Attachments 
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You can either input your comments in Accela or send them to me directly.
 
MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION

COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL  801-535-7660

FAX  801-535-6174

 
WWW.SLCGOV.COM

 

http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/
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From: Weiler, Scott
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: McClelland Enclave Planned Development - PLNSUB2015-00567
Date: Friday, July 31, 2015 4:25:27 PM
Attachments: 07-27-15 Routing Package.pdf

photo 1 (5).JPG
photo 1 (3).JPG
photo 2 (5).JPG
photo 4 (5).JPG
photo 5 (8).JPG

Maryann,
 
McClelland Street at this location is a private street. SLC Corp. does not maintain it.  The
existing asphalt is in poor condition.  If the project is to be approved, new asphalt should
be installed by the developer as a condition of this project.
 
Thanks,
 
SCOTT WEILER, P.E.
Development Engineer
 
ENGINEERING DIVISION
COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL     801-535-6159

CELL   801-381-4654

 

WWW.SLCGOV.COM  
 
From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, July 27, 2015 11:10 AM
To: Mikolash, Gregory; Whipple, Darby; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy;
Bennett, Vicki; Vaterlaus, Scott
Subject:
 
Attached is information relating to the above referenced petition.  Garbett Homes has submitted a
planned development for the proposed subdivision.  The proposal will create seven lots for
development out of the five current lots.  The lots will be accessed by a private drive.  All of the
existing structures on the site will be demolished.
 
The subdivision application that goes along with this planned development is PLNSUB2015-00358.
 Some of you made comments on that request previously.  This plan is more detailed and shows the
required setbacks for the residences.
 
Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by Wednesday, August 12,
2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela or send them to me directly.
 
I have also included a few photographs taken by a neighbor of the access to the site.  It is
approximately 10 feet wide according to the applicant and less than 9 feet wide according the
adjoining owners.  It is considered a private driveway by the city.  This may have implications on
the proposed development for access, utilities, fire, transportation, etc.  This is going to be a

mailto:/O=SLC_CORP/OU=EX_IMS/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SCOTT.WEILER
mailto:Maryann.Pickering@slcgov.com
file:////c/WWW.SLCGOV.COM
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MMeemmoorraanndduumm  
 
 


Planning Division 
Community & Economic Development Department 
 
 
TO: Darby Whipple/Greg Mikolash, Building Services and Zoning Review 
 Scott Weiler, Engineering Division 
 Ted Itchon, Fire Department 
 Lt. Scott Teerlink, Police Department 
 Peggy Garcia, Public Utilities 
 Vicki Bennett, Sustainability Division 
 Scott Vaterlaus, Transportation Division 
 
FROM: Maryann Pickering, Planning Division 
 
DATE: July 27, 2015 
 
RE: Planned Development (PLNSUB2015-00567) 
 McClelland Enclave at 546-561 S. McClelland Street 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Attached is information relating to the above referenced petition.  Garbett Homes has 
submitted a planned development for the proposed subdivision.  The proposal will create 
seven lots for development out of the five current lots.  The lots will be accessed by a private 
drive.  All of the existing structures on the site will be demolished. 
 
The subdivision application that goes along with this planned development is PLNSUB2015-
00358.  Some of you made comments on that request previously.  This plan is more 
detailed and shows the required setbacks for the residences. 
 
Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by Wednesday, 
August 12, 2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela or send them to me 
directly.  If you have questions or need additional information, please contact me at (801) 
535-7660 or at maryann.pickering@slcgov.com. 
 
Attachments 
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difficult site to develop.
 
MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION

COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL  801-535-7660

FAX  801-535-6174

 
WWW.SLCGOV.COM

 

http://www.slcgov.com/
http://www.slcgov.com/
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SALT LAKE CITY 

 
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Transportation Division Review No. 1 
 
 
Project Number: PLNSUB2015-00567    Date: August 24, 2015 
Project Name:  McClelland Enclave 
Project Address: 546 – 561 S McClelland St. 
 
Reviewer:  Michael Barry, P.E. 
Phone:  801-535-7147 
Email:  michael.barry@slcgov.com 
 
 

 
Comments 

Transportation’s main concern is the narrowness of the private street, McClelland St., which provides 
vehicular and pedestrian access to the residences. The plans indicate McClelland St. has a right of way 
width of ten (10) feet, however, even with the proposed improvements, the usable width of the 
roadway may be slightly narrower to allow for curb and gutter or other edge of roadway treatments.  
 
The narrowness of this road presents several concerns including issues related to pedestrian/vehicle 
conflicts, emergency vehicle access, emergency equipment access, and limited access and/or delay for 
vehicles traveling in opposing directions. Although, the narrow width of the road has existed for some 
time, it is considered a sub-standard condition and it is anticipated that there would be an increase in 
the number of user conflicts, however small, due to the intensified use of the street.  
 
It should be noted that private streets are not required to meet the same design standards as public 
streets which include provisions for on street parking, two-way traffic, pedestrian access and drainage. 
 
Also of possible concern were issues related to parking accommodations and maneuvering in and out of 
driveways. It appears from the plans that some vehicles backing out of garages (Lots 5 & 6) may require 
the partial use of the neighbor’s driveway for maneuvering and such maneuvering could be hindered if a 
vehicle is parked in certain areas of the neighboring driveway. The same condition could also possibly 
occur on Lots 1 & 2, although there is insufficient detail on the plans sheet to adequately assess. Further 
review of garage access and vehicle maneuvering may be required. Cross access agreements shall be 
required between the two properties if use of neighboring parking areas is required for maneuvering. 
 
End of comments 

mailto:michael.barry@slcgov.com�


 
Updated Building Services comments for project PLNSUB2015-00567 (McClelland St. Subd.). 
 

1. No change to comment:  It appears that the proposed subdivision will need to terminate in a cul-
de-sac bulb per 21.1.010(K)3.: Cul-De-Sacs: 

a. Except for streets that are less than one hundred fifty feet (150') long all streets that 
terminate shall be designed as a cul-de-sac bulb or other design acceptable to the 
transportation director in order to provide an emergency vehicle turnaround. 

2. No change to comment:  If the existing McClelland St. (drive?) is private – it should probably be 
included in the boundary of the subdivision.  Who will be maintaining the private drive? 

3. No change to comment:  The minimum width for a public road width is 16-feet.  At ten-feet, it 
appears that the applicant will have a difficult time meeting 21A.55.080 – Consideration of a 
Reduced Width Street.  Will this “driveway” be wide enough for fire access?  Will curb/gutter 
need to be installed along this driveway?  If any portion of the existing driveway is private, who 
is the owner and will that property owner be willing to grant cross-access?  Most concerning is 
conflict between automobiles and pedestrians, where I see no safe zone for a pedestrian if a 
vehicle is approaching from or to the subdivision.   

4. The parking stalls at the ends of the private drive are for whom to use?  These stalls should 
probably be designated to the property owners that are most adjacent to the stalls.  

5. It appears that access to the proposed garages on Lots 5 & 6 will be difficult to navigate and may 
not meet the minimum standards for aisle width/3:1 taper.   

6. Is Garbett proposing the same type of structures?  If so, will garage door placement meet 
minimum zoning standards.  

A DRT meeting was held on this property on 9-22-2014 under DRT2014-00287.  Zoning Comments are as 
follows: 

SR-3 Zone - Assemble 5 parcels for 6-7 s/f dwellings (543 S., 546 S., 547 S., 554 S. and 561 S. 
McClelland), all of which have no frontage on a public street (landlocked). Modifying property lines is a 
subdivision process and because there is no frontage on a public street, planned development review is 
required. Both the subdivision and planned development processes may be discussed with the Planning 
Desk in the Building Permits Office. The SR-3 zone allows single family attached dwellings, single family 
detached dwellings, two family dwellings and twin home dwellings. Demolition permits will be required for 
the removal of all existing buildings and site improvements on each parcel. As part of the demolition 
application, the construction waste management provisions of 21A.36.250 apply. A construction waste 
management plan is to be submitted to constructionrecycling@slcgov.com and the approval 
documentation included in the demolition permit package. Questions regarding the waste management 
plans may be directed to 801-535-6984. Certified address is to be obtained from the Engineering Dept. 
for each parcel for use in the plan review and permit issuance process. Each parcel will need to meet the 
minimum lot area, lot width, maximum building height, building coverage requirements, etc. of the zone 
unless modified by the planned development. Further review may be required as the plans are 
developed. 
 

 

 



From: Bennett, Vicki
To: Vogt, Lorna; Pickering, Maryann
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave
Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 8:42:01 AM

Do any of the private haulers have small trucks that could pick up trash and recycling
from a central roll-off?
 
I think we need to tell this applicant that we won’t be able to provide service unless there
is a significant change of access to the area.

 
From: Vogt, Lorna 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:56 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Cc: Bennett, Vicki
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave

 
Not really, unfortunately. Unless we have a clear access road, we are pretty much courting
disaster, especially when snow narrows the road and weights branches down. We have
smaller size cans, which might help with storage and space on the road. It is quite a long
way for residents to have to pull their cans out to 600 S, and 600 S presents its own
challenges with parking, space, and high school kids.

 

From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: RE: McClelland Enclave

 
Hi Lorna.
 
Yes, you are correct.  It’s the same issues from before.  Do you know of any way to make it
work?  I did forward your previous comments to the applicant so he is aware.  And these
are issues I’ll bring up during the public hearing.
 
Thanks again.

 

From: Vogt, Lorna 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 3:03 PM
To: Pickering, Maryann
Subject: FW: McClelland Enclave

 
Hi Maryann,
 

I have a couple of questions on this one: The homes are reduced to 5, correct? It looks as if
most of the existing structures on McClelland will be remain, and the access road will
remain at 10’. This is the primary problem with the development from our standpoint: our
trucks are close to that wide. Also, we will need to back into the both ends of the private
road, which have parking stalls marked out. That will prove to be difficult—our trucks have
a very wide turning radius.

mailto:/O=SLC_CORP/OU=EX_IMS/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=VICKI.BENNETT
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From: Bennett, Vicki 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 2:08 PM
To: Vogt, Lorna
Subject: FW: McClelland Enclave

 
I know you had some previous concerns about refuse collection at this site, here is a new
site plan.

 
From: Pickering, Maryann 
Sent: Monday, October 19, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Mikolash, Gregory; Weiler, Scott; Itchon, Edward; Teerlink, Scott; Garcia, Peggy; Bennett, Vicki;
Vaterlaus, Scott
Subject: McClelland Enclave

 

Hello.

 

Attached is a new layout for a proposed subdivision relating to the above referenced

petition.  Garbett Homes has submitted a planned development for the proposed

subdivision.  This is an updated site layout to what you saw last July.  Please review it

accordingly.

 

Please review the following proposed request respond with comments by

Monday, November 1, 2015.  You can either input your comments in Accela

or send them to me directly.

 

Thank you,

Maryann

 
 

MARYANN PICKERING, AICP
Principal Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION

COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION

 
TEL  801-535-7660

FAX  801-535-6174

 
WWW.SLCGOV.COM
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ATTACHMENT I:  MOTIONS  
 
Based on the standards and findings for planned development listed in the staff report, it is the 
Planning Staff’s opinion that the project does not meet the applicable standards and findings for 
planned developments. 
 
Consistent with Staff Recommendation: 
Based on the testimony and the proposal presented, I move that the Planning Commission deny 
the planned development (PLNSUB2015-00567) and subdivision request (PLNSUB2015-
00358) for the property located at approximately 546 S. McClelland Street based on the 
findings and analysis in the staff report. 
 
Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation: 
I move that the Planning Commission approves the planned development (PLNSUB2015-
00567) and subdivision request (PLNSUB2015-00358) for the property located at 
approximately 546 S. McClelland Street based on the following (Commissioner then states 
criteria and findings based on the standards to support the motion for denial) and subject to the 
following conditions: 
 
Recommended Conditions should the Planning Commission vote to approve: 
1. The project shall comply with departmental or division comments. 
2. The applicant shall file a final subdivision plat for approval by the City. 
3. The final plat application must be submitted within 18 months of the approval of the 

preliminary plat per Section 21A.16.190.  If no final plat is submitted, the preliminary 
plat approval will be considered as expired. 

4. A landscape plan shall be required and reviewed prior to the issuance of any building 
permit, including existing mature vegetation to remain. 

5. Final approval authority shall be delegated to the Planning Director based on the 
applicant’s compliance with the standards and conditions of approval noted in this 
staff report. 

6. McClelland Street between the subject property and 600 South shall be improved prior 
to completion of the subdivision.  The continued maintenance of that portion of 
McClelland Street shall be completed by the homeowners association (HOA) for the 
proposed subdivision. 

7. The applicant shall prepare a plan for access during construction to the site.  Both 
adjacent properties owners shall agree to and sign the plan prior to construction. 

8. All proposed water lines for the project shall be approved by the Utah State Division of 
Drinking Water and Salt Lake City Public Utilities. 
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