Memorandum

Planning Division
Community & Neighborhood Department

To: Planning Commission
From: Nannette Larsen, Principal Planner
Date: April 28, 2021

Re: Public Hearing for Updated Notice PLNPCM2020-00604/00712 — 554 and 560 S. 300 E. Master
Plan and Zoning Map Amendments

Master Plan and Zoning Map Amendments

Property Address: 554 and 560 South 300 East

Parcel ID: 16-06-378-008; 16-06-378-009

Zoning District: RO (Residential Office)

Master Plan: Central Community — Residential/Office Mixed Use

ATTACHMENTS:
A. January 13, 2021 Staff Report
B. January 13, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes

REQUESTED ACTION

Salt Lake City has received a request from Mariel Wirthlin, representing the property owner of 554 and
560 South 300 East, to amend the Central Community Master Plan and the zoning map. The proposal
would rezone the properties located at approximately 554 and 560 South 300 East from RO (Residential
Office) to R-MU (Residential/Mixed Use) and amend the Central Community Future Land Use Map from
Residential/Office Mixed Use to High Mixed Use. The proposed Master Plan amendment to High Mixed
Use and rezone to RMU is intended to allow retail service uses on the property, in addition to office use.

The Planning Commission previously heard this request on January 13t of this year and had forwarded a
unanimous recommendation of approval to the City Council. Nothing on this project has changed since the
Planning Commission heard the request on January 13t, however this petition is required to return to the
Planning Commission for a public hearing and recommendation as the previous Planning Commission public
hearing was not noticed in a newspaper. This notification is a requirement for General Plan Amendments and
is required per 21A.10.020.A.5 and State Code. A new public hearing and recommendation is needed for this
petition to proceed to City Council for a final decision.



ATTACHMENT A: JANUARY 13, 2021 STAFF REPORT




Staff Report

PLANNING DIVISION
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS
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To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission

From: Nannette Larsen, Principal Planner, 801-535-7645 or nannette.larsen@slcgov.com

Date: January 13, 2020

Re: PLNPCM2020-00604/00712 — 554 and 560 S. 300 E. Master Plan and Zoning Map Amendments

Master Plan and Zoning Map Amendments

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 554 and 560 South 300 East

PARCEL ID: 16-06-378-008; 16-06-378-009

MASTER PLAN: Central Community — Residential/Office Mixed Use
ZONING DISTRICT: RO (Residential Office)

REQUEST: Salt Lake City has received a request from Mariel Wirthlin, representing the
property owner of 554 and 560 South 300 East, to amend the Central Community Master
Plan and the zoning map.

The proposal would rezone the properties located at approximately 554 and 560 South
300 East from RO (Residential Office) to R-MU (Residential/Mixed Use) and amend the
Central Community Future Land Use Map from Residential/Office Mixed Use to High
Mixed Use. The proposed Master Plan amendment to High Mixed Use and rezone to R-
MU is intended to allow retail service uses on the property, in addition to office use.

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 and master plan amendment.

ATTACHMENTS:

. Applicant Submittal and Information

Zoning Map

Central Community Future Land Use Map
Site Photos

RO Zoning Standards

R-MU Zoning Standards

Analysis of Amendment Standards
Department Comments

Public Process and Comments

FEOEETORE

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 WWW.SLCGOV.COM
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480 TEL 801-5357757 FAX 801-535-6174



PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The properties under review
to amend the master plan and <
zoning map are located on the = 500 SOUTH
corner of 600 South and 300 | -

East and are located in the
Central Community Master
Plan area.
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The Central Community
Master Plan includes a Future
Land Use map which
currently  designates  the
subject properties as
“Residential/Office =~ Mixed
Use”. Residential /Office
Mixed use provides for spaces
to include  multi-family
residential dwellings and
office uses within the same
structure or separate
structures.
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The properties are also within
the East Downtown
Neighborhood Plan. This
neighborhood plan specifies
development patterns that were identified as important factors to the future development of this
neighborhood. These development patterns include view corridors, economic development, and land
use.

This area has been identified in the East Downtown Neighborhood plan as a mixed use neighborhood
district, which is designated as an area which provides local services to residents of East Downtown.
This neighborhood plan also recommends that areas within the East Downtown area are rezoned to a
mixed use district to further facilitate service uses directed toward residents of this neighborhood.

The proposal is also to amend the zoning map and change the zoning district of the properties.
Currently the properties are within the RO (Residential Office) zoning district, the applicant is
proposing to rezone to R-MU (Residential Mixed Use). This is to allow retail services on the site, earlier
this year a business license for retail services was denied. If the master plan and zoning map
amendments are approved the property owner would be allowed to fully redevelop the site in
accordance to the R-MU (Residential Mixed Use) zoning district standards and permitted land uses.

BACKGROUND

The properties under review for a master plan and zoning map amendment currently have an office
building on each of the properties at 554 S and 560 S. These structures and their accompanying parking
structures were constructed around 1970 and have been in continuous use since. In 1993 a subdivision
plat was recorded with Salt Lake County that includes the two lots, the Worker’'s Compensation
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Subdivision
creates a 20’
shared  drive
and two lots
that are the
subject
properties. !
Presently the F
buildings  are
used for offices  «
and  medical '
offices. Earlier -
this year a
business license
application for
retail services
was submitted.
This application
was denied due
to the standards
in the RO
(residential il
office), within F oUn

the RO district retail services are not permitted.

The subject properties front along 300 East and 600 South. 600 South is labeled as an arterial street
in the Major Street Plan. An arterial street facilitates high traffic volumes at relatively high speed limits
over long distances. 500 South to the north of the subject sites is also labeled as an arterial street in the
same plan. 300 East is labeled as a collector street on the plan, collector streets facilitate less traffic at
lower speeds and are considered to be the connection between arterial and local streets.

These properties are east of the downtown area and nearly adjoin an established downtown zoning
district (D-3 to the west of the subject sites). The sites are also within approximately 1/3 of a mile from
the Library Trax station, in addition to other community service locations. This site is across the street
from the Central City Recreation Center, a center for YouthCity, and further to the north is the Salt Lake
City Library and The Leonardo.

The surrounding properties to the sites include both residential and commercial uses. To the
immediate north and west of the sites is zoned RO (Residential Office) and include office and religious
types of uses. To the south of the site is an RMF-75 (Residential Multi-Family) district and was
developed as high density residential. To the east of the sites is another R-MU (Residential Mixed Use)
zone, developed as high density residential, and RMF-35 (Residential Multi-Family) and RMF-45
(Residential Multi-Family) and includes moderate and low density residential uses as well as an office
use. The multitude of different districts in this area is a result of the lengthy history of this neighborhood
and its urban historic nature. When the Master Plan Future Land Use Map was created the diversity of
existing uses were taken into consideration as well the development potential of this community based
on its proximity to downtown.
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS:

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

1. RO and R-MU Zoning District Comparison
2. Compatibility with Master Plan Policies
3. Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties

Comnsideration 1 — RO and R-MU Zoning District Comparison

Use

The purpose of the application for the Master Plan and zoning map amendment is to allow additional
uses on the properties. The Residential Office zoning district uses are suitable for office use, as it’s a
district that it meant to allow for a combination of residential dwellings and office types of uses.

The majority of land uses between the RO and R-MU zoning districts are very similar; the notable
exceptions, and that are uses that could potentially be used on the sites, are included in the table below.
These include office; medical and dental clinics; tavern, bar, and brewpub; mobile food businesses;
reception center; retail goods; retail services; and large and small Assisted Living Centers.

Clinic (medical| Tavern, Bar, |Mobile Food| Reception | Retail | Retail [Assisted Living
Zone | Office | dental) Brewpub [Business Center Goods | Service |(large/small)
RO P P
R-MU| P P C P P P P P

Building Height and Yard Requirements

Building height for non-residential uses actually reduces the maximum building height allowed if the
amendments are approved. The Residential Mixed Use zoning district has this height restriction as the
district encourages structures that are residential and allow for a mix of uses.

The R-MU district does not require front or interior and corner side yard setbacks. It is considered a
more walkable and urban district than the RO district. The rear year setbacks are the same between the
two districts, which allow for parking to the rear of the structure.

NonResidential | NonResidential | NonResidential| NonResidential
Zone | Building Height| Front Yard Side Yards Rear Yard
25% lot depth
RO 60’ 25’ 15’/25’ (max 30")
25% lot depth
R-MU 45 o (o} (max 30")

Structures which include residential uses in the RO district allow for a structure with the same building
height and setbacks. In the R-MU district additional building height with a permitted maximum of 75’.
The setbacks are the same whether residential is included in the development or not.
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Residential Residential Residential Residential
Zone Building Height | Front Yard Side Yards Rear Yard
25% lot depth
RO 60’ 25 15'/25 (max 30")
25% lot depth
R-MU 75 o o’ (max 30")

Parking

There is no difference in parking standards between the RO and R-MU zoning districts for the majority
of land uses. The applicant is proposing to include retail services and both RO and R-MU districts
require 2 spaces per 1,000 square feet of usable floor area. The same number of parking spaces are
required for office within both districts as well.

The only difference between the two zones, as far as parking is concerned, is with residential uses. The
RO district requires 2 stalls for each residential units with 2 or more bedrooms, 1 stall for 1 bedroom,
and V2 a stall for single room occupancy dwellings. The R-MU requires only a ¥/ stall per multi-family
unit, regardless of the number of bedrooms.

The infrastructure in the immediate area can support a reduction in the number of cars per dwelling
unit. The site is near a number of bus lines that are easily accessible, it is within a 2 mile of a Trax
station, and is within walking distance of the Smith’s grocery store.

Landscape Buffers

There are no landscape buffers required for this site, whether the rezone to R-MU is approved or the
RO district is retained. In both the RO and R-MU zoning districts a landscape buffer is only required
with the site is adjoining a single-family zoning district.

Consideration 2 — Compatibility with Master Plan Policies

The property under review is part of the Central Community Master Plan. This plan lays out general
land use policies and guidelines for the community, paired with more specific guidelines and land use
policies in the master plan’s Future Land Use Map. The Central Community Master Plan was adopted
by City Council in 2005.

The intent of the Central Community Master Plan is based on four fundamental goals:
“Livable communities and neighborhoods”

“Vital and sustainable commerce”

“Unique and active places”

“Increased Pedestrian mobility and accessibility”

The intent of the Central Community Master Plan will be met if the proposed amendments are
approved. Allowing the property to be rezoned from RO (with limits on the number of uses) to R-MU
(which permits a greater number of uses) furthers the goals of creating a sustainable commercial center
by permitting a greater number of uses on the site. Multiple studies conducted have found a diversity
of uses creates resilient and sustainable communities as changes to markets inevitably occur. Allowing
for a greater diversity of uses also creates more livable communities as a mix of uses reduces the need
for cars and encourages active transportation while increasing the accessibility of services.

The sites are currently within the Residential Office Mixed Use designation on the Future Land Use
Map of the Master Plan. The Residential Office Mixed Use designation allows for an area for a mix of
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residential and office uses. The associated zoning district of Residential Office (RO) furthers the intent
of the Future Land Use Map for this property. The proposal is to change the future land use designation
from Residential Office to High Mixed Use. The High Mixed Use designation allows for medium to high
density residential and higher intensity commercial uses. The recommended locations for High Mixed
Use in the Central Community area is near light rail stations in the downtown area. The amendment
from Residential Office Mixed Use to High Mixed Use is appropriate as the properties located at 554
and 560 South 300 East are within a half mile walk from the Library light rail stations (in addition to
bus routes, and bike lanes) a Y2 mile distance is considered walkable and facilitates transit to the
downtown area as well as a greater degree of density when compared to those properties located further
away from a high capacity transit station.

The subject sites are in the Central City Neighborhood area within the Central Community Master Plan.
This neighborhood area encourages the expansion of the existing housing stock as well as “focusing
commercial activity on providing services to the areas residences”. It also states that buffers and
transition areas are important elements within this neighborhood. The proposed amendments
reinforce these policies by first, providing additional space for housing in an area with sufficient
infrastructure to facilitate high density housing. The proposed amendments also are appropriate to the
area even though it does allow for significant increase in impact and density if the site were to be
redeveloped for residential uses. This is because the district to the north, south, and east allow for either
high or medium density residential or mixed uses.

Within the Central Community Master Plan, these subject sites are within the East Downtown View
Protection area. This East Downtown View protection area provides urban design policies to shape the
area into livable and lively community for its residents. To accomplish this the Master plan refers to
the East Downtown Master Plan and urban design elements. These elements and policies include:

e “Protect view corridors, vistas, and focal points.”
e “Support zoning regulations that provide opportunities for unique and creative
urban design solutions.”

The East Downtown Neighborhood Plan calls out the subject sites as mixed use retail and Commerecial.
This area, which extends from the City and County Building to Trolley Square, encourages:

“Ground level parking lots...targeted for mixed-use project to maximize the
value of the land”

“Development should include consideration of medium density residential
units in combination with retail and commercial uses”

The proposed amendments support these goals by allowing for the future development of the site to
allow for a greater mix of uses to support the surrounding residences of the East Downtown
neighborhood as well as maximizing the land by allowing for a more urban and intense type of
structure.

Finally, Plan Salt Lake, a city-wide plan intended to provide guidance outlines initiatives to support the
guide the growth and changes as they occur in the City, also support the proposed amendments.
Initiatives that are supportive of the proposed amendments include:

“Support the growth of small business, entrepreneurship and neighborhood
business nodes.”
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“Reduce individual and citywide energy consumption.”

“Reduce automobile dependency and single occupancy vehicle trips.”

“Encourage a mix of land uses”
The proposed amendments meet these initiatives through supporting commerce in Salt Lake City by
encouraging a diversity of land uses, locating retail and other uses closers to residences which reduce
energy consumption through making a wider range of uses accessible, and by reducing the number of

vehicle trips thereby reducing the production of vehicle emissions.

Consideration 3 — Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties

While the applicant is not proposing to alter the site in anyway at this time, the proposed amendments
would allow for the future redevelopment of the site which would be different than what the current
zone allows. An analysis of potential concerns is reviewed below.

Building Height

Building height in the
proposed R-MU district is
dependent on the proposed
use of the building, this is
reviewed in greater detail in
Key Consideration 1. The R-
MU district permits a building
height up to 75". This building
height maximum is consistent
with properties along 300
East in proximity of the
subject properties. While the
sites along the east side of 300
East have a maximum height
of 45’ or 35 with moderate
density residential, with the
buffer from 300 East, which
includes a 16’ park strip on
each side of the street and an
approximate 72’ street, the
separation between the two
building types should be
sufficient to warrant an
increase in height. Also, the
allowed increase in height of
the subject properties is
appropriate as further to the
west of the subject sites is the
D-3 district, which allows , ! :
building helghts up to 90’, and the properh% within the RO district to the west of the subJect 51tes
would also be allow to build up to 90’ as they abut a district that allows for greater height than in the
RO district.
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Building Setbacks and Landscape Buffer

The only landscape buffer required in either the RO or R-MU districts is when the property abuts a
residential zone, residential uses across a street would not trigger the buffering requirements. The
subject properties under review do not abut a residential zone and whether a landscape buffer is
provided is not applicable.

The difference in required building setbacks between the RO and R-MU districts is centered around
the allowed density in each zone. The RO district is generally appropriate in areas where residential is
being adapted to allow office types of uses, this means that setbacks which are appropriate in residential
areas would also be appropriate for Residential Office areas. The required setback in the RO district is
use dependent but generally requires 20’ front yard setbacks, 10’ corner yard setbacks, and between 4’
and 10’ from interior side yard setbacks. The rear yard setback in this district is 25% of the lot depth up
to 30" which allows for parking the rear yard area. The districts across 600 South and 300 East and
comprising of the RMF-45 and RMF-75 zoning district require similar setbacks to the RO district, that
being between an approximate 25’ setback in the front, a 20’ to 25’ on the corner side yard, and 25% of
the lot depth in the rear yard.

The R-MU district does not require front or side yard setbacks for multi-family residential and
nonresidential uses. However, a rear yard setback of 25% of the lot depth or 30’ is required, this also
allows for the placement of parking in the rear yard, or midblock open space for residential or
commercial use. This district is a much more urban district and is intended to be used in areas where
a walkable urban network is appropriate.

Parking

For the majority of uses parking will be the same regardless of whether the amendments are approved.
The only exception is for residential uses. The RO, RMF-45, and RMF-75 zoning districts require that
parking is provided at a rate of 2 spaces for a multi-family residential unit containing 2 or more
bedrooms, 1 space for a residential unit containing 1 bedroom, or %2 space for single room occupancy
units. The R-MU district requires only /2 space for any type of multi-family residential unit.

Planning Staff does not see this reduction in the number of required spaces as an issue as the location
of the subject sites have sufficient transit infrastructure to support daily activities that do not require
access to a car. Accessible transit in this area (within a ¥/2 mile of the site) includes the Library light rail
station approximately 1/3 mile, bus routes to the west along State Street and to the east along 500 East,
and bike lanes along 300 east and 500 south. All of these transit options are considered to be accessible
by walking and are within a Y2 of the subject sites.

DISCUSSION:

Presently, the configuration of the site only allows for office types of uses. Allowing for an amendment
to the Master Plan’s Future Land Use Map and Zoning Map would permit a greater diversity of uses in
the existing buildings on the site. The intent of the Central Community Master Plan and East
Downtown Neighborhood Plan supports permitting uses that serve the surrounding residents.
Permitting retail in addition to office and residential will accomplish this intent.

Permitting a greater number of uses and permitting a mix of uses on this site improves the resilience
of the community by allowing the existing building to be better adaptable to changes in the market and
servicing the needs of the community. Allowing for retail on the sites, in addition to office and
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residential uses, also further the initiative of sustainability in Salt Lake City through expanding the
more urban design and uses further from the Central Business District and other commercial central
corridors, like 400 South. As Salt Lake City continues to grow demand for additional housing and
commercial spaces (particularly a mix of commercial space) will also grow necessitating commercial
districts to also expand.

While at this time there are no plans to redevelop the site, an approval of the proposed amendments
opens the possibility of redevelopment for a denser and more urban oriented layout. As described in
Key Considerations 1 and 3, as well as standards in the R-MU district included as Attachment G, the
differences between the RO and R-MU center around the walkability and density allowed in the R-MU
as well as an increase in the number of uses allowed, and that any potential development which will
become available if the amendments are approved have been found compatible with the surrounding
existing neighborhood.

Further, permitting more urban and dense residential dwellings in locations which support transit
reduce the overall cost of living as transportation costs are reduced. By allowing for additional
residential dwellings in areas which are supported by transit increase the number of affordable
residential units that are more accessible to a greater number of people.

Finally, the proposed amendments to the Master Plan’s Future Land Use Map and the Zoning Map
meet the intent of the Central Community Master Plan and the purpose of the Residential Mixed Use
Zoning District. The intent of the Residential Mixed Use district is to “create a walkable urban
neighborhood” while the purpose of the Central Community Master Plan is to “increase pedestrian
mobility and accessibility” These subject sites are appropriate for a rezone to R-MU as the sites are
within a half mile of the Library light rail station, within walking distance of multiple community
centers, and is withing walking distance of nearby job centers. A rezone and master plan amendment
are fitting to continue the objectives and goals of this community.

NEXT STEPS:

A recommendation of approval or denial by the Planning Commission will result in the proposed
Master Plan and Zoning Map amendment to be sent to the City Council for a final decision.

Master Plan and Zone Amendment Approval

If the master plan and zone amendments are approved, the applicant will be permitted to build or
operate any use allowed in the R-MU zone on the site. A list of uses allowed in the zone is included in
this report as Attachment G. The developer will need to obtain a building permit or business license
for any new development or new business and will need to comply with all applicable zoning
standards.

Master Plan and Zone Amendment Denial

If the master plan and zone amendments are denied, the property will remain zoned RO, Residential
Office. This zone allows the continued use of office or residential, retail services and retail goods would
not be allowed. Or, the property could be developed for a residential, office, or a mix of residential
and office uses.
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ATTACHMENT A: APPLICANT SUBMITTAL AND INFORMATION
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Master Plan Amendment

[=] Amend the text of the Master Plan [] Amend the Land Use Map
OFFICE USE ONLY
Received By: Date Received: Project #:

Name of Master Plan Amendment:

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION
Address of Subject Property (or Area):

S § Gy LTk 200 G/ST , sAVT a6 o™, v @411

Name of Applicant: P -
i DI Hi—
Address of Applicant:
s+t & 200 € . cpAt W oy | o Il
v

E-mail of Aiilicant: Cell/Fax:

Applicant’s Interest in Subject Property:

&Owner [] Contractor [] Architect [] other:
Name of Property Owner (if different from applicant):

xow\ked vopevties, LE
E-mail of Property Owner:' Phone:

\ Please note that additional information may be required by the project planner to ensure adequate
information is provided for staff analysis. All information required for staff analysis will be copied and
made public, including professional architectural or engineering drawings, for the purposes of public
review by any interested party.

AVAILABLE CONSULTATION

\ Planners are available for consultation prior to submitting this application. Please call (801) 535-7700 if
you have any questions regarding the requirements of this application.

REQUIRED FEE
\ Filing fee of $948 plus $121 per acre in excess of one acre.

\ $100 for newspaper notice.
\ Plus additional fee for mailed public notices.

SIGNATURE

N
z
=
a
E
@)
—
)
=
>
B
>
Z,
Z
—
2,
o

\ If applicable, a notarized statement of consent authorizing applicant to act as an agent will be required.

Signature of Owner or Agent: Date:

’4%///«34-»’/ i

Updated 7/1/17
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Zoning Amendment

[] Amend the text of the Zoning Ordinance [X Amend the Zoning Map

OFFICE USE ONLY

Received By: Date Received: Project #:

Name or Section/s of Zoning Amendment:

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

Address of Subject Property (or Area):
294 SouTt 200 RS

Name of Applicant: P .
M ARASY W | T N _

Address of Applicant:
SNz eSS

E-mail of Applicant: Cell/Fax:
Applicant’s Interest in Subject P!pert!:

(] owner [] Contractor [] Architect (X Other: \AANAAN & o \oef—
O

Name of Property Owner (if different from applicant):

_ tesochatcd Prper1ies, ——

E-mail of Property Owner: Phone:

\ Please note that additional information may be required by the project planner to ensure adequate
information is provided for staff analysis. All information required for staff analysis will be copied and
made public, including professional architectural or engineering drawings, for the purposes of public
review by any interested party.

AVAILABLE CONSULTATION

Lif you have any questions regarding the requirements of this application, please contact Salt Lake City
Planning Counter at (801) 535-7700 prior to submitting the application.

REQUIRED FEE

\ Filing fee of $1,011 plus $121 per acre in excess of one acre,
\ Text amendments will be charged $100 for newspaper notice.
\ Plus additional fee for mailed public notices.

SIGNATURE

| If applicable, a notarized statement of consent authorizing applicant to act as an agent will be required.

Signature of Owner or Agent: Date:

Ry D

Updated 7/1/17



SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Staff Review

1. Project Description (please attach additional sheets.)

A statement declaring the purpose for the amendment.

A description of the proposed use of the property being rezoned.

List the reasons why the present zoning may not be appropriate for the area.
Is the request amending the Zoning Map?

If so, please list the parcel numbers to be changed.

Is the request amending the text of the Zoning Ordinance?
If so, please include language and the reference to the Zoning Ordinance to be changed.

L O odo

SNSRI

* WHERE TO FILE THE COMPLETE APPLICATION

Mailing Address:  Planning Counter In Person: Planning Counter
PO Box 145471 451 South State Street, Room 215
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 Telephone: (801) 535-7700

- INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE‘ACCEPTED

N&Q I acknowledge that Salt Lake City requires the items above to be submitted before my application can be processed. |
understand that Planning will not accept my application unless all of the following items are included in the

submittal package.

Updated 7/1/17



THE
ASSOCIATED
GROUP

Project Description
554 South 300 East
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Mariel Wirthlin. | am a Salt Lake City local and entrepreneur. | am the current
manager of my families Asset Management business, The Associated Group, that specializes in
commercial real estate. We currently own 6 building in Salt Lake City proper.

We are proposing to change the current Zoning of our office building located at 554 South 300
East in Salt Lake City from RO to D-4.

We are currently utilizing this building for single tenant offices. In 2019 we opened an Executive
Suite business, Brickwork Offices, which has 20 private offices ranging in size from 95 — 200 SF.
Due to the current economic state and desire for small business to be located in downtown Salt
Lake, we are seeing a higher demand for this type of office utilization. In fact, we are already
planning an expansion of Brickwork Offices to add 14 additional private executive suites. Our
target market are individuals, entrepreneurs, and small businesses. Included in this
demographic we are appealing to retail consumers who would like to operate out of our offices.
One of our current tenants is a local start up company called Salt City Lashes. They occupy 185
SF and recently had their business license declined due to their retail nature. We are proposing
to change our zoning to accommodate our current usage as well as the option for retail
oriented office users.

The purpose of this amendment is to change our current Residential/Office zoning, to include a
retail, while not restricting the future use of our building.

The Zoning Map would only need to change if our request is accepted and we are able to
change our zone. We are not proposing any changes to the text of the master plan.

Thank you for your consideration and helping us provide and attract local businesses and
entrepreneurs.

Sincerely,

Mariel Wirthlin

PO BOX 478 - Salt Lake City, UT 84110-0478
801.231.8801

www.associatedgroupllc.com



ATTACHMENT B: ZONING MAP
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ATTACHMENT C: CENTRAL COMMUNITY FUTURE LAND USE MAP
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ATTACHMENT D: SITE PHOTOS
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ATTACHMENT F: RO ZONING STANDARDS

21A.24.180: RO RESIDENTIAL/OFFICE DISTRICT:

A. Purpose Statement: The RO Residential/Office District is intended to provide a
suitable environment for a combination of residential dwellings and office use. This district
is appropriate in areas of the City where the applicable Master Plans support high density
mixed use development. The standards encourage the conversion of historic structures to
office uses for the purpose of preserving the structure and promote new development that is
appropriately scaled and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

B. Uses: Uses in the RO Residential /Office District, as specified in section 21A.93.020,
"Table Of Permitted And Conditional Uses For Residential Districts", of this title are
permitted subject to the general provisions set forth in section 21A.24.010 of this chapter and
this section.

C. Minimum Lot Area And Lot Width: The minimum lot areas and lot widths required in
this district are as follows:

Land Use Minimum Lot Area Minimum Lot Width
Multi-family dwellings No minimum 100 feet
Municipal service uses, No minimum No minimum
including City utility uses
and police and fire stations
Natural open space and No minimum No minimum
conservation areas, public
and private
Offices, as specified in 20,000 square feet 100 feet
section 21A.33.020 of this
title
Offices, as specified in 5,000 square feet to 50 feet
subsection I of this section 20,000 square feet
Places of worship 12,000 square 80 feet
less than 4 acres in feet
size
Public pedestrian No minimum No minimum
pathways, trails and
greenways
Public/private No minimum No minimum
utility transmission
wires, lines, pipes
and poles
Single-family 5,000 square 50 feet
residences feet
Two-family 8,000 square 50 feet
dwellings feet
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Utility substations 5,000 square 50 feet
and buildings feet

Other permitted or 20,000 square 100 feet
conditional uses as feet

listed in section

21A.33.020 of this

title

D. Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height permitted in this district is
sixty feet (60') except:

1. The height for single-family dwellings and two-family dwellings shall be thirty feet
(30"); and

2. If the property abuts a zoning district with a greater maximum building height, then
the maximum height in the RO District shall be ninety feet (90").

E. Minimum Yard Requirements:

1. Multi-Family Dwellings And Offices On Greater Than Twenty Thousand Square Foot
Lot Area:
a. Front Yard: Twenty five feet (25").
b. Corner Side Yard: Twenty five feet (25").
c. Interior Side Yard: Fifteen feet (15").
d. Rear Yard: The rear yard shall be twenty five percent (25%) of the lot depth, but
need not exceed thirty feet (30").
2. Single-Family, Two-Family Dwellings, And Offices On Lots Less Than Twenty
Thousand Square Feet:
a. Front Yard: Twenty feet (20").
b. Corner Side Yard: Ten feet (10").
c. Interior Side Yard:
(1) Corner lots: Ten feet (10").
(2) Interior lots: Four feet (4") on one side and ten feet (10") on the other.
d. Rear Yard: The rear yard shall be twenty five percent (25%) of the lot depth, but
need not exceed thirty feet (30").
3. Accessory Buildings And Structures In Yards: Accessory buildings and structures may
be located in a required yard subject to section 21A.36.020, table 21A.36.020B of this title.

F. Required Landscape Yards: The front yard, corner side and, for interior lots, one of the
interior side yards shall be maintained as a landscape yard.

G. Maximum Building Coverage: The surface coverage of all principal and accessory
buildings shall not exceed sixty percent (60%) of the lot area.

H. Landscape Buffers: Where a lot in the RO District abuts a lot in a Single-Family or
Two-Family Residential District, a landscape buffer shall be provided in accordance with
chapter 21A.48 of this title.

I. Offices In Existing Buildings On Lots Less Than Twenty Thousand Square Feet: Offices
occupying existing buildings are permitted on a five thousand (5,000) square foot minimum
lot. Additions to existing buildings that are greater than fifty percent (50%) of the existing
building footprint or that exceed the height of the existing building shall be subject to design
review (chapter 21A.59 of this title). (Ord. 14-19, 2019: Ord. 66-13, 2013: Ord. 15-13, 2013:
Ord. 12-11, 2011: Ord. 61-09 § 12, 2009: Ord. 19-01 §§ 1 - 5, 2001: Ord. 26-95 § 2(12-17),

1995)
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ATTACHMENT G: R-MU ZONING STANDARDS

21A.24.170: R-MU RESIDENTIAL/MIXED USE DISTRICT:

A. Purpose Statement: The purpose of the R-MU Residential/Mixed Use District is to
reinforce the mixed use character of the area and encourage the development of areas as
high density residential urban neighborhoods containing retail, service commercial, and
small scale office uses. This district is appropriate in areas of the City where the applicable
master plans support high density, mixed use development. The standards for the district
are intended to facilitate the creation of a walkable urban neighborhood with an emphasis
on pedestrian scale activity while acknowledging the need for transit and automobile
access.

B. Uses: Uses in the R-MU Residential/Mixed Use District as specified in section
21A.33.020, "Table Of Permitted And Conditional Uses For Residential Districts", of this
title are permitted subject to the general provisions set forth in section 21A.24.010 of this
chapter and this section.

C. Planned Development Review: Planned developments, which meet the intent of the
ordinance, but not the specific design criteria outlined in the following subsections, may
be approved by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of chapter 21A.55 of
this title.

D. Minimum Lot Area And Lot Width: The minimum lot areas and lot widths required
in this district are as follows:

Land Use Minimum Minimum Lot Width
Lot Area
No
. : i minimum lot
Multi-family dwellings 50 feet
area
required
Municipal service uses, including City utility No ..
. : - No minimum
uses and police and fire stations minimum
Natural open space and conservation areas, No ..
. . - No minimum
public and private minimum
) . No ..
Nonresidential uses - No minimum
minimum
5,000

Places of worship less than 4 acres in size 50 feet

square feet

Public pedestrian pathways, trails and No

. No minimum
greenways minimum

Public/private utility transmission wires, lines, | No

. - . No minimum
pipes and poles minimum
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3,000
. e . square feet Interior: 22 feet
Single-family attached dwellings per dwelling | Corner: 32 feet
unit
. P . 5,000
Single-family detached dwellings square feet 50 feet
4,000
Twin home dwellings square fegt 25 feet
per dwelling
unit
. . 8,000
Two-family dwellings square feet 50 feet
Utility substations and buildings 5,000 50 feet
square feet
Other permitted or conditional uses as listed in | 5,000 o feet
section 21A.33.020 of this title square feet 5

E. Minimum Yard Requirements:
1. Single-Family Detached Dwellings:
a. Front Yard: Fifteen feet (15').
b. Corner Side Yard: Ten feet (10").
c. Interior Side Yard:
(1) Corner lots: Four feet (4").
(2) Interior lots: Four feet (4') on one side and ten feet (10') on the other.
d. Rear Yard: Twenty five percent (25%) of the lot depth, but need not be more than
twenty feet (20").
2. Single-Family Attached, Two-Family And Twin Home Dwellings:
a. Front Yard: Fifteen feet (15').
b. Corner Side Yard: Ten feet (10").
c. Interior Side Yard:
(1) Single-family attached: No yard is required, however if one is provided it shall
not be less than four feet (4").
(2) Two-family:
(A) Interior lot: Four feet (4') on one side and ten feet (10') on the other.
(B) Corner lot: Four feet (4').
(3) Twin home: No yard is required along one side lot line. A ten foot (10") yard is
required on the other.
d. Rear Yard: Twenty five percent (25%) of lot depth or twenty five feet (25"),
whichever is less.
3. Multi-Family Dwellings And Any Other Residential Uses:
a. Front Yard: No setback is required.
b. Corner Side Yard: No setback is required.
c. Interior Side Yard: No setback is required.
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d. Rear Yard: Twenty five percent (25%) of lot depth, but need not exceed thirty feet

(30").
4. Nonresidential Development:

a. Front Yard: No setback is required.

b. Corner Side Yard: No setback is required.

c. Interior Side Yard: No setback is required.

d. Rear Yard: Twenty five percent (25%) of lot depth, but need not exceed thirty feet
(30").

5. Existing Lots: Lots legally existing on the effective date hereof, April 12, 1995, shall
be considered legal conforming lots.

6. Minimum Lot Area Exemptions: For multiple-unit residential uses, nonresidential
and mixed uses, no minimum lot area is required. In addition, no front, corner side or
interior side yards or landscaped setbacks are required; except where interior side yards
are provided, they shall not be less than four feet (4").

7. Existing Buildings: For buildings legally existing on the effective date hereof,
required yards shall be no greater than the established setback line.

8. Maximum Setback: For single-family, two-family, and twin home dwellings, at
least twenty five percent (25%) of the building facade must be located within twenty five
feet (25") of the front lot line. For all other uses, at least twenty five percent (25%) of the
building facade must be located within fifteen feet (15") of the front lot line. Exceptions to
this requirement may be authorized as design review, subject to the requirements of
chapter 21A.59 of this title, and the review and approval of the Planning Commission. The
Planning Director, in consultation with the Transportation Director, may modify this
requirement if the adjacent public sidewalk is substandard and the resulting modification
to the setback results in a more efficient public sidewalk. The Planning Director may waive
this requirement for any addition, expansion, or intensification, which increases the floor
area or parking requirement by less than fifty percent (50%) if the Planning Director finds
the following;:

a. The architecture of the addition is compatible with the architecture of the original
structure or the surrounding architecture.

b. The addition is not part of a series of incremental additions intended to subvert
the intent of the ordinance.
Appeal of administrative decision is to the Planning Commission.

9. Parking Setback: Surface parking lots within an interior side yard shall maintain a
thirty foot (30') landscape setback from the front property line or be located behind the
primary structure. Parking structures shall maintain a forty five foot (45") minimum
setback from a front or corner side yard property line or be located behind the primary
structure. There are no minimum or maximum setback restrictions on underground
parking. The Planning Director may modify or waive this requirement if the Planning
Director finds the following:

a. The parking is compatible with the architecture/design of the original structure
or the surrounding architecture.

b. The parking is not part of a series of incremental additions intended to subvert
the intent of the ordinance.

c. The horizontal landscaping is replaced with vertical screening in the form of
berms, plant materials, architectural features, fencing and/or other forms of screening.
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d. The landscaped setback is consistent with the surrounding neighborhood
character.

e. The overall project is consistent with section 21A.59.050 of this title.
Appeal of administrative decision is to the Planning Commission.

F. Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height shall not exceed seventy
five feet (75'), except that nonresidential buildings and uses shall be limited by
subsections F1 and F2 of this section. Buildings taller than seventy five feet (75"), up to a
maximum of one hundred twenty five feet (125'), may be authorized through the design
review process (chapter 21A.59 of this title) and provided, that the proposed height is
located within the one hundred twenty five foot (125') height zone indicated in the map
located in subsection F3 of this section.

1. Maximum height for nonresidential buildings: Forty five feet (45').

2. Maximum floor area coverage of nonresidential uses in mixed use buildings of
residential and nonresidential uses: Three (3) floors.

3. One hundred twenty five foot (125") height zone map for the R-MU District:

G. Minimum Open Space Area: For residential uses and mixed uses containing
residential use, not less than twenty percent (20%) of the lot area shall be maintained as
an open space area. This open space area may take the form of landscape yards or plazas
and courtyards, subject to site plan review approval.

H. Landscape Yards: All front and corner side yards provided shall be maintained as a
landscape yard in conformance with chapter 21A.48, "Landscaping And Buffers", of this
title.

19|Page



I. Landscape Buffers: Where a lot in the R-MU District abuts a lot in a Single-Family
or Two-Family Residential District, landscape buffers shall be provided as required in
chapter 21A.48, "Landscaping And Buffers", of this title. (Ord. 14-19, 2019: Ord. 13-19,
2019: Ord. 46-17, 2017: Ord. 12-17, 2017)
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ATTACHMENT H: ANALYSIS OF AMENDMENT STANDARDS

Zoning Map Amendments

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:

| STANDARDS FOR GENERAL AMENDMENTS (21A.50.050)

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;

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

Proposed Amendments are
consistent with general goals
and policies.

Complies

As reviewed previously in this staff report as
Key Consideration 2, the proposed
amendments to the Central Community
Master Plan meet the purpose and general
policies of the Master Plan.

Also discussed in Key Consideration 2, the
amendments are also supportive of Plan Salt
Lake, a citywide plan which guides the
direction of the city as a whole.

It was found in Key Consideration 2 that the
proposed amendment meets the goals and
initiatives of the Central Community Master
Plan, the East Downtown Neighborhood
Plan, and the citywide Plan Salt Lake.

The purpose stated of the R-MU district and
whether the proposed amendment complies
with the purpose statement is reviewed in Key
Consideration 2 section of this staff report.

The Residential Mixed Use zoning

districts purpose is to:

» ‘reinforce the mixed use
character of the area”

e ‘“encourage the development of
areas as high density residential
urban neighborhoods containing
retail, service commercial, and
small scale office uses”

» ‘facilitate the creation of a
walkable urban neighborhood
with an emphasis on pedestrian
scale activity while
acknowledging the need for
transit and automobile access.”

It was found in this staff report that the proposed
amendments to the zoning map maintains these
purposes as the amendments will further the
goals of the community and master plan through
the installation of the R-MU district which is
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3. The extent to which a Complies
proposed map amendment

will affect adjacent

properties;

4. Whether a proposed map Complies
amendment is consistent

with the purposes and

provisions of any applicable

overlay zoning districts

which may impose

additional standards

5. The adequacy of public Complies
facilities and services

ntended 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.

accessible to multiple pedestrian oriented
infrastructure nodes. The rezone will also
support the existing surrounding residential
neighborhoods by providing a greater mix of
uses and resiliency to the area.

Staff has found the proposed amendment
to rezone the properties located at
approximately 554 and 560 South 300 East
to R-MU as meeting the purpose and intent
of the zoning district.

The compatibility of the proposed rezone and
master plan amendment is reviewed in Key
Consideration 3.

During this review staff found the proposed
zoning district and its permitted land uses as
appropriate to the surrounding properties.

It was also found that the proposed setbacks,
maximum building height, and parking
standards are compatible with the
surrounding zoning districts and are similar in
massing and bulk as the development
potential of the surrounding properties.

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

The property is located within a built
environment where public facilities and
services already exist.

During the review all applicable City
departments were notified of the proposed
amendments and it was indicated that there
are no concerns presented due to the rezone
of the property which could not be updated by
the future development of the property. Please
see Attachment | of this report.
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ATTACHMENT I: DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Transportation Review: (Michael Barry, michael.barry@slcgov.com)
« There are no objections from Transportation.

Building Review: (Todd Christopher, todd.christopher@slcgov.com)

¢ No Building Code concerns with the Master Plan Amendment and Zoning
Amendment.

Engineering Review: (Scott Weiler, scott.weiler@slcgov.com)
e Engineering has no objection to either of these amendments

Public Utilities Review: (Jason Draper, Jason.draper@sl/cgov.com)
¢ No objections to the proposed master plan and zoning map amendment.

Zoning Review: (Greg Mikolash, greg.mikolash@sl/cgov.com)

e Building Services finds no zoning related issues with this Master Plan
Amendment.

Fire Review: (Ted ltchon, ted.itchon@slcgov.com)
¢ No concerns were posted by the Fire Department.
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ATTACHMENT J: PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS

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

PUBLIC PROCESS AND INPUT
Timeline
e The application for a rezone was submitted on August 5, 2020.
e The application for a master plan amendment was submitted on September 11, 2020.
¢ Notice of the proposal, and request for input, was provided to the Central Community Council on
October 13, 2020.
o The Central Community Council chose not to meet on the proposed amendments.
¢ Early Notification mailings were sent out on October 13, 2020 to property owners and residents
within 300’ of all four corners of the project site.
o An email was received by a concerned party and are included in this Staff Report.
e Public notice of the Planning Commission hearing was mailed to property owners and residents
within 300’ of the subject site.
e A public notice sign was posted on both frontages of the subject site on December 30, 2020. No
further public comments were received before this report was finalized.
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From: Tom Brennan

To: Larsen, Nannette
Subject: (EXTERNAL) PLNPCM2020-00604; PLNPCM2020-00712 Public Comment
Date: Wednesday, November 18, 2020 10:23:59 AM

( revised to include my home address)
Nannette,

Its unfortunate that both the current RO and the proposed D-3 zones allow building heights up to 90
feet. It would seem that neither zone is really appropriate for the property at 554/560 South 300
East. While a mixed use residential/office/retail use for this area is appropriate, and potentially a
welcome addition to the area, being on the border of a predominantly low and medium density
residential area/neighborhood office and retail district to the east and south east, allowing hotels or
other residential mixed use structures of 75 feet in height with a pathway to 90 feet in height is
completely inappropriate for this area. | would suggest that restricting height to 60 (5-6 stories) is
more appropriate.

Thomas S. Brennan, AIA, LEED AP, NCARB
1018 South Lake Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84105




ATTACHMENT B: JANUARY 13, 2021 MINUTES




SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to the
Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation
Wednesday, January 13, 2021

A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting was called to
order at 05:30 PM. Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings are retained for a period of
time. These minutes are a summary of the meeting. For complete commentary and presentation of the
meeting, please visit https://www.youtube.com/c/SLCLiveMeetings.

Present for the Planning Commission meeting were: Chairperson, Brenda Scheer; Vice Chairperson,
Amy Barry; Commissioners, Adrienne Bell, Carolynn Hoskins, Matt Lyon, Sara Urquhart, and Crystal
Young-Otterstrom. Commissioners Jon Lee, and Andres Paredes were excused.

Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Michaela Oktay, Planning Deputy Director; Nick
Norris, Planning Director; Paul Nielson, Attorney; Amy Thompson, Senior Planner; Katia Pace, Principal
Planner; Daniel Echeverria, Senior Planner; Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner; Nannette Larsen, Principal
Planner; Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner; and Marlene Rankins, Administrative Secretary.

Chairperson Brenda Scheer, read the emergency proclamation for holding a remote meeting.

APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 9, 2020, MEETING MINUTES. 02:31
MOTION 02:46
Commissioner Young-Otterstrom moved to approve the December 9, 2020 meeting minutes.

Commissioner Urguhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Lyon,
Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. Commissioner Hoskins abstained from voting as
she was not present for the said meeting. The motion passed unanimously.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 04:24
Chairperson Scheer informed the public of the long agenda and that there will be a break half-way through
the agenda.

Vice Chairperson Barry stated she had nothing to report.

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 05:33
Michaela Oktay, Planning Director, stated she had nothing to report.

05:55

Maven Lofts Design Review & Planned Development at approximately 156 East 900 South - Joe
Jacoby, representing Jacoby Architects, has submitted applications to the city for Design Review and a
Planned Development to construct an addition that would create 57 new residential units located at
approximately 156 E 900 South. The proposal is for a 4-story building that will be located roughly on the
same footprint as the existing building. The applicant is requesting Design Review approval to allow for
an additional 15 FT of building height, for a total building height of approximately 45 FT. Through the
Planned Development process, the applicant is requesting to decrease the front, rear, and corner side
yard setbacks for the second, third, and fourth stories of the building. The exterior wall of the proposed
upper stories is slightly stepped back from the exterior wall of the existing building, which is located right
at the property line. The CC zoning district requires a front and corner side yard setback of 15’ and a rear
yard setback of 10’. In order to utilize the ground floor of the existing building, the applicant is also
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requesting to allow the rooftop garden areas to count toward landscaping requirements. The property is
located within the CC (Commercial Corridor) zoning district in council district 5, represented by Darin
Mano (Staff contact: Amy Thompson at (385) 226-9001 or amy.thompson@slcgov.com) Case numbers
PLNPCM2020-00721 & PLNPCM2020-00722

Amy Thompson, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request.

Joe Jacoby, applicant, provided further design details.

PUBLIC HEARING 17:33
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

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

MOTION 21:23

Commissioner Bell stated, based on the analysis and findings listed in the staff report,
information presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning
Commission approve the Design Review request for additional height (PLNPCM2020-00721) and
the Planned Development request for setback and landscaping modifications (PLNPCM2020-
00722) for the Maven Lofts project located at approximately 156 E 900 South.

Commissioner Lyon seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins, Lyon,
Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

22:45

Windsor Court Planned Development at approximately 1966 S Windsor Street - Mike Spainhower,
representing the property owner, is requesting approval for a 17-unit multi-family dwelling at 1966 S.
Windsor Street. The project would be built on an existing vacant lot. The total site is 0.7 acres. The
Planned Development is needed to address a modification to the front yard setback and landscape
buffers. The subject property is located in the RMF-35 zoning district and within Council District 7,
represented by Amy Fowler (Staff contact: Katia Pace at (385) 226-8499
or katia.pace@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00727

Katia Pace, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
¢ Clarification on the front facade

Michael Spainhower and Ryan Heath, applicants, provided further design details.

PUBLIC HEARING 41:21
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Judi Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson — Stated the project will add 17 new units to the
neighborhood but it doesn’t mean it’s the right location. There’s no room to walk dogs and the housing is
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not affordable. She added the street is extremely narrow. She would like to see conditions added such
as a traffic study.

Teresa Wilhelmsen — Stated she does not feel the project is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood.

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Melissa Nelson-Stippich — Raised concerns with the entrance of the building facing her property and the
height.

Nancy Atkinson — Provided an email comment stated her opposition of the request.
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
o Clarification on why the South fagade was chosen for the front of the building
¢ Reduction of the landscape

Chad Christensen, applicant representative provided further information regarding the request.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following:
o Clarification on the reduction of landscaping
¢ Clarification on why the entrance will not be on the Southeast corner
¢ Clarification on where the applicant is proposing to move the landscaping

MOTION 1:09:42

Commissioner Lyon stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
deny PLNPCM2020-00727, Windsor Court - Planned Development because evidence has not been
presented that demonstrates the proposal complies with the following standard 21A.55.050.C3.

Commissioner Bachman seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Hoskins, Lyon,
Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Bell recused herself due to possible conflict of interest.

1:11:47

Village at North Station Building D Design Review at approximately 1925 W North Temple — Michael
Batt, representing the property owner, is seeking Design Review approval to modify a front setback
requirement for a proposed building located at approximately 1925 W North Temple. The applicant is
requesting to modify the maximum 5' front yard setback requirement due to the location of a high voltage
power line along Orange Street. They are requesting increased front yard setback so that the front of the
building is a required minimum safe distance from the power line. Modifications to the front yard setback
can be approved through the Design Review process. The subject property is located within the TSA-
MUEC-T (Transit Station Area District - Mixed Use Employment Center Station — Transition) zoning
district. The property is in Council District 1, represented by James Rogers (Staff contact: Daniel
Echeverria at (385) 226-3835 or daniel.echeverria@slcgov.com) Case Number PLNPCM2020-00730
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Daniel Echeverria, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the
case file). He stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

Michael Batt, applicant, provided further information and was available for questions.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
e Affordability of the units

PUBLIC HEARING 1:21:38
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Pachuco L — Stated the property owner is making an effort to make the units affordable which is needed
in the community. He also stated he hopes the owner doesn’t buy out the existing properties surrounding
the proposed property.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.
The applicant addressed the public concerns.

MOTION 01:25:36

Commissioner Barry stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve PLNPCM2020-00730 The Village at North Station Building D Design Review with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Hoskins seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins,
Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

01:26:52

9" Mixed-Use Multifamily Design Review — Eric Moran, on behalf of the property owner and
management company, RD Management, along with architects Peter Jacobsen and Jeff Byers of The
Richardson Design Group, are seeking Design Review approval to redevelop the property located at the
southwest corner of the intersection of 400 South and 900 East with residential and commercial space.
The proposal includes 264 residential units and approximately 16,000 square feet of commercial space.
The applicant is requesting Design Review by the Planning Commission to allow for a fagade length
greater than 200 feet in the TSA-UN-C zoning district and for modifications to the design standards in
21A.37. The property is located within Council District 4, represented by Ana Valdemoros. (Staff contact:
Sara Javoronok at (385) 226-4448 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00641

Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
o Clarification on whether there is an outdoor deck or amenities that connect the building

Jeff Byers, Eric Moran, and Craig Zwick, applicants, provided a presentation and further design details.
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The Commission, Staff and Applicants discussed the following:
o Distance between the street front to the amenity deck
o Clarification on what’s facing the entrance of the garage
e Driveway location

PUBLIC HEARING 1:54:31
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated he’s concerned about the excessive amount of parking.
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.

The Commission and Applicant’s further discussed the following:
¢ Clarification on number of parking spaces being proposed
e Width of the sidewalk on 4" South

MOTION 2:03:55
Commissioner Lyon stated, based on the findings listed in the Staff Report, the information
presented and input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve the Design Review (Petition PLNPCM2020-00641) for modification of the 60% glass
requirement on the ground floor and the 200’ maximum length of a street-facing fagade subject
the conditions listed in the staff report. With the added conditions:

1. That the amenity deck is pushed back 40-45 feet from the property line and,;

2. That the upper level material color is changed

Commissioner Barry seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins, Lyon,
Urquhart, Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

The Commission took a 15-minute break.

2:20:12

AT&T Wireless Communication Facility Conditional Use at approximately 1550 South 5600 West
— A request by Brian Sieck of Smartlink for a new AT&T wireless communications facility with an 80°
monopole and unmanned communication site located at approximately 1550 South 5600 West. The
proposed site would be located in the northwest corner of the parcel. The subject property is located
within the M-1 (Light Manufacturing) zoning district and is located within Council District 2, represented
by Andrew Johnston (Staff Contact: Sara Javoronok at (385) 226-4448 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com)
Case number PLNPCM2020-00819

Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
o Clarification on the diameter of the pole

Brian Sieck, applicant, provided further information and was available for questions.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
o Whether the lease is finalized
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PUBLIC HEARING 2:28:51
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing; seeing no one wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer
closed the Public Hearing.

MOTION 2:29:15

Commissioner Bachman stated, based on the findings listed in the Staff Report, the information
presented and input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve the Conditional Use for the AT&T communications site with an 80-foot monopole and
associated equipment (Petition PLNPCM2020-00819) subject to the following conditions:

1. Any modifications to the approved plans after the issuance of a building permit must be
specifically requested by the applicant and approved by the Planning Division prior to
execution.

2. Applicant shall comply with all other department/division requirements.

Commissioner Hoskins seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins,
Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

2:30:50

Master Plan Amendment & Rezone at approximately 810 East 800 South — Salt Lake City has
received a request from Stanford Bell of Altus Development Group representing the property owner of
810 East 800 South, to amend the Central Community Master Plan and the zoning map. The proposal
would rezone the property located at approximately 810 East 800 South from R-2 (Single and Two-Family
Residential) to CB (Community Business) and the Central Community Master Plan Future Land Use map
designation from Low Density Residential to Community Commercial. The applicant anticipates
developing the site with a two-story building with commercial on the first floor and residential units on the
second floor. The subject property is zoned R-2 (Single and Two-Family Residential) and is located within
Council District 5 represented by Darin Mano (Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (385) 226-4448 or
sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00740 & PLNPCM2020-00741

Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation
to the City Council.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
o Whether it’s in the Commissions purview to require a development agreement

Phillip Winston, applicant, provided a presentation with further details.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
o Clarification on why the CB zone was chosen
e Setback standards for CB zone

PUBLIC HEARING 2:48:35
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Cindy Cromer — Stated there is no way that the CB zone with its wide array of allowed uses is appropriate
with at this sensitive location.

Nathan Florence - Provided an email comment stating his support of the request.
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Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.

The Commission discussed the following:
o Possibility of additional condition for a recommendation to the City Council

MOTION 3:01:53

Commissioner Bell stated, based on the findings and analysis in the staff report, testimony, and
discussion at the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council for the proposed Zoning Map Amendment, file PLNPCM2020-
00740, proposed zone change from R-2 (Single and Two Family Residential District) to CB
(Community Business) and file PLNPCM2020-00741 proposed master plan amendment from Low
Density Residential to Community Commercial.

Commissioner Bachman seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins,
Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

3:03:36

Master Plan Amendment and Rezone at approximately 554 & 560 South 300 East - Salt Lake City
has received a request from Mariel Wirthlin, with The Associated Group and representing the property
owner of 554 and 560 South 300 East, to amend the Central Community Master Plan and the zoning
map. The proposal would rezone the properties located at approximately 554 and 560 South 300 East
from RO (Residential Office) to RMU (Residential/Mixed Use) and amend the Central Community Future
Land Use Map from Residential/Office Mixed Use to High Mixed Use. The proposed Master Plan
amendment to High Mixed Use and rezone to RMU is intended to allow retail service uses on the
property, in addition to office use. The subject property is zoned RO (Residential Office) and is located
within Council District 4, represented by Ana Valdemoros (Staff contact: Nannette Larsen at (385) 386-
2761 or nannette.larsen@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00604 & PLNPCM2020-00712

Nannette Larsen, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the
case file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
¢ Clarification on how the height difference changes with the RMU zone
o Clarification on what the rezone is allows

Mariel Wirthlin, applicant, provided further information.

PUBLIC HEARING 3:16:38
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Cindy Cromer — Stated this RO zone is a bad zone and every square inch of it we can get rid of in the
City is a good thing.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.
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The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following:
e Clarification on whether the RO zone will be eliminated

MOTION 3:20:56

Commissioner Lyson stated Based on the information in the staff report | move that the Planning
Commission recommend that the City Council approve the proposed master plan amendment, as
presented in petition PLNPCM2020-00712.

Commissioner Hoskins seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins,
Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

MOTION 3:22:40

Commissioner Lyon stated, Additionally, | move that the Planning Commission recommend that
the City Council approve the proposed zoning map amendment, as presented in PLNPCM2020-
00604.

Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins, Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Ottertrom voted
“Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

Fence Height Zoning Ordinance Amendment — A request by the City Council to amend the zoning
ordinance regulations to remove the special exception process that allows for over-height fences
(Chapter 21A.52.030) and to define instances where a taller fence may be appropriate and approved by
right. The proposed amendments would limit fence, wall, and hedge height to four feet (4’) in front yards
and six feet (6’) in the side or rear yards, except for in a few specific instances. Those instances include
when a residential district abuts a nonresidential district, in extraction industries and manufacturing
districts, public facilities and recreation facilities where a greater height is necessary to protect public
safety, private game courts, and construction fencing. Additionally, the Planning Commission and the
Historic Landmark Commission would have the authority to grant additional fence, wall, or hedge height
as part of a land use application. The amendments proposed to Chapter 21A.40 will affect all zoning
districts throughout Salt Lake City. The changes would apply Citywide. (Staff contact: Krissy Gilmore at
(801) 535-7780 or kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00511

Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the
case file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission forward a positive
recommendation to the City Council.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
e Clarification on unique conditions
o Clarification on how fence height is measured when a property has an abrupt grade change
o Clarification on whether a property owner can build a 10-foot fence around a backyard swimming
pool or tennis court

PUBLIC HEARING 3:38:39
Chairperson Scheer opened the Public Hearing;

Cindy Cromer — Stated when you’re dealing with Historic properties which were built prior to the City’s
zoning ordinance, you ought to be able to repurpose fencing.
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Jim Schulte — Stated he requests special exceptions that addresses special circumstances where some
additional fencing or screening can address the public nuisance, and criminal activity that isn’t compatible
with the surrounding neighborhood.

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.
Judi Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson — Stated her support of the request.

David Fernandez - Stated his support of the request. Also, he asked whether it has been determined
whether vinyl or plastic is considered a durable material.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Scheer closed the Public Hearing.

The Commission and Staff further discussed the following:
o Clarification on what constitutes a durable material
o Clarification on whether there are any limitations of materials
¢ Whether a multi-family mixed use building is considered a non-residential use
e Vacant property that is attracting nuisance

MOTION 4:05:07

Commissioner Bell stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information presented,
and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
recommend that the City Council approve the proposed text amendment, PLNPCM2020-00511
Fence Height Zoning Text Amendment. With the additional recommendation:

1. That Planning Staff draft a provision to the ordinance allowing for a fence height allowing
up to 6-feet in front yards of vacant lots without existing structures, which non-conforming
fences must be removed when the vacant lot is developed and;

2. To add a maximum height of up to 8-feet to residential and non-residential over height
allowances section

Commissioner Urquhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Barry, Bell, Hoskins,
Lyon, Urquhart, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 4:07:59
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