
 
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 

451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406  WWW.SLCGOV.COM 
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480  TEL  801-535-7757  FAX  801-535-6174 

PLANNING DIVISION 

COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Staff Report  
 

 

To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
From:  Doug Dansie, 801-535-6182, doug.dansie@slcgov.com  
 
Date: March 23, 2016 
 
Re: PLNPCM2016-0006 Former Public Safety Building Surplus Property  

 Former Public Safety Building Surplus 
PROPERTY ADDRESSES: 315 East 200 South (sub addresses: 327 E 200 S, 175 S 300 E, 305 E 
200 S, 325 E 200 S, 329 E 200 S) 

PARCEL ID NUMBERS: 1606205017 
 
REQUEST: Salt Lake City is seeking to convey a significant parcel of real estate located at 

approximately 315 E 200 South, pursuant to Municipal Code section 2.58.040.  
Salt Lake City has recently constructed a new Public Safety Building and is proposing to 
dispose of the former Public Safety Building to be redeveloped in conformity of the 
zoning code. Salt Lake City Real Property Management has conducted a request for 
proposals to choose and designate a developer who will restore the existing building in 
accordance with historical guidelines and build new housing on the site.  

 
RECOMMENDATION:  The Planning Commission is not required to make a recommendation, 

however, if they choose to do so; Based on the information in this staff report, Planning Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the 
City Administration to transfer ownership of the property in a manner consistent with section 
2.58 of the Salt Lake City Code.  

The following motion is provided in support of the recommendation:  
Based on the findings and analysis in the staff report, testimony, and discussion at the 
public hearing, I move that the Planning Commission transmit a favorable 
recommendation regarding petition PLNPCM2016-0066 to the City Administration 
supporting transfer of the ownership of the property identified in this staff report in a 
manner consistent with section 2.58 of the Salt Lake City Code.  

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 
B. PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 
C. DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 
D. PHOTOS  
E. ADDITIONAL PETITIONER INFORMATION 
F. NOTICE 
G. MOTIONS 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
Salt Lake City is seeking to convey a significant parcel of real estate located at approximately 315 E 
200 South, pursuant to Municipal Code section 2.58.040. The site is approximately 2.72 acres in size 
and is zoned.  The main structure is deemed historically significant and is proposed for renovation as 
part of the disposal process. The property is located in an R-MU Residential Mixed-Use in Council 
District 4, represented by Derek Kitchen.  
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Salt Lake City Real Property Management has managed a process to determine a 
developer for the site.  They are negotiating with Cowboy Partners & Form Development. 
 
The selection process had the following timeline: 

August 21, 2015 – Request for Proposal (RFP) released 
November 20, 2015 – HAND received four qualified RFP’s 
December 8, 2015 – Selection Committee RFP evaluation 
December 16, 2015 – Selection Committee interviews of two developer finalists 
December 22, 2015 – Mayor Becker approved the Selection Committee recommendation 
December 29, 2015 – Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with “Cowboy Acquisitions” (Developer) 
executed allowing for a maximum negotiations period of one year. 
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ATTACHMENT A:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 

 

2.58.040:  STANDARDS FOR SALE, TRADE, LEASE, AND CONVEYANCE OR REAL 
PROPERTY 

 

Factor Finding Rationale 

1. A significant parcel of 
real property owned by the 
city or any significant legal 
interest therein shall not 
be sold, traded, leased or 
otherwise conveyed or 
encumbered until the city 
has provided reasonable 
notice to all interested 
parties and held at least 
one public hearing on the 
proposed conveyance as 
set forth herein. 

Complies Notices were sent to all abutting 
neighbors on 3/10/16. Additionally, 
the notice was posted on the City 
website on 3/10/16.   
The notice was published in the 
local newspapers on 3/12/16.  
A public hearing before the 
Planning Commission will be held 
on 3/23/16.  
 
 

2.   2. Reasonable notice of 
the proposed conveyance 
shall include the 
following: 
1. Notice of the proposed  

conveyance shall be mailed to 
all abutting property owners. 

2. Notice of the proposed 
conveyance shall be delivered 
to the office of the city 
council, posted in the office of 
the city recorder, delivered to 
a local media representative, 
and posted on the city's 
website. 

Complies Notices were mailed to all abutting 
property owners, delivered to the 
Office of the City Council, posted in 
the City Recorder’s office, delivered to 
local media, and posted on the City 
website on 3/10/16.  

3. No significant parcel of city 
owned real property identified in 
section 2.58.035, including table 
2.58.035D, of this chapter may be 
conveyed until after a public 
hearing has been held before one 
or more of the following as may be 
applicable: the planning 
commission, the airport board, 
the public utilities advisory 
committee, the golf enterprise 

Complies The public hearing is scheduled 
before the Planning Commission on 
3/23/16. 
 
 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=2.58.035
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=2.58.035
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fund advisory board, or the parks, 
natural lands, trails, and urban 
forestry advisory board. 

4. In addition to the public 
hearing required above, the city 
council may also request a public 
hearing before the conveyance of 
the property. Any request for a 
hearing before the city council 
must be delivered to the office of 
the mayor no less than fifteen (15) 
days after delivery of the notice to 
the office of the city council 
pursuant to subsection B2 of this 
section. If no request for a hearing 
is made within that time period, 
the city council shall be deemed to 
have waived any right to request a 
hearing. 
 
If a written call for hearing has 
been made by the city council, the 
mayor or his or her designee shall 
attend the hearing to hear and 
consider comments upon 
proposals to convey the property 
specified in the notice. The 
hearing shall take place before, 
after or in conjunction with a 
regularly scheduled city council 
meeting, as determined by the 
mayor. 

Complies The City Council received notice of 
these applications on 3/10/16; 
however the transmittal of the 
Planning Commission minutes will 
be considered the official 
notification to the City Council. 
There has not been a public hearing 
requested by that body as of yet. 

5.  Any notice of a proposed 
conveyance of a significant 
parcel of city owned real 
property shall specify the 
following: 

1  1. A description of the property 
to be conveyed or encumbered; 

2 2. The nature of the proposed 
conveyance or encumbrance, 
whether the property is to be 
sold, traded or encumbered, 
including the nature of the 
conveyance if the property is to 
be sold, or if a trade or lease of 
property is contemplated, a brief 
summary of the proposed 
transaction; 

3 3. Persons to whom interests are 
to be conveyed; 

4 4. Any consideration tendered; 
5 5. The name of the person, 

department or entity requesting 

Complies All standards were met when 
notices were sent.  
 
 



 Page 6 

 

such action; 
6 6. The basis upon which the value 

of the interest has been 
determined by the city; 

7 7. The date, time and location of 
the public hearing to be held 
before the planning commission, 
airport board, public utilities 
advisory committee, golf 
enterprise fund advisory board, 
or parks, natural lands, trails, 
and urban forestry advisory 
board, as applicable. The notice 
shall further state that 
interested persons may appear 
and comment upon the 
proposal. 

 

The conveyance or encumbrance 
of a significant parcel of real 
property of the city may be 
finalized: 

1   1. By the mayor, at his/her 
discretion following notice and 
any public hearings required by 
this section; or 

     2. By the mayor, if the transfer is 
revocable and the mayor has 
determined that an 
unanticipated combination of 
facts and conditions of pressing 
necessity has emerged that 
requires that action be taken 
before a city council hearing. 
Such conditions shall not be 
deemed to arise unless it 
appears that delay from the 
notice or a city council hearing 
would produce: 

       a. Great or irreparable injury to  
persons seeking the conveyance 
or encumbrance, with negligible 
impact upon city interests; 

b    b. Serious detriment to the 
social or economic interest of 
the community as whole; or 

3   3. Substantial economic loss to 
the city. 

 

Undetermined The finalization phase has not yet 
occurred.  
 

G.   Any decision by the mayor to 
forego the city council hearing 
provisions of this section shall 
be made in writing to the city 
council, stating the specific 

Undetermined Planning staff has no knowledge of 
this having occurred in regards to 
this application. 
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reasons upon which the decision 
was based. 

The following shall be exempt 
from the mandatory 
procedures of this section: 

1   1. The leasing of existing 
buildings, infrastructure, or 
facilities; 

2   2. Special events lasting less 
than twenty one (21) days; 

3   3. The leasing of recreation 
areas in accordance with their 
intended use; 

4  4. The selling of burial rights in 
the Salt Lake City Cemetery; and 

5   5. The granting of easements or 
other rights that service the 
property, including grants in 
connection with utilities or 
safety equipment such as traffic 
signal poles. Any such easement 
or use right must be primarily 
for the benefit of the city. With 
respect to open space land under 
chapter 2.90 of this title, such 
easement or use right may be 
granted only with the approval 
of the city's open space lands 
manager. (Ord. 50-15, 2015) 

 

Not Applicable The subject properties are not 
exempt from the mandatory 
procedures.  

NOTES: 

 

 
 

 

  

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=2&find=2.90
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ATTACHMENT B:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 

 
Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included: 
Public hearing notice delivered to the office of the City Council and posted in office of the City 
Recorder on March 8, 2016 
Public hearing notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve, mailers sent 
to all properties within 300 feet of the subject parcels on March 10, 2016. 
Public hearing notice published in the newspaper on March 12, 2016. 
 
Public Input: 
There have been no public comments as of the date of the printing of this staff report. 
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ATTACHMENT C:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 

Engineering  
No comments. 
 
Zoning (Greg Mikolash) 
No zoning related issues associated with the surplus of this property 
 
Transportation  
No comments. 
 
Public Utilities (Jason Draper) 
No objections to the proposed property conveyance.   Developer met with DRT concerning 
redevelopment.  All site and building improvements must be reviewed and approved by 
public utilities.  Depending on final building improvements, there may be offsite utility 
improvements required. 
 
Fire  
No comments. 
 
Sustainability 
No comments. 
 
Police  
No comments. 
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ATTACHMENT D:  PHOTOS 

 
Main structure to be restored 

 
Portion of parcel east of main building 
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Portion of parcel north of main building 
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ATTACHMENT E:  ADDITIONAL PETITIONER 
INFORMATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  













HOUSING and NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
COMMUNITY and ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT  

MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  

To: City Council Members –  

James Rogers 
 Andrew Johnston 
 Stan Penfold 
 Derek Kitchens 
 Erin Mendenhall 
 Charlie Luke 
 Lisa Adams 

Cindy Gust-Jenson, Executive Director 
Jennifer Bruno, Deputy Director of the City Council 
Lehua Weaver, Associate Deputy Director of the City Council  

From:  Todd Reeder, Capital Asset Development Manager 

  Matt Dahl, HAND Deputy Director 

Cc: David Everitt, Chief of Staff 

 Michael Akerlow, HAND Director 

 Jill Remington-Love, Community & Economic Development Director

Date: December 23, 2015 

Re: Developer Selection for the Northwest Pipeline Building 

Executive Summary 

On August 21, 2015, Housing & Neighborhood Development (HAND) released a Request For 
Proposal (RFP) to develop the Northwest Pipeline building and site.  The building was most 
recently occupied by the City’s Public Safety operations.  The 9-story structure is on the national 
historic register and will be renovated to the historic standards set forth by the Secretary of 
Interior.  In addition to the historic building, there is sufficient land on the 2.5 acre site for 
additional development.  The RFP required several tiers of mixed income housing:   a minimum 
of 50 units of permanent supportive housing (PSH), 25%-35% of non-PSH units to be affordable 
at 60% or less of the area median income (AMI), and the remaining units to be at market rate.  
Other requirements included a minimum 0.20 acres of open space, neighborhood commercial 
and a space for a social enterprise operation.  

Selection Committee Members:

Michael Akerlow, SLC Housing & Neighborhood Development 
Glenn Bailey, Crossroads Urban Center 



Kathy Bray, Volunteers of America 
Elizabeth Buehler, SLC Homeless Services Coordinator 
Ed Butterfield, Redevelopment Agency of SLC 
Sean Fyfe, SLC Engineering  
Kirk Huffaker, Utah Heritage Foundation 
Michael Iverson, Central City Community Council 
Amy Rowland, National Development Council  

On November 20th, HAND received four qualified offers to purchase and redevelop the site.  The 
Selection Committee, made up of four City and five non-City members, met on December 8th to 
review, discuss, and score each proposal.  From that meeting, it was determined that two of the 
four developers would be interviewed by the committee for final selection.  The two that were 
eliminated either provided insufficient information, lacked required qualifications, a vision for 
the project that was not viable, or a combination of these characteristics. 

Criteria that the Selection Committee used to evaluate each proposal included: 

Did the developer submit a complete proposal? 
Was there a clear and viable vision for the proposed development? 
Does the proposal address the design guidelines provided in the RFP? 
Does the developer address the following requirements and preferences: 

o Historic Rehabilitation 
o Permanent Supportive Housing 
o Mixed-Income Housing 
o Public Open Space 
o Neighborhood Commercial 
o Social Enterprise  

What are the Developer’s qualifications, including experience with historic 
renovation?
Is the project financially feasible?  Did they provide a viable proforma? 

On December 16th, the Selection Committee met to interview the two developer finalists.   
Each development group consisted of the following team members: 

Giv / Domain:
Developers: Giv Group – Ogden, UT & Domain Companies – New Orleans, LA 
Architects:  KTGY Architects – Los Angeles, CA 
Contractor:  Wadman Construction – SLC, UT 

Cowboy / Form:
Developers:  Cowboy Partners – SLC, UT & Form Development – SLC, UT 
Architects:  Architectural Nexus – SLC, UT 
Contractor:  Big-D Construction – SLC, UT 

The Selection Committee elected to recommend a first and second ranked developer. The 
unanimous recommendation by the committee for the first ranked developer is: 
    

Cowboy Partners / Form Development.



The committee also recommended Giv Development / The Domain Companies as the second 
ranked developer.  

Mayor approval of the Selection Committee recommendation is required prior to executing a 
formal agreement.   On December 22nd, Mayor Becker gave his approval of the first and second 
ranked developer as proposed by the Selection Committee.   

Below is analysis of the proposals for your review and consideration.   

Analysis 

Cowboy / Form Proposal Summary: 
Proposed Purchase Price:  $5,500,000 
Total new rental housing units:  248 

o 65 permanent supportive housing 
o 28 affordable between 40%-60% AMI (average 53% AMI) 
o 155 market rate   

Commercial:  11,200 square feet 
Social Enterprise:   1,210 square feet 
Public Open Space:  0.48 acres (20,909 square feet) 

The development components below highlight some of the differences between the two 
proposals:

Historic Renovation – While each team agreed to add a consultant to help them through the 
historic renovation process, Cowboy/Form were the more experienced in this type of 
development.  Their contractor, Big-D, was also the contractor on the downtown Ken Garff 
Building, a similar historic renovation of an International style building. 

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) - Both development teams selected The Road Home as a 
partner for executing the PSH component of the development.  Cowboy/Form stated that 
operating the PSH was not in their skill set.  They proposed to build 65 PSH units in a separate 
building collaborating with The Road Home for programming and design.  Once constructed, 
The Road Home will be the owner and long-term operator of the facility going forward. 

Giv/Domain proposed 68 units of PSH in a separate building and would partner with The Road 
Home as a primary service provider.  Once constructed, Giv/Domain would own and manage 
the PSH with a variety of service providers, including The Road Home and their own community 
engagement staff.   

The Selection Committee was not convinced that Giv/Domain had the experience to operate this 
critical housing component. The committee members most familiar with PSH felt it was 
important that the operator also own the facility.   The Road Home’s experience with 
programming and case management was preferred, as it provided the committee a clear 
understanding of the operation of the facility. 

Mixed-Income Housing - Giv/Domain proposed 86 affordable units restricted at 60% AMI.  
Cowboy/Form proposed only 28 units at 40%-60% AMI.  In the interview, Cowboy/Form were 
asked how the proforma would change if require to provide at least 46 affordable units.  They 
agreed to work with HAND to not only provide more affordable units, but more importantly to 



get closer to 40%-50% AMI targets.  The committee put less importance on the number of units 
at 60% AMI then on deeper restrictions targeting 40% AMI. 

Public Open Space - The RFP required at least 0.20 acres of public open space.  Cowboy/Form 
proposed 0.48 acres of open space and Giv/Domain offered .25 of public open space and 
additional open space made available to only the residents.  The Selection Committee preferred 
the activation of the public space in the Cowboy/Form plan. 

Neighborhood Commercial - Both groups proposed activating the street level of the 
development with Neighborhood Commercial in the form of restaurants and cafés.  
Cowboy/Form proposed a more traditional commercial concept with market rates for the 
tenants.  Giv/Domain proposed a partnership with the International Rescue Center to program 
a Food Hall and Marketplace concept with a diversity of international cuisine and social 
purpose.  While an attractive concept to the committee, the Giv/Domain plan would require 
more commercial rent rate subsidy.   

Social Enterprise - Both groups proposed a commercial space in the PSH building for a social 
enterprise operation.  At least 1,200 square feet will be allocated rent free from a business that 
would provide employment opportunities for chronically homeless individuals.  The Selection 
Committee in both cases requested that the Social Enterprise space be moved closer to the 
public active areas of the open space.  Giv/Domain indicated that they were considering using 
this space for support services for the PSH, while Cowboy / Form proposed an operation that 
would serve the entire neighborhood. 

Design - Both designs were attractive and met the intent of the RFP.  The Selection Committee 
preferred the Cowboy/Form design as it better integrated with the neighborhood, provided 
more accessible public amenities and was more aesthetically appealing. 

Financing – The RFP required several elements that would decrease the value of the property 
compared to a full market rate development.  To accept a price less than full market, the City 
will have to go through a Doug Short analysis to demonstrate the public benefit gained from the 
development at a reduced price.  The final price will be determined during the exclusive 
negotiation period. 

Having PSH, affordable units, and public open space decreases the maximum value of the 
development.  Both developers recognized this trade off in their proposed purchase price.  
Giv/Domain offered $1,000,000 for the property after discounting for historic rehabilitation, 
LEED Gold upgrades, public improvements and both residential and commercial rent subsidies. 
Cowboy/Form offered $5,500,000, based primarily on the difference in residential rent 
subsidies.   

While Giv/Domain were open to discussions about a price increase, the Selection Committee felt 
the development program relied heavily on the land write down and would have limited ability 
to negotiate.    At the same time, Cowboy/Form could have additional price negotiation to obtain 
more affordable units and consider subsidizing some of the commercial space.    

Additional Discussion Items for Negotiation 

While the Selection Committee felt that the Cowboy Partners/Form proposal was their top 
selection, they also provided a list of issues that they felt will need to be specifically addressed 
during the exclusive negotiation process.  These issues include: 



1. The architectural team needs to be augmented with a design professional experienced in 
working with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, as well as 
assisting clients in successfully obtaining historic tax credits. 

2. The space designated for the social enterprise should be relocated to better integrate 
with the active public and commercial spaces to the south of the PSH building.  
Specifically, the social enterprise could be relocated to the area currently designated for 
the PSH building lobby.   

3. The development should maximize the number of residential units restricted to those 
making 40-50% of the area median income. 

4. The commercial space needs to include neighborhood services that are affordable and 
accessible to current and future residents of the Central City neighborhood. 

5. The developer and The Road Home should seek to minimize the number of permanent 
supportive housing clients to case managers.  An optimum target would be 30 clients to 1 
full time case manager. 

6. Arnold Place needs to be designed as part of the public open space, include high quality 
materials (other than asphalt paving), and support a pedestrian environment.  

Lastly, following are the visual elements of the Cowboy / Form proposal.   A hard copy or 
electronic version of the RFP’s can be made available to you at your request.  
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY AT 

315 East 200 South
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

August 21, 2015

HISTORIC
NORTHWEST PIPELINE
BUILDING & SITE

Proposals due: November 20th, 2015 by 4:00 p.m.

Development Information Meeting and Site Tour: 
September 17th, 2015 at 4:00 p.m.

315 East 200 South (200 South Entrance)

SALT LAKE CITY
Housing and Neighborhood Development (HAND)

A Division of Community and Economic Development
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ATTACHMENT F:  NOTICE 

 
PLNPCM2016-00066 – 315 E 200 South:  Former Public Safety Building surplus 
 

Salt Lake City is seeking to convey a significant parcel of real estate located at approximately 
315 E 200 South, pursuant to Municipal Code section 2.58.040. Salt Lake City has recently 
constructed a new Public Safety Building and is proposing to dispose of the former Public 
Safety Building to be redeveloped in conformity of the zoning code. Salt Lake City Real 
Property Management has conducted a request for proposals to choose and designate a 
developer who will restore the existing building in accordance with historical guidelines and 
build new housing on the site. The site is approximately 2.72 acres in size.  The property is 
located in an R-MU Residential Mixed-Use in Council District 4, represented by Derek 
Kitchen.  (Staff contact: Doug Dansie at 801.535.6182 or doug.dansie@slcgov.com)     
 

  

mailto:doug.dansie@slcgov.com
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ATTACHMENT G:  MOTIONS 

Alternate motion (Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation):  
Based on the findings and analysis in the staff report, testimony, and discussion at the public 
hearing, I move that the Planning Commission transmit a negative recommendation regarding 
petition PLNPCM2016-0066 to the City Administration not in support of the transfer of ownership 
of the property identified in this staff report in a manner consistent with section 2.58 of the Salt 
Lake City Code.  
 
(The Planning Commission shall make findings on the standards listed within ATTACHMENT A:  ANALYSIS 
OF STANDARDS.) 

 




