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To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 
From:  Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, 801-535-7625 
 
Date: November 13, 2019 
 
Re: PLNPCM2018-00813 

 
 
 

Zoning Map Amendment 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 480 E 6th Avenue 
PARCEL ID: 09-31-431-014-0000 
MASTER PLAN: Avenues 
ZONING DISTRICT: SR-1A 
 
 
REQUEST:  The petitioner, Thomas G. Smith of Smith Hyatt Architects, is requesting a zoning 

map amendment on behalf of the property owner, Pamella Jones Bloland from Special 
Development Pattern Residential District (SR-1A) to Small Neighborhood Business 
District (SNB) for the property located at approximately 480 E 6th Avenue. The property 
has two attached structures, one faces 6th Avenue (480 E 6th Avenue) and the other faces 
G Street (287 N G Street).  The rezone is to make the existing nonconforming 
commercial use in the structure facing 6th Avenue conforming and to allow for a 
commercial use in the historically residential structure that faces G Street.   

 
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 Zoning Map 
B. Site Photographs 
C. Additional Applicant Information 
D. Existing Conditions & Development Standards 
E. Analysis of Standards 
F. Public Process & Comments 
G. Department Review Comments 
H. Historic Information 
I. Small Neighborhood Business Amendment Analysis    
J.  Housing Loss Mitigation Report 

 
 



 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The existing commercial use is considered legal non-conforming.  The existing commercial structure 
was identified as a store on the 1911 Sanborn maps.  The 1927 Zoning Ordinance classified the 
property as Residential “A”, which permitted “(t)he office of a physician, musician or other 
professional person…also customary incidental home occupations…”  This provision was 
subsequently removed with the 1955 Zoning Ordinance.  The other structure on the site is a small, 
historically residential single-family home.  City survey forms note that it is one of the earlier 
structures in the Avenues and was constructed in the 1870s (Attachment H).  It has suffered from 
deterioration and the applicant plans to convert it to a commercial use.  It is the subject of a Historic 
Landmarks Commission application (PLNHLC2018-00454), which was be reviewed by the 
Commission on November 7, 2019.  It was the subject of previous work sessions and a 2016 denial of 
change from contributing to non-contributing with the intent to demolish the structure.  The 
proposed zone change could help facilitate rehabilitation by providing a greater number of reuse 
options.  The objective of this petition is to bring the non-conforming conditions into conformance 
with a zoning district change.   
 

 
 

Map showing the area proposed for rezoning highlighted in yellow along with zoning in the 
surrounding area 

 
Additionally, the applicant recently completed a lot line adjustment that added an additional 
approximately 4’ x 80’ strip along the southern boundary of the subject property and subtracted an 
approximately 3’ x 50’ strip on the western boundary.  This adjustment brings existing noncomplying 
structures closer to compliance.   
 



 
 
When the SNB district was initially created, city staff identified a number of sites across the city as 
appropriate for the new zoning district based on a set of specific criteria (use, size, surrounding 
context, etc.). While each of these ‘candidate’ sites were identified through that process, the actual 
rezoning of each site was left to each individual property owner.  This property was included in that 
analysis, and in making this request, the applicant is seeking to exercise that discretion.  Please see 
the analysis table and specific property sheet in Attachment I for more information. 
 
KEY ISSUES: 
The key issues listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project, community 
input, and department review comments.  

 
Issue 1: Compatibility with adopted planning documents 
The proposed rezoning is subject to the goals and recommendations of several of the city’s adopted 
planning documents: Plan Salt Lake, Avenues Master Plan, and the Small Neighborhood Business 
Study.  
 
Plan Salt Lake 
Consistent with Plan Salt Lake, the proposal would provide services within the neighborhood and 
bring into compliance the existing non-conforming situation.  It is consistent with the Neighborhoods 
Guiding Principle encouraging, “Neighborhoods that provide a safe environment, opportunity for 
social interaction, and services needed for the wellbeing of the community therein.”  Within the 
Neighborhoods Chapter itself, it is consistent with initiative #3 to “Create a safe and convenient place 
for people to carry out their daily lives.”  The supporting text states, “It is important that these 
resources are located within neighborhoods, close to residents and accessible by walking, bicycling, 
and public transit.” The proposed zoning amendment would create a conforming commercial use 
that provides services important for people to carry out their daily lives.   

The proposed amendment is consistent with two initiatives in the Preservation Chapter:  

1.  Preserve and enhance neighborhood and district character. 
3.  Retain areas and structures of historic and architectural value. 

The Plan text supports this by stating that “Salt Lake City offers tools geared towards stabilizing and 
preserving neighborhood and community character and identity,” which is consistent with the 
proposal.  It would create a conforming situation and enable expansion of a commercial use to the 
historically residential portion of the site.  The Plan further states, “We understand and respect that 
change is part of history and that places evolve. As a City, we will continue to balance preservation 
and character conservation with growth and redevelopment, prioritizing preservation while allowing 
flexibility and change where appropriate.”  While the site historically incorporated both residential 
and commercial uses, the proposed expansion of the commercial use will preserve the character of 
the neighborhood by retaining the structures, which have historic and architectural value.    
 
Initiative #3 in the Economy Chapter, “Support the growth of small businesses, entrepreneurship and 
neighborhood business nodes,” is also applicable to this proposal.  The proposed zoning amendment, 
while small in scale, would support the growth of small businesses and entrepreneurship in the city.  
The subject property is not a neighborhood business node, but would remedy a nonconforming 
situation and is located near an existing, legal commercial block.   
 
Avenues Master Plan 
The Avenues Master Plan, adopted in 1987, has several recommendations and strategies in the Land 
Use section in that are applicable to this application.  It states that there is not an immediate need for 
additional business property in the Avenues and discourages additional businesses that require the 
demolition of residential structures.  The need for business property in the Avenues may have 
changed over the past 30 years, and additional property may be viable for these uses.  Furthermore, 



consistent with the plan, the proposed rezone would not result in the demolition of a residential 
structure, rather the unoccupied structure would be rehabilitated and converted to commercial use. 
The subject of this application is a single property with two attached structures, one historically 
commercial, and the other historically residential.  The proposal would create a conforming situation 
with respect to the historically commercial structure, and would allow for the conversion of the 
historically residential structure to a commercial structure.  This would provide for additional 
opportunities for its use, and may allow for a more cost effective rehabilitation since the structure 
requires significant rehabilitation and has been the subject of Historic Landmark Commission 
discussion and reviews.   
 
Issue 2 - Rezone to Commercial Use 
Planning staff has received some input expressing concern about the types of commercial uses that 
would be permitted if the property was rezoned and also concerns with the loss of the residential unit. 
The SNB study took a comprehensive look at small businesses located within neighborhoods, 
identified nonconforming uses, and provided recommendations for appropriate zoning in these 
primarily residential areas.  It recommended amending the zoning of this property to SNB 
(Attachment I).  While there are concerns with the expansion of the existing commercial use, SNB 
allows for a limited range of uses and restricts business hours to 7 a.m.-10 p.m.  The differences 
between the permitted and conditional uses in each zone are listed in Attachment D.   
 
The rehabilitation of the historically residential structure will result in the loss of a single-family unit 
addressed at 287 N G Street.  If there is to be a loss of a housing unit, Chapter 18.97 of the City Code 
requires the property owner to complete the Mitigation of Residential Housing Loss Process.  No 
mitigation fee will be required since the replacement cost of the unit exceeds the market value of the 
single-family dwelling.  This is detailed in the attached Housing Loss Mitigation Report, as required 
per Chapter 18.97 of the City Code (Attachment J).  
 
Issue 3 - Parking Demand 
Residents also expressed concerns with parking, particularly since some area houses do not have off-
street parking.  The existing business on site is a salon, which is an appointment-based service that 
often has rapid turnover in parking use, rather than occupying parking spots for long durations. 
Additionally, given that salons generally operate during regular business hours, the use may require 
parking at a different time than the surrounding residences, potentially allowing the uses to share on-
street parking spots.  The additional square footage in the historically residential structure for a 
similar retail service use would require two additional parking spaces, which can be accommodated 
with on street parking, consistent with 21A.44.040.B.6. As any future commercial use in the structure 
would be considered by the ordinance to be a significant change of use, the applicant would be 
required to provide evidence that the off street parking requirements have been met prior to the 
issuance of a business license.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
The proposed zoning map amendment from SR-1A to SNB will create a conforming situation with 
regards to the existing commercial use.  Additionally, the historically residential portion of the site 
would be able to have a commercial use, which could allow for a more cost effective rehabilitation of 
the structure.  The Avenues Master Plan Future Land Use Map does not identify this parcel as 
commercial, but the SNB project recommends rezoning it to SNB.  The proposal does not create a 
new business use in the neighborhood, rather it expands the existing non-conforming use on the site.  
The existing SR-1A zoning limits the use of the commercial space on site and the proposed SNB 
would allow additional space and bring the existing commercial use into compliance.   
 
Public comments regarding the proposal were mixed.  There was support for rehabilitation of the 
existing residential structure.  However, there were concerns about a commercial use and additional 
traffic generated.  There were also concerns about the loss of the housing unit given the need for 
housing in the community.   



 
NEXT STEPS: 
The Planning Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to the City Council for their 
consideration as part of the final decision on this petition. If ultimately approved, the applicant may 
proceed with the submission of plans for a use that is permitted in the SNB zoning district for the 
historically residential portion of the site.  The historically commercial portion of the site will become 
a conforming use. If ultimately denied, the applicant would still be eligible to continue the existing 
non-conforming use on the site, but would be limited in the expansion of that use elsewhere on the 
subject property. 

    



ATTACHMENT A:  VICINITY MAPS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





ATTACHMENT B:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
View of the subject property from 6th Avenue 
 

 
View of the subject property from G Street 
 



 
View of the property to the east and across G Street 

 
View of the adjacent property to the west 



 
View of the property to the north and across 6th Avenue 

 
View of the property to the south 

 





ATTACHMENT C: ADDITIONAL APPLICANT 
INFORMATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  







PROJECT  INFORMATION: 

Address: 480 6th Avenue - Salt Lake City  
Parcel ID: 09314310140000 
Name of property owner : Pamella Jones Bloland  
Architect: Smith Hyatt Architects  
Point of contact: Rodrigo Schmeil  
Contact number: (801) 298-5777 
 
PROJECT DESCIRPTION: 
 
The purpose of this amendment is to rezone the property located at approximately 480 6th Avenue, 
from a non conforming SR1-A Special Development Pattern Residential (SR-1A) to Small Neighborhood 
Business (SNB). The owner is requesting the rezone in order to make the parcel zoning uniform.  
 
The property is located in the heart of the avenues, and it is a small lot, with 2 building attached to each 
other. The west building is zoned as non-conforming SR-1A, and the small historical cottage house on 
the is zoned as residential, the proposal is to rezone the entire parcel to a small neighborhood business.  
 
The main reason why the owner doesn’t think that the present zone is appropriate for the area, is the 
fact that the cottage house is attached (they share a wall) to the commercial building, and it is too small 
for a residence, and with the lot being so small, there is no room to expand the residence.  
One other big reason why this change is being requested, is since the cottage house is a historical 
building, and its conditions right now being so bad, the cost to restore the small building is extremely 
high that it makes more sense financially to convert into a small business.   
 
 
 

 















 
ATTACHMENT F:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 

Public Notice, Meetings, Comments 
The following is a list of public meetings and other public input opportunities related to the proposed 
project: 

Notice of Application to Recognized Community Organization: 

A notice of application was sent to the Greater Avenues Community Council on November 1, 2018.  
The neighborhood council was given 45 days to respond with any concerns or to request staff to meet 
with them and discuss the proposed zoning amendment.  Staff and the applicant attended a 
Community Council meeting on December 5, 2018.  Questions and discussion centered on the loss of 
the residential unit, potential uses, and parking. 

Notice of the application was sent to property owners within 300’ of the subject property on 
November 14, 2018. 

Open House: 
An open house was not required. 

Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included: 
Public hearing notice posted on October 31, 2019. 
 
Public notice posted on City and State website and Planning Division list serve on November 1, 2019.  
 
Public hearing notice sent to property owners within 300’ on November 1, 2019. 
 

Public Input: 
Email comments were received from Judee Shoup and Jason Perkins and are attached. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





Jason Perkins





Best regards,

Judee Shoup

On Nov 27, 2018, at 11:55 AM, Javoronok, Sara <Sara.Javoronok@slcgov.com>
wrote:

Judee,
 
Thank you for your email.  I will include it with the public comments for the project.  In
regards to your questions, the petitioner hasn’t identified a specific use for the

property.  The existing use that faces 6th Avenue may remain and there would be the
opportunity for a commercial use in the historically residential structure that faces G
Street.   The existing historically residential structure is small, approximately 670 square
feet, so the additional commercial area is relatively small.  The petitioner has not
provided information about the specific use, but the Small Neighborhood Business
(SNB) zone is relatively limited.  It does not allow restaurants or coffee shops, but does
allow retail goods and retail services, so a nail salon would be a permitted use. 
Additionally, the hours of operation in this zone are restricted to be open no earlier
than 7 am and no later than 10 pm.  Additionally, I understand your concerns regarding
parking, especially with the landlocked parcels.  The applicant would be required to
meet the parking requirements in the Zoning Ordinance, which, for example, for retail
goods is 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet of usable sales floor area. 
 
Please let me know if you have any other questions.  You’re also welcome to talk to the
applicant’s representative, Rodrigo Schmeil of Smith Hyatt Architects.  He can be
reached at 801-298-5777 or rodrigo@smithhyatt.com.  Also, the Greater Avenues
Community Council has scheduled a short presentation/Q&A period for this project at

their next meeting on December 5th at 7 pm at the Sweet Library.  The applicant will be
there to discuss the proposal and I’ll also be there to answer any general questions. 
You could also contact Brian Berkelbach, the Community Council Chair at
gaccchair@slc-avenues.org for more information.  
 
Thanks.
 
Sara
 
 
SARA JAVORONOK, AICP
Senior Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION
COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION
 



sara.javoronok@slcgov.com
TEL   801-535-7625
 
https://www.slc.gov
https://www.slc.gov/planning/
 
 
 
 
 

From: Judee Shoup [  
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 8:07 AM
To: Javoronok, Sara <Sara.Javoronok@slcgov.com>
Cc: Leith, Carl <Carl.Leith@slcgov.com>
Subject: Fwd: PLNHLC2018-00454 and PLNHLC2018-00880 AND PLNPCM2018-00813
 
Hello Sara,
 
We have some questions regarding the proposed re-zoning regarding the above
subject petitions. Yesterday I wrote to Mr. Leith and as you can see he has
redirected me to his colleague. Upon reviewing other mail that we had received I
realized that you should have been the correct person to whom we should have
addressed our email. Therefore I am sending forward to you our original email as
well as the response of Mr. Leith.
 
In summary: we have concerns about the proposed rezoning of the subject
property. Our concerns are general in regard to having a commercial property
closer to our property as well as to the possible increase in vehicle traffic and
parking due to commercial activity. We want to know exactly what type of
commercial activity is desired by the petitioner (a restaurant, coffee shop, nail
salon, or otherwise…..)?
 
Regarding the parking: the property that we own is at 522 E. Sixth Avenue. Our
home does not have off street parking. The house next to ours (514) does not have
off street parking either as the driveway for it is a right of way for two land locked
properties (518 and 520), neither of which have off street parking. Therefore,
from G Street to H Street along 6th Avenue and on the south side of the street (as
well as sometimes the north side) it is necessary to have space to park the vehicles
associated with these four properties. If there is a commercial use on the nearby
corner we are concerned about a possible excessive need for parking spaces by
the commercial use and thus preventing the homeowners along this area to have
parking available to them.
 
Also, there is the Smith’s complex which is just a block farther to the west which
seems to be the largest commercial (retail) use anywhere in the Avenues. This
complex would seemingly be more than enough commercial use in the area of 6th
Avenue and the G-H Street area.
 
These are some of our thoughts regarding this “notification of project in your



neighborhood.” On the map on the back of the notice where you had the vicinity
zoning map you will see our property at 522 and next to it is 514 (which has the
right of way where the driveway is and which does not technically allow for
parking in the driveway) and behind these two lots are 518 and 520, both of which
have no parking other than the street (as are landlocked). 
 
I will appreciate your reply.
 
Thank you,
Judee Shoup

Begin forwarded message:
 
From: "Leith, Carl" <Carl.Leith@slcgov.com>
Subject: RE: PLNHLC2018-00454 and PLNHLC2018-00880
Date: November 26, 2018 at 6:23:10 PM CST
To: Judee Shoup 
 
Good Afternoon Judee,

Thank you for your inquiry regarding proposals for the cottage at 287
G Street, and apologies I missed your call earlier. Your interest is I
believe in the likely future use of the property with reference to
parking. An email reply here, since it is now encroaching into the
evening and I did not wish to disturb you with a phone call.

The two applications I am reviewing at the moment deal solely with
the physical changes to the site and buildings and will be reviewed by
the Historic Landmark Commission at their meeting on December
6th, 2018. There is also a separate rezoning application
(PLNPCM2018-00813) which is being reviewed by a colleague here
in the office. This deals with a proposed change in zoning to
accommodate a commercial use, since the present SR-1A zoning
would not allow that much additional commercial use. This will be
reviewed by the Planning Commission and will I believe require City
Council approval. I will ask the person dealing with the application to
contact you regarding the details and status of that application.

Thanks again.

Carl

CARL O. LEITH   MRTPI IHBC
Senior Historic Preservation Planner
 
PLANNING DIVISION
COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION



 
Email:  Carl.Leith@slcgov.com
TEL   801-535-7758
FAX   801-535-6174
 
WWW.SLC.GOV/PLANNING

-----Original Message-----
From: Judee Shoup [  
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 12:55 PM
To: Leith, Carl <Carl.Leith@slcgov.com>
Subject: PLNHLC2018-00454 and PLNHLC2018-00880

Hello Mr. Leith,

My husband and I own a home near to the subject property.

The notice says that the cottage would be rehabilitated and extended
as a commercial unit.
Can you please tell us what type of commercial use is anticipated?
Will there be parking issues, etc.?

Thank you,
Judee Shoup



ATTACHMENT G:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 

Fire Code – Kenney Christensen: 
Fire would have NO objections to the proposed Zoning Map Amendment request 
(PLNPCM2018-00813) for 480 E 6th Ave. with the following items noted.  
• 2015 IFC 102.3 Change of use or occupancy. Changes shall not be made in the use or 
occupancy of any structure that would place the structure in a different division of the same 
group or occupancy or in a different group of occupancies, unless such structure is made to 
comply with the requirements of this code and the International Building Code. Subject to the 
approval of the fire code official, the use or occupancy of an existing structure shall be allowed to 
be changed and the structure is allowed to be occupied for purposes in other groups without 
conforming to all of the requirements of this code and the International Building Code for those 
groups, provided the new or proposed use is less hazardous, based on life and fire risk, than the 
existing use.  
• Fire access roads; and means of fire department access for both apparatus; and fire personnel 
shall be by an “approved” means, in accordance with the State adopted code set, or by an 
approved Alternative Means and Methods (AM&M), accepted by the State adopted code set as 
an alternative; and/or by both the building and fire officials approved means. Compliance with 
the information in this review does not guarantee compliance with the International Fire and 
Building Codes; and it does not guarantee the issuance of any building permit, or the approval of 
any AM&M application.  
 
Zoning Review – Greg Mikolash: 
It appears that the proposed zoning map amendment request is appropriate given the existing 
nonconforming land use. This proposal will bring the existing property into a more conforming 
situation. Building Services sees no zoning related issues with this request at this time. 
 
Building Code – Todd Christopher: 
No building code issues with the proposed zoning change. 
 
Engineering – Scott Weiler: 
No objections. 
 
Public Utilities – Jason Draper 
No public utilities issues with the proposed zone change. 
 
Transportation 
No comments provided. 
 
Police 
No comments provided. 

  



ATTACHMENT H:  HISTORIC INFORMATION 
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ATTACHMENT I: SMALL NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS 
AMENDMENT ANALYSIS 

  

















ATTACHMENT J: HOUSING LOSS MITIGATION REPORT 

 
 

 

 

 


































