
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 & NEIGHBORHOODS 

Staff Report
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

From: Christopher Lee, Principal Planner, 801-535-7706, christopher.lee@slcgov.com  

Date: July 28, 2019 

Re: PLNPCM2019-00183: Zoning Map Amendment at approximately 1937 South 1200 East 

Zoning Map Amendment 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1937 South 1200 East  
PARCEL ID NUMBER: 16-17-476-008 
MASTER PLAN: Sugar House 
ZONING DISTRICT: Current: RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District)   

             Proposed: RMF-45 (Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential District)  

REQUEST: The applicant, Ned Skanchy, on behalf of the owner, UHP Kuvasz, LLC, proposes to 
amend the zoning map designation of a property at approximately 1937 South 1200 East 
from RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential) to RMF-45 (Moderate/High 
Density Multi-Family Residential). The subject parcel abuts another parcel owned by the 
applicant directly to the south (1961 South 1200 East) which is currently zoned RMF-45. 
The intent of the proposal is to change the zoning of the subject parcel to RMF-45 to 
facilitate a development consisting of 18 residential units after consolidating the two 
parcels. The zoning map amendment would allow for an increase in density from what 
would currently be allowed. The current use of the subject parcel is a single family home 
and the parcel directly to the south is utilized as excess parking for the Irving Heights 
apartment building at 1963 South 1200 East.    

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the information in this staff report, Planning Staff recommends 
that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council for 
the proposed zoning map amendment.  

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Vicinity and Zoning Map 
B. Site and Area Photographs 
C. Application and Concept Drawings 
D. Analysis of Standards 
E. Public Process and Comments 
F. Department Review Comments 

mailto:christopher.lee@slcgov.com


PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Overview 
As illustrated on the following map, the subject parcel is located at approximately 1937 South 1200 East 
within the Sugar House neighborhood. It is zoned RMF-35 but directly abuts a parcel to the south (1961 
South 1200 East) which is also owned by the applicant and that is zoned RMF-45. The applicant wants 
the subject parcel to also be zoned RMF-45 to facilitate consolidation of the two parcels followed by the 
development of a multi-family residential building on the consolidated parcel. There is an existing 
single family dwelling on the subject parcel. The 1961 South 1200 East parcel features covered parking 
that is currently utilized by the Irving Heights building at 1963 South 1200 East. The subject parcel is 
approximately .267 acres (11,614 square feet) while 1961 South 1200 East is approximately .289 acres 
(12,597 square feet). If consolidated they would be approximately .556 acres (24,219 square feet) in 
cumulative size. (See Attachment A for the vicinity map) 



Existing Development Pattern  
The section of 1200 East between 2100 South and Garfield Avenue (1835 South) is a dynamic and 
eclectic mix of building types and uses including dense multi-story mixed-use residential/commercial 
buildings, apartment buildings, a church, and single-family dwellings. Multi-family residential is the 
most prevalent building form. With the exception of a Jiffy lube station on the corner of 2100 South 
and 1200 East, all buildings on both sides of the street are multi-family residential moving north from 

2100 South until you 
reach the subject 
parcel on the east side 
of the street and an 
LDS church and single-
family residence across 
from it on the west 
side.  
 
Continuing northward, 
there are then three 
single family dwellings 
on the east side 
(including the subject 
parcel) and one on the 
west side which fronts 
on Ramona Avenue.  
 
The development 
pattern then reverts 
back to multi-family 
residential with two 
more buildings on the 
east and one on the 
west side of 1200 East. 
Six single-family 
residences follow on 
the east side of the 
street before the street 
terminates at Garfield 
Avenue with a large 
development of 
Westminster student 
housing.  
 
The west side of 1200 
East features five more 
single family dwellings 
before intersecting 
with Garfield Avenue. 
Please see Attachment 
B for photographs of 
several of the 
mentioned properties.   
 

 
The development pattern along 1200 East is not the only corridor to consider within this vibrant 
neighborhood, however. Both Ramona Avenue and Douglas Street contain single-family and multi-
family residential buildings along with commercial uses where they intersect with 1100 East and 2100 



South, respectively. That dynamic mix of uses is also typical along both 1100 East and 1300 East which 
serve as de-facto boundaries for this area. The area development pattern is addressed in more depth in 
the Key Considerations section of this report.   
 
Existing Uses within the Immediate Vicinity of the Subject Parcel 
North: Two single family dwellings then multi-family residential developments 
South: Overflow parking lot and Irving Heights apartment building  
East: 3 story multi-family residential building 
West: 1200 East roadway with a single family dwelling across the street 
 
Development Objective 
As has been stated previously, in addition to the subject parcel, the applicant owns two parcels directly 
abutting it to the south which are zoned RMF-45. Irving Heights is located on 1963 South 1200 East. It 
contains a total of 62 units and is seven stories tall with a total height of approximately 75-80 feet. It 
significantly exceeds the 45 foot height limit because it was built prior to adoption of the existing RMF-
45 zoning standards and is classified as a legal, non-conforming, building.   
 
The parcel directly abutting the subject parcel, known as 1961 South 1200 East, contains overflow 
parking for the Irving Heights building. There are 79 total parking stalls on the Irving Heights parcel 
itself which meets the requirement for the building. The excess parking that was provided at 1961 South 
1200 East is not required for the Irving Heights building. Consequently, the applicant is seeking to 
change the zoning of the subject parcel to RMF-45 to be consistent with 1961 S 1200 East and then to 
consolidate them. If the zoning is changed and the lots are consolidated, the total square footage of the 
new parcel would allow for up to 19 units per the RMF-45 standards.  
 
The applicant has submitted a basic site plan and conceptual elevations for two buildings on the new 
parcel (assuming that the existing parcels are consolidated). They would have a total of 18 residential 
units. It is only a conceptual plan however, and is not being considered as part of this review. The 
applicant decided to prepare it after receiving initial public feedback and concluding that it could better 
convey his vision for the site. Parking is to be located behind the structures in an open lot that is 
accessed from 1200 East along a drive on the south of the parcel. Heights and other measurements 
were not provided but the structures are shown to be three stories. A typical structure with three stories 
would likely be somewhere between 30-40 feet in height. Both the submitted concept plans, as well as 
the applicant himself, indicate that the impetus to change the zoning designation from RMF-35 to 
RMF-45 is not to gain additional height, but to increase the number of permitted units. The complete 
set of concept drawings can be accessed in Attachment C but the front elevation and basic site plan are 
included here: 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 

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

1. Guiding Documents (Plan Salt Lake, the Sugar House Master Plan, and Growing SLC)   
2. Compatibility with Existing Properties  
3. Development Potential (RMF-35 vs. RMF-45 Standards) 

 
Consideration 1 – Guiding Documents  
As mentioned previously, guiding planning documents are crucial when considering map 
amendments. Three distinct master plans are pertinent to this petition: Plan Salt Lake, the Sugar 
House Master Plan, and Growing SLC: A Five Year Housing Plan 2018-2022. Plan Salt Lake serves 
as the overarching planning document for the entire City focusing on broad priorities and goals. In 
contrast, the Sugar House Master Plan has a specific focus on the neighborhood and provides finer 
detail on the future of the specific area while Growing SLC is focused on addressing the city’s existing 
housing issues. Taken together, they provide a dynamic vision for future development and provide 
crucial guidance for proposed changes such as this map amendment.  
 
Plan Salt Lake  
The objective of the applicant is to increase the density on his property and Plan Salt Lake contains 
various sections and initiatives that speak to density issues. The following sections focusing on 
Neighborhoods, Growth, and Housing, are particularly pertinent: 



Neighborhoods:  
3. Create a safe and convenient place for people to carry out their daily lives. 
4. Support neighborhood identity and diversity. 

 
Growth:  

1. Locate new development in areas with existing infrastructure and amenities, such as 
transit and transportation corridors. 

3. Promote infill and redevelopment of underutilized land. 
6. Accommodate and promote an increase in the City’s population.  

 
Housing:  

2. Increase the number of medium density housing types and options.  
4. Direct new growth toward areas with existing infrastructure and services that have 

the potential to be people-oriented. 
5. Enable moderate density increases within existing neighborhoods where 

appropriate. 
 
This small area within the greater Sugar House neighborhood is a unique space full of diverse buildings 
and uses. There is a strong emphasis on larger multi-unit apartment buildings given the existing 
development pattern, the proximity to the Sugar House Business District, and the established multi-
family zoning districts. The subject parcel is located within close proximity to two major transportation 
corridors (2100 South and 1300 East) with abundant amenities, infrastructure, and resources. Both 
parcels proposed for development are underutilized with only one single family dwelling and 
superfluous parking for the Irving Heights apartment building.  
 
Sugar House Master Plan 
The Sugar House Master Plan contains guiding information at a much more granular level than Plan 
Salt Lake. A key consideration is the Future Land Use Map. It is a visual representation of the growth 
and development objectives across Sugar House established through a community based master 
planning process. The subject parcel is on the boundary between two distinct designations: Medium 
Density Residential and Medium-High Density Residential as illustrated on this small section of the 
map: 
 

 



The boundary also correlates to the division between zoning districts. Within this specific area, the 
Medium Density Residential designation of the Future Land Use map is aligned with the RMF-35 zone 
while Medium High Density Residential is aligned with the RMF-45. The distinct zones on the two 
parcels owned by the applicant (as illustrated below) is what prompted this petition in that 
consolidation and development, in the opinion of the applicant, would be easier if they were the same 
zone and would allow for more units if both were RMF-45.   
 

 
 
The Medium Density Residential (8-20 du/acre) designation is described in the Sugar House Master 
Plan:  
 

Medium-Density Residential areas are designed to accommodate a mix of low-rise 
housing types. These include single-family through four-plex units, garden apartments, 
townhouses and mixed use or live/work units. This land use classification allows net 
densities between ten and twenty (10-20) dwelling units per acre. Examples of zoning 
districts consistent with these recommended densities are the R-1-5,000, R-2, SR-1, and 
RMF-30. 



 
The Medium-High Density Residential (20-50 du/acre) section states that: 
 

…Although Medium-High Density is not a prevalent land use in Sugar House, it is 
appropriate that the community have some higher density housing. The density range 
for this land use category is from twenty to fifty (20-50) dwelling units per net acre. 
 
Higher density residential development within or on the periphery of the Sugar House 
Business District is desirable. Examples of zoning districts that can be used to implement 
this density are C-SHBD, RO, RMF-35, and RMF-45. 

 
It is telling that although the Medium Density Residential designation correlates with the RMF-35 
zoning district in this area, the Sugar House Master Plan clearly states that Medium Density should 
only extend up to the RMF-30 zoning district, while the Medium-High Density designation belongs in 
both the RMF-35 and RMF-45 zoning districts. Considering this, the Medium Density designation on 
the subject property may not be appropriate and the commission may consider whether Medium-High 
Density Residential (20-50 du/acre) is a more appropriate designation. 
 
Growing SLC 
Growing SLC: A Five Year Plan 2018-2022 is a guiding document dedicated to addressing the city’s 
housing needs including providing solutions to the growing deficit of affordable housing across the city. 
While it specifically focuses on the need for truly affordable housing for residents at lower income 
levels, it also speaks to the problem of insufficient amounts of housing across the board: 
 

Salt Lake City is in the beginning stages of a systemic housing crisis that highlights the 
shortcomings of the multi-year economic rally. While many factors have contributed to 
the housing crisis, at its root is the demand for housing in Salt Lake City driving up home 
prices and rental rates at a faster pace than wage increases...  
 
The housing crisis also impacts middle-income households. The historically low vacancy 
rate of 2 percent in Salt Lake City in 2017 has driven prices up in every neighborhood. In 
many cases, middle-income households are forced to make the decision to locate in 
neighborhoods that they would not otherwise choose, take on greater amounts of debt, 
or move to another community. In August 2016, Salt Lake City conducted the Salt Lake 
Live Work Survey, which included people that commuted into the city for work. Among 
these commuters, 52 percent indicated that they would consider living in Salt Lake City 
if housing were more affordable. Salt Lake City’s population grows by 60 percent every 
day from incommuters, which creates significant stress on our transportation network 
and the environment. Providing more affordable options could greatly reduce these 
impacts, which are shared by all residents. 

 
It goes on to state that:  
 

Exacerbating the housing crisis are local barriers to housing development. These 
barriers, such as density limitations, prohibitions on different types of housing, and other 
development regulations, have contributed in part to a general supply deficit and 
economic segregation. Many of these regulations were created at a time of population 
contraction. 

 
Goals and objectives were established in Growing SLC, to address these issues and others. Those of 
most pertinence to this petition are the following: 
 

Goal 1: Reform City practices to promote a responsive, affordable, high-opportunity 
housing market.  



Objective 1: Review and modify land-use and zoning regulations to reflect the 
affordability needs of a growing, pioneering city.  
Objective 2: Remove impediments in City processes to encourage housing 
development. 

 
The City is striving to remove impediments to development that is appropriate to help meet the needs 
of the people seeking housing of all types. Much of that work will need to be implemented via adopted 
legislation to amend the zoning code. However, increases in housing options and levels of density 
should be encouraged when petitions meet the objectives of already established master plans and are 
located in neighborhoods that can reasonably accommodate the additional influx of development.  
 
Consideration 2 – Compatibility with Existing Properties 
The Medium-High Density Residential (20-50 du/acre) section of the Sugar House Master Plan goes 
on to state that: 
 

Although few areas in Sugar House are suitable for Medium-High Density housing, it 
should be encouraged where feasible. Location criteria are similar to those of the 
Medium-Density Residential area, with emphasis on existing patterns of Medium-High 
Density development. The development objective for new Medium-High Density projects 
is to locate and design the new projects so that land use conflicts with surrounding single-
family housing or other uses are minimized. These multiple-family housing 
developments need to provide open space amenities, adequate off-street parking, 
appropriate building scale and mass, and adequate access to transit… 

 
The following specific policies are also mentioned: 
 

• Support opportunities for conversion and infill development of Medium-High 
Density housing while requiring appropriate design and location to minimize 
land use conflicts with existing single-family development. 

• Direct higher density housing in locations served within walking distance to 
transit, commercial services and parks such as in and near the Sugar House 
Business District.  

 
Taken together, these directives indicate that: 
 

• Although relatively rare in Sugar House, Medium-High Density Residential housing 
should be encouraged with an emphasis on allowing it within areas of similarly dense 
residential development. 

• New developments should provide open space amenities, adequate off-street parking, 
appropriate building scale and mass, and access to transit.  

• Appropriate locations for said developments are within, or on, the periphery of the Sugar 
House Business District. 

• Conflicts with surrounding single-family and other uses be minimized through 
appropriate design and location.  

 
As illustrated by the concept drawings discussed in the Project Description section and included in 
Attachment C, the proposed development would provide for significant open space amenities with a 
large front yard area as well as a common central plaza in the rear yard area. There would be abundant 
parking located behind the buildings that should not put additional pressure on street parking. The 
location is on the periphery of the Sugar House Business District with access to multiple transit options 
including established bus routes along 2100 South, 1300 East, 1700 South, and 1100 East. It should 
also be mentioned that regardless of the proposed concept, both the RMF-35 and RMF-45 zoning 
districts require significant front and rear setbacks as discussed in more depth in the following section.   
 



The existing development pattern indicates that the proposed development may be appropriate for the 
neighborhood due to the extensive number of buildings that are similar to the design and density of 
that being proposed. The following map was prepared to illustrate the level of housing density within 
existing structures in the area surrounding the subject parcel. It should be noted that only multi-unit 
residential properties that were easily identified as such were included. The numbers on said properties 
represent the density (units per acre) for each of those developments.   
 

 
 
The map illustrates the development pattern of the neighborhood and demonstrates the following:  
 

• The maximum density that could occur on the subject parcel (if the zoning change was 
approved and it was consolidated with the one abutting it to the south as proposed by the 
owner) would be 34 units per acre.  



• A density of 34 units per acre is similar to the existing development pattern. It is actually 
on the low end when compared to other multi-family projects in the neighborhood (3 
developments are less dense and 13 are more dense). 

• The maximum density of the proposed future parcel is well below that of the parcels that 
it would directly abut both to the south (Irving Heights at 59 units per acre) and to the east 
(1938 S Douglas Street at 51 units per acre). 

• The average density of all the multi-family residential housing shown on the map is 45.9 
units per acre.  

• Even when considering only the parcels with multi-family buildings within the RMF-35 
zone, the average density is still 42.6 units per acre.  

 
The density levels illustrate that the proposed zoning change would conform well with existing 
development patterns in that the multi-family buildings within the area (including the RMF-35 zone) 
are already well above the Medium Density Residential (8-20 du/acre) designation and is more similar 
to Medium-High Density Residential (20-50 du/acre).  
 
The remaining item that the Sugar House Master Plan mentions when discussing development of 
Medium-High Density Residential projects, is the minimization of conflicts with single family uses. In 
this specific case dense multi-family residential developments abut the subject parcel to the south and 
the east and there is a single family dwelling to the west across 1200 East. Consequently, the single-
family parcel directly north of the subject parcel at 1933 South 1200 East would have the highest 
likelihood to be impacted by future development.   
 

 
 
The map shows that the existing house on the subject parcel is very close to the property line 
(approximately 2 feet). If the zoning is changed to RMF-45, and a new structure were built, it 
would need to be at least 8 feet from the property line which would provide a greater setback 
than currently exists and help mitigate the proximity of a new structure.  
 
However, the proposed development would likely be taller than the current 2-story house on the 
site. It is worth noting that the existing zoning (RMF-35) anticipates future multi-family 
residential development which would allow for a structure to be up to 35 feet in height. The 



change in zoning would allow that to go up to 45 feet, but the applicant has submitted conceptual 
plans that are only 3 stories in height which would conform more closely to the existing height 
limit. The conceptual plans also show the access lane to the rear yard parking being located on 
the south side of the parcel away from the single family dwelling which would also reduce impacts 
due to not having cars entering and exiting along the shared property line.   
 
Consideration 3 – Development Potential (RMF-35 vs. RMF-45 Standards) 
The zoning standards for the RMF-35 and RMF-45 zones spell out the differences between the two 
zones in more depth (see the following tables). The major differences apply mostly to height and 
density. Seeing as the applicant owns both parcels and is planning to consolidate them, staff  has 
evaluated what could be done on that consolidated parcel if it were zoned RMF-45, as requested by this 
petition, versus if both parcels were zoned RMF-35. Density would be the biggest difference in this 
scenario with 10 units being allowed by the RMF-35 zone and 19 by the RMF-45 zone. There could be 
nearly twice as many units by granting the petition. The maximum height in the RMF-45 zone could 
be 45 feet which is 10 feet taller than within the RMF-35. Side yard setbacks (distance from the side 
property line to the principal building) would vary slightly with them being 8 feet for RMF-45 and 10 
feet for RMF-35.  
 

RMF-35 Development Standards (21A.24.130) 

LOT 
WIDTH 

LOT AREA FRONT 
YARD 

REAR 
YARD 

SIDE 
YARDS 

MAX 
HEIGHT 

LOT 
COVERAGE 

LANDSCAPE 

80 feet  9,000 square 
feet minimum 
for first 3 
units plus 
2000 square 
feet for each 
additional 
dwelling unit 
up to and 
including 11 
units (on less 
than one acre) 

20 feet 25% of 
lot depth 
(not less 
than 20 
feet or 
more 
than 25 
feet) 

10 feet 
on each 
side  
 

35 feet  All principal 
and accessory 
buildings shall 
not exceed 60% 
of the lot area. 

When abutting a 
single or two-
family zone, 
landscape buffers 
are required. 
 
Front and one of 
the interior side 
yards must be 
landscaped 

 

RMF-45 Development Standards (21A.24.140) 

LOT 
WIDTH 

LOT AREA FRONT 
YARD 

REAR 
YARD 

SIDE 
YARDS 

MAX 
HEIGHT 

LOT 
COVERAGE 

LANDSCAPE  

80 feet  21,000 square 
feet minimum 
for 
developments 
of  15 or more 
units on less 
than one acre 
(21,000 
square feet for 
15 units, plus 
800 square 
feet for each 
additional 
unit up to 1 
acre) 

20% of 
lot 
depth, 
but need 
not 
exceed 
twenty 
five feet 
(25’) 

25% of 
lot depth 
(need 
not 
exceed 
30’) 

8 feet 
provided 
that no 
principal 
building 
is 
erected 
within 
ten feet 
of a 
building 
on an 
adjacent 
lot  

45 feet All principal 
and accessory 
buildings 
shall not 
exceed 60% 
of the lot 
area.  

When abutting a 
single or two-family 
zone, landscape 
buffers are 
required. 
 
Front and one of 
the interior side 
yards must be 
landscaped 

 



DISCUSSION: 
 

This proposed zoning map amendment is supported by the existing development pattern within the 
neighborhood as well as adopted master plan documents, as illustrated in the Key Considerations 
section of this staff report. The proposed zoning change to RMF-45 would allow for density that is 
similar to established developments within the neighborhood. The maximum density that could occur 
if the zoning change was approved and the subject parcel were consolidated with the one abutting it to 
the south as proposed by the owner, would be 34 units per acre which is less than the average of 45.9 
units/acre of existing multi-unit residential developments in the area.  
 
This site is located within easy walking distance (just over a block) of the Sugar House Business district 
and is served well by various transit options, parks, and other services. As illustrated in the previous 
pages, this proposed zoning map change is in line with both the Sugar House Master Plan and Plan 
Salt Lake. Additionally, Salt Lake City is experiencing a housing shortage as illustrated in Growing 
SLC: A Five Year Housing Plan 2018-2022 which encourages more dense development in appropriate 
areas such as this.  
 
Staff is cognizant of potential impacts that this zoning change could cause. However, the subject parcel 
is already zoned RMF-35 which allows for multi-family residential development up to a height of 35 
feet. Even though the subject parcel and the abutting parcel to the south have both been underutilized 
for years, the underlying zoning code allows for major changes. If this petition were granted, there 
would be two principal potential impacts: a 10 foot maximum height increase from 35 feet to 45 feet 
(even though the conceptual plans only show a 3 story building) and almost a doubling of the allowed 
density on the consolidated parcel from 10 units to 19 units. With these limited impacts to adjacent 
properties, the amendment should be supported given the existing development pattern throughout 
the area and the support of the guiding documents. Consequently, Planning Staff is of the opinion that 
the petition to amend the zoning map to RMF-45 for the subject parcel should be approved.  
 
 

NEXT STEPS: 
 

Regardless of the recommendation of the Planning Commission, the proposed zoning map change 
from RMF-35 to RMF-45 will be sent to the City Council for a final decision. The City Council may 
approve, deny, or modify the petition. 
 
If the zoning map amendment is approved, the subject property will be given the zoning designation 
RMF-45 (Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential) and the required changes to the land use 
map will be made. Any specific proposals for development would need to comply with the RMF-45 
zoning regulations, be approved, and have appropriate permits issued. Any future development of 
these properties would need to comply with the RMF-45 zoning regulations.  
 
If the proposal is approved with modifications, any future development would have to comply with the 
applicable zoning regulations or any conditions placed on the property by the City Council.  The City 
Council does have the option of entering into a development agreement. A development agreement is 
essentially site specific zoning regulations. It generally cannot provide greater development right than 
the approved zoning, but can further restrict what would otherwise be in permitted in the approved 
zoning regulations. 
 
If the zoning map amendment is denied, the properties will remain zoned RMF-35 (Moderate Density 
Multi-family Residential) and any potential development would need to meet the standards of that 
zoning district. 
  



ATTACHMENT A:  VICINITY AND ZONING MAP 

 

 



ATTACHMENT B:  SITE AND AREA PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
1937 South 1200 East (Subject Parcel) with Irving Heights to the right 

 
 

 
1937 South 1200 East (Subject Parcel) 



 

 
1961 South 1200 East and Irving Heights 

 
 

 

 
1961 South 1200 East (Irving Heights additional parking)  

 



 
1933 South 1200 East and 1937 South 1200 East (Subject Parcel) 

 
 
 

 
1925 South 1200 East, 1933 South 1200 East, and 1937 South 1200 East (Subject Parcel) 

 
 
 
 



 
Irving Schoolhouse (1155 East 2100 South) 

 
 

 

 
Irving Schoolhouse (looking south from the north end) 

 



 
Sugar House Apartments (2057 South 1200 East) 

 
 

 

 
The Sands Apartments (1985 South 1200 East) 



 
Sugar House Villa (1979 South 1200 East) 

 
 

Ramona Condos (1922 South 1200 East) 



 
Lisa Ann Apartments (1923 South 1200 East) 

 
 

 
Paula Apartments (1917 South 1200 East) 



 
Martin Manor (1900 S Douglas Street) 

 
 
 

 
Martin Manor (1900 S Douglas Street) 

 



 

 
The Darvi (1912 S Douglas Street) and Martin Manor (1900 S Douglas Street) 

 
 
 

 
1938 S Douglas Street 

 
 
 



 

 
1938 S Douglas Street 

 
 
 

 
Ramona Apartments (1167 E Ramona Avenue) 

 



 
1151 E Ramona Avenue 

 
 

 
The Harvey (1140 E Ramona Avenue) 

 



 
1129 E Ramona Avenue 

 
 
 

 
1125 E Ramona Avenue 

 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENT C:  APPLICATION & CONCEPT DRAWINGS  

 

  











SITE PLAN

UR
BA

N 
HI

VE
SA

LT
 L

AK
E 

CI
TY

, U
T

M
AY

 2
9,

 2
01

9

12
th

 E
AS

T 
AP

AR
TM

EN
TS

1

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

N
O

T 
IN

TE
N

D
ED

 F
O

R 
CO

N
ST

RU
CT

IO
N

. T
H

IS
 IS

 IN
TE

N
D

ED
 T

O
 B

E 
PR

IN
TE

D
 O

N
 A

N
 1

1’
 X

 1
7”

 P
A

G
E.

 IF
 P

RI
N

TE
D

 O
N

 A
N

YT
IN

G
 E

LS
E 

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

A
RE

 N
O

T 
TO

 S
A

CL
E. RAW DESIGN STUDIO

517 S. 200 S. SUITE D
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

A101

SITE PLAN

phone: (801) 215-9729
email: info@rawdesignstudio.com
web: www.rawdesignstudio.com



UR
BA

N 
HI

VE
SA

LT
 L

AK
E 

CI
TY

, U
T

M
AY

 2
9,

 2
01

9

12
th

 E
AS

T 
AP

AR
TM

EN
TS

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

N
O

T 
IN

TE
N

D
ED

 F
O

R 
CO

N
ST

RU
CT

IO
N

. T
H

IS
 IS

 IN
TE

N
D

ED
 T

O
 B

E 
PR

IN
TE

D
 O

N
 A

N
 1

1’
 X

 1
7”

 P
A

G
E.

 IF
 P

RI
N

TE
D

 O
N

 A
N

YT
IN

G
 E

LS
E 

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

A
RE

 N
O

T 
TO

 S
A

CL
E. RAW DESIGN STUDIO

517 S. 200 S. SUITE D
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

A102

SOUTH WEST VIEW

phone: (801) 215-9729
email: info@rawdesignstudio.com
web: www.rawdesignstudio.com



UR
BA

N 
HI

VE
SA

LT
 L

AK
E 

CI
TY

, U
T

M
AY

 2
9,

 2
01

9

12
th

 E
AS

T 
AP

AR
TM

EN
TS

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

N
O

T 
IN

TE
N

D
ED

 F
O

R 
CO

N
ST

RU
CT

IO
N

. T
H

IS
 IS

 IN
TE

N
D

ED
 T

O
 B

E 
PR

IN
TE

D
 O

N
 A

N
 1

1’
 X

 1
7”

 P
A

G
E.

 IF
 P

RI
N

TE
D

 O
N

 A
N

YT
IN

G
 E

LS
E 

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

A
RE

 N
O

T 
TO

 S
A

CL
E. RAW DESIGN STUDIO

517 S. 200 S. SUITE D
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

A103

EAST VIEW

phone: (801) 215-9729
email: info@rawdesignstudio.com
web: www.rawdesignstudio.com



UR
BA

N 
HI

VE
SA

LT
 L

AK
E 

CI
TY

, U
T

M
AY

 2
9,

 2
01

9

12
th

 E
AS

T 
AP

AR
TM

EN
TS

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

N
O

T 
IN

TE
N

D
ED

 F
O

R 
CO

N
ST

RU
CT

IO
N

. T
H

IS
 IS

 IN
TE

N
D

ED
 T

O
 B

E 
PR

IN
TE

D
 O

N
 A

N
 1

1’
 X

 1
7”

 P
A

G
E.

 IF
 P

RI
N

TE
D

 O
N

 A
N

YT
IN

G
 E

LS
E 

D
RA

W
IN

G
S 

A
RE

 N
O

T 
TO

 S
A

CL
E. RAW DESIGN STUDIO

517 S. 200 S. SUITE D
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

A104

STREET VIEW

phone: (801) 215-9729
email: info@rawdesignstudio.com
web: www.rawdesignstudio.com



ATTACHMENT D:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
 
21A.50.050:  A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a 
matter committed to the legislative discretion of the city council and is not controlled by any one 
standard.  In making a decision to amend the zoning map, the City Council should consider the 
following: 

Factor Finding Rationale 

1. Whether a proposed 
map amendment is 
consistent with the 
purposes, goals, 
objectives, and policies 
of the city as stated 
through its various 
adopted planning 
documents; 

Complies.  
 

Please see the Key Considerations 
regarding applicable master plan 
policies and goals. As discussed, 
staff finds that the proposed zoning 
amendment is consistent with the 
purposes, goals, objectives, and 
policies of Plan Salt Lake, Growing 
SLC, and the Sugar House Master 
Plan. 
 
 

2. Whether a proposed 
map amendment 
furthers the specific 
purpose statements of 
the zoning ordinance. 

Complies. 
 

The purpose statement of the RMF-45 
zone,  

 
…is to provide an environment 
suitable for multi-family dwellings 
of a moderate/high density with a 
maximum building height of forty 
five feet (45'). This district is 
appropriate in areas where the 
applicable Master Plan policies 
recommend a density of less than 
forty three (43) dwelling units per 
acre. This district includes other 
uses that are typically found in a 
multi-family residential 
neighborhood of this density for the 
purpose of serving the 
neighborhood. Such uses are 
designed to be compatible with the 
existing scale and intensity of the 
neighborhood. The standards for 
the district are intended to provide 
for safe and comfortable places to 
live and play, promote sustainable 
and compatible development 
patterns and to preserve the 
existing character of the 
neighborhood. 

 
The subject property is in a location 
with extensive multi-unit residential 



development already existing at a 
greater density than what is proposed. 
It would be directly next to the Irving 
Heights apartment which are seven 
stories (approximately 80 feet) in 
height. It is compatible with the 
neighborhood serving as an 
intermediary between the over height 
Irving Heights building and 
surrounding smaller multi-family and 
single-family residences. The Sugar 
House Master Plan does call for 
development density less than 43 
units per acre in this area. It would 
preserve the existing character of the 
neighborhood due to the compatibility 
with existing development. It also 
encourages sustainable living due to 
the proximity to the business core of 
Sugar House as well as various transit 
options.  
 

3. The extent to which a 
proposed map amendment 
will affect adjacent 
properties; 

Complies.  As discussed in the Key Issues and 
Discussion sections of this staff 
report, the proposed map 
amendment would have minimal 
impacts upon adjacent properties. 
The most impacted property will 
likely be the single family dwelling 
directly north of the subject parcel 
at 1933 South 1200 East. However, 
those impacts will be minimized due 
to the fact that any structure built 
on the subject parcel would need to 
be at least 10 feet from the house at 
1933 South 1220 East, while the 
existing house on the subject 
property is much closer than that.  
 
The proposed development could be 
taller than what exists currently but 
the existing zone (RMF-35) already 
allows for multi-family residential 
development with a structure which 
could be 35 feet in height. The 
change in zoning would allow that 
to go up to 45 feet, but the applicant 
has submitted conceptual plans that 
are only 3 stories in height which 
wouldn’t reach that maximum 
height. The conceptual plans also 
show the access lane to the rear yard 
parking being located on the south 



side of the parcel away from the 
single family dwelling.   
 

4. Whether a proposed map 
amendment is consistent 
with the purposes and 
provisions of any applicable 
overlay zoning districts which 
may impose additional 
standards 

Complies The property is not located within 
an overlay zoning district that 
imposes additional standards.  

5. The adequacy of 
public facilities and 
services intended to 
serve the subject 
property, including, 
but not limited to, 
roadways, parks and 
recreational facilities, 
police and fire 
protection, schools, 
stormwater drainage 
systems, water 
supplies, and 
wastewater and refuse 
collection. 

Complies The subject property is located 
within a built environment where 
public facilities and services already 
exist. Future development on these 
properties such as the conceptual 
concept provided by the applicant, 
would not put any outsized burden 
on the public facilities and services 
that are already established within 
the neighborhood.  
 
No concerns were received from 
other City departments regarding 
the zoning amendment or the 
potential for additional 
development intensity/density on 
this parcel.   
 
 

 

 

  



ATTACHMENT E:  PUBLIC PROCESS & COMMENTS  

 
Notice of Application to Sugar House Community Council: 
A notice of application was sent to the Sugar House Community Council chairperson, Landon Clark, 
on March 8, 2019. The Community Council was given 45 days to respond with any concerns or 
request staff to meet with them and discuss the proposed rezoning and text amendment. 
 
Sugar House Community Council Land Use Committee Meeting 
The Community Council requested that the Applicant and Planning Staff attend their Land Use 
Committee meeting held on April 15, 2019. The Applicant presented their overall plan to rezone the 
subject parcel and then consolidate it with 1961 South 1200 East in preparation for a future multi-
family housing development.  
 
There was discussion about the character of the neighborhood, appropriate density, automobile 
traffic, and potential impacts if the zoning change was permitted. It seemed that the general 
consensus was to provide a negative recommendation which turned out to be the case as illustrated 
by the letter sent from the Sugar House Land Use Committee (see below).   
 
Additional Materials Sent to Sugar House Community Council Land Use Committee 
The Applicant submitted additional materials composed of the conceptual plans included in this staff 
report in Attachment C. They were sent to Judi Short, head of the Land Use Committee on June 3, 
2019 for consideration. Upon review, Ms. Short stated that the Land Use Committed stood by the 
previous feedback provided and was not interested in any making any adjustments.  
 
Notice of the Planning Commission Public Hearing: 
Notice of the public hearing scheduled for July 10, 2019 were mailed and posted on June 27, 2019.  
 
Public Input: 
Public comments have been received in the form of letters, emails, and comment cards. All public 
comments are included on the following pages.  
 
 
 
 
 
  



April 20, 2019 
 
 
 
TO:  Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Judi Short, Vice Chair and Land Use Chair 
 Sugar House Community Council 
 
RE: Rezone at 1937 South 1200 East from RMF-35 to RMF- 45. 
 
The Sugar House Community Council Land Use and Zoning Committee discussed this at its April 15 meeting. 
There were at least 15 people at the meeting, including the planner and the petitioner.  The previous weekend, we put 
flyers on the porches of the single-family homes surrounding this parcel.  Many of the lots have apartment buildings on 
them, and we were unable to flyer those parcels.  There were at least four neighbors at the meeting, and I received email 
comments from a number of people.  Those comments are attached. 
 
Ned Skanchy, the petitioner, gave a short presentation, explaining why he felt the parcel at 1937 should be rezoned, and 
then we asked questions.  Mr. Skanchy explained that he felt the RMF-35 zoning for this parcel was out of character with 
the rest of the zoning in the area, because many of the other buildings to the south were larger apartment buildings, 
already zoned RMF-45 or CSHBD-2, and most of the rest were single-family homes, although zoned RMF-35.  I think it was 
clear that most people in the room didn’t agree with that. 
 
The biggest concern we heard had to do with traffic.  They felt adding 16 more units would increase parking on the street, 
which is already over capacity, and increase the amount of traffic on the streets.  Many cars travel 12th east and one of 
the side streets, Westminster or Ramona, in order to bypass the traffic bottlenecks at 11th or 13th East and 2100 South.  
Plus, all of these apartment dwellers have to travel those same roads to get out of their area.  They agreed that it should 
be a walkable area, but felt that many times there was so much traffic on the roads they didn’t feel safe trying to walk to 
destinations in Sugar House.  There were suggestions that the Department of Transportation needed to be involved, to 
work with speeding, or one-way streets, to help calm the traffic.  A few people agreed that having townhomes on that 
parcel that faced 1200 East would be a better design than having the buildings oriented east/west on the parcel, but then 
said that wasn’t enough to get them to say the rezone was acceptable. 
 
We did not even talk about other uses that could be allowed if the parcel was rezoned.  They seemed to be pretty clear 
that the neighborhood was about as dense as it should be, because their quality of life was already diminished due to 
extra people and traffic. They said that every apartment building on the street didn’t have enough parking and there were 
extra cars always on 1200 East, and spilling into Ramona and Westminster as well.  Telling them this rezone would allow 6 
more units than if it weren’t rezoned, and would help the city housing shortage was not a selling point. 
 
There were some comments about the modern look to the new buildings that Mr. Skanchy was proposing, they felt they 
stood out from the traditional feel of the neighborhood.  I reminded them that this had nothing to do with the request.  If 
the property were rezoned, Mr. Skanchy would have to work with the city to design a building that met the code.  If he 
needed an exception to the code for some reason, then it probably would come back to our LUZ committee.  The 
question was whether or not it should be rezoned.  The plans do not call for having any of the units be affordable, and the 
group was not pleased with that.  One participant suggested we have a density bonus if affordable units were included.  
Another comment made was that we should require a certain percent of three-bedroom units in each project.  We should 
be allowing for families to stay in the area, to help keep stability in the neighborhoods. 
 
Our recommendation is that this rezone request for 1937 South 900 east be denied. 
 
 
 
Attachment:  Community Comments 









Hi Christopher, 
My name is Kyle Severinsen and I am a property owner on the 1200 east block in Sugar House. I wanted 
to write you and personally express my support for the newly proposed zoning changes for which I was 
notified in the mail. I support this project for a number of reasons. First, much of the land around that 
part of Sugar House is wasted on either old developments or outdated parking lots. With the area 
growing so much, it seems like an appropriate time to change the zoning and put in some updated 
housing. Additionally, as a property owner, updated housing benefits me personally as newer 
developments help improve the aesthetics of the neighborhood and increases home values.  Both of 
these reasons are a big motivation for me to support this change.  
 
Please feel free to contact me with questions/comments. I look forward to seeing the outcome, 
hopefully in the direction of improving the neighborhood and livability of Sugar House.  
 
Thank You 
 
Kyle D. Severinsen MD, MPH 
 



Dear Judi Short, 

I am writing you today in reference to re-zone application for parcel #16-17-476-008-000 from RMF-35 
to RMF-45. The address of the property is 1936 S 1200 East. 

My name is Arne Hultquist and I am the owner of the single family home adjacent to this parcel. My 
address is 1933 S 1200 East. I have never considered myself a not in my backyard type of person but this 
time it is in my backyard and I have concerns about the impacts of this rezone to my home. 

My biggest concern is tangible but not a finding of fact. If the property is rezoned to RMF-45 and the 
developer proceeds with his plans for 16 townhomes on the lot adjacent to my home, the sun will never 
shine through my windows. 

However, more pertinent to the discussion would be the change in character of our street. Although my 
single family home is currently in a RMF-35 zone, our area is a transition area from the high density 
RMF-45 to Single Family Housing. There are apartments currently mixed in with several single family 
homes in this area and it provides a buffer from the high density zones to the south. It is only about 100 
yards of buffer between the two zones. Furthermore, the character of our neighborhood to north of this 
property is the classic sugarhouse bungalow style and this redevelopment and rezone will change the 
character of our street. 

I realize this area is part of the infill area of the sugarhouse master plan. I do not have any issues with 
the property being developed according to the RMF-35 specifications, however I do believe RMF-45 is 
too dense for its proximity to single family housing.  

The majority of the applications justifications for the zone change consist of the low and medium density 
properties in this RMF-35 area are consistent with RMF-45 zoning. Granted the area to the south is high 
density, he built it that way. I have a difficult time accepting the logic that because it’s already medium 
and low density the area is appropriate for high density. 

The applicant also suggests the rezoning is consistent with the Sugarhouse master plan. The applicant 
states the property is consistent because it is within .5 miles of the Sugarhouse S line station. Technically 
he is correct, according to google earth a straight line between the property and the S line is .45 miles. 
However, you can’t walk a straight line to the S line and the actual walking distance is .65 miles. 
Furthermore, I don’t believe the intent of the master plan was to displace single family, low density 
housing with high density housing.  I thought the intent was to develop the underdeveloped commercial 
area around the S line station. 

Please consider our neighborhood and put forth a negative recommendation for this rezone. 

Thank you, 

Arne Hultquist 
1933 S 1200 East 
SLC, UT 84105 
 



ATTACHMENT F:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS  

 
Engineering (Scott Weiler)  
No objections. 
 
Zoning (Greg Mikolash) 
No zoning related issues associated with this proposed zoning map amendment at this time. Future 
comments may be associated with the review of the building permit construction drawings at the 
time of plan submittal. 
 
Building (Tim Burke) 
Any new construction shall comply with the 2015 IRC (until the 2018 is adopted by the State). 
 
Transportation (Michael Barry) 
No comments from Transportation. 
 
Public Utilities  
No comments received.  
 
Fire  
No comments received. 
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