
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 

PLANNING DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

 Staff Report
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

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

Date: July 14, 2021 

Re: PLNPCM2020-01022 – 1945 South 1300 East Zoning Map Amendment 

Zoning Map Amendment 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1945 South 1300 East 
PARCEL ID: 16-17-481-008 
ZONING DISTRICT: RMF-35 (Moderate Density Residential Multi-Family)  

REQUEST:   Salt Lake City received a request from Max Chang, representing American Estate 
Management Corp., the property owner, to amend the zoning map for a property located 
at approximately 1945 South 1300 East. The proposal would rezone the entire property 
from RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential) to RMF-45 (Moderate/High 
Density Multi-Family Residential). The proposed amendment to the Zoning Map is 
intended to accommodate a new multi-family residential development to potentially 
provide a total of 46 residential units.  

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. Applicant Submittal and Information
B. Zoning Map
C. Site Photos
D. Analysis of Amendment Standards
E. RMF-35 Zoning Standards
F. RMF-45 Zoning Standards
G. Department Comments
H. Public Process and Comments

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
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The property under review to amend the zoning map is located on a parcel that fronts on 1300 East 
street and a private alley to the south. The subject property is located in the Sugar House Master 
Planning Area.  
 
The Sugar House Master Plan 
designates the subject property as 
“Medium High Density Residential” 
land use, which provides for an area that 
allows for a density of 20-50 dwelling 
units per acre.  
 
Currently the property is within the 
RMF-35 zoning district. This zoning 
district allows for multi-family housing 
with a maximum building height of 35’. 
The permitted density in the RMF-35 
district is less than 30 dwelling units per 
acre.  
 
The proposal is to amend the zoning 
map in order to change the zoning 
district of the site from RMF-35 to 
RMF-45. The RMF-45 zoning district is 
very similar to the RMF-35 district, 
however, the RMF-45 zoning district 
allows for multi-family housing with a 
maximum of 45’ and a permitted density of less than 43 dwelling units per acre which would meet the 
master plan designation for the property. 
 
The intent of the proposal to amend the zoning map is to facilitate redevelopment of the subject 
property. The redevelopment of the site would allow for additional residential units on the site and a 
taller building. The proposal would allow for the construction of a proposed 3-story structure that 
would consist of a garage ground floor and residential units on the upper two floors. The proposed use 
is residential multi-family that would comprise of 46 residential units consisting of studio, one- and 
two-bedroom units. The current configuration of the site includes 24 residential units.  Access to the 
site is proposed to the private alley towards the south of the subject property. The proposal is a concept 
plan, that is subject to change as a full review is conducted prior to a demolition and building permit. 
However, the redevelopment of the site is anticipated by the property owner and is proposed to be 
constructed consist with the submitted concept plan. Because this is a concept plan, the proposed 
rezone and master plan amendment to the property will not require that the applicant build the units 
as described. If approved, the rezone will allow the applicant or a future developer to develop the site 
in accordance to the RMF-45 zoning district standards and permitted land uses. This is reviewed in 
more depth in Key Consideration 4 of this staff report. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
The site under review for the rezone was originally developed in 1959 for a 24-unit residential 
apartment building. This initial development included a swimming pool in an interior courtyard and 
parking (covered and uncovered) located on the east side of the lot which was accessed by a private 

Figure 1: Vicinity Map 
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alley. After this multi-family development in the late 50s, this structure has been in continuous use as 
residential units since it’s construction. 
 
The subject property has been within the RMF-35 zoning district since 1995 when the citywide rewrite 
of the zoning code occurred, and the site was zoned RMF-35 which most closely fit the development 
pattern of the existing multi-family development.  
 
The property fronts on 1300 
East. 1300 East is labeled on 
the Transportation Master 
Plan as an Arterial Street. This 
arterial street is a street that 
facilitates movement over 
relatively long distances. 
Arterial routes facilitate high 
rates of speed generally. 
Access to the site is facilitated 
by a private alley to the south 
of the site. This private 
alleyway also allows access to 
the business condominium to 
the south of the subject site. 
This alleyway has been 
designed by interested 
property owners to be a one-way access to both of these properties. The design of the private alleyway 
to access the redeveloped site will be a requirement at the time of building permit review to ensure 
sufficient and safe access to the subject and surrounding properties.  
 
The property to the south is within the RO zoning district and was previously developed as a business 
condominium, this site is occupied by various office and retail service types of uses. East of the site is a 
vacant parcel without frontage to a public street. This parcel to the immediate east of the site is also 
within the RMF-35 district and remains vacant and unimproved. This vacant site is not owned by the 
applicant; if at some point in the future the site were to be developed by the property owner the RMF-
35 zoning district standards would apply, or a petition to rezone would need to be requested. To the 
north of the property under review is within the R-1-5000 zoning district and houses a single-family 
house. Single family homes also line 1300 East, to the west of the subject site.  
 
 

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. RMF-35 and RMF-45 Zoning District Comparison  
2. Compatibility with Master Plans 
3. Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties 
4. Concept Plan 

 

Consideration 1 – RMF-35 and RMF-45 Zoning District Comparison 
 

Figure 2: Existing Conditions 
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Landscape Buffers in these districts are required when the site is abutting any single-family residential 
district. Again, both the RMF-35 and RMF-45 districts have the same landscaping buffer requirement. 
That being a 10’ landscaped buffer is needed along any property line that abuts a single-family district.  

 
Design Standards 
There are no design standards required in either the RMF-35 or RMF-45. The only architectural 
requirement in either zone are the front façade controls per 21A.24.010. There is no difference in 
architectural standards between the two districts.  
 

Consideration 2 – Compatibility with Master Plan Policies 
 
The property under review is part of the Sugar House 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 Sugar House Master Plan was adopted by City Council 
in 2001.  

The Sugar House Master Plan includes policies when determining changes to the zoning code and 
zoning map. These policies direct the development of the Sugar House community towards the goals 
of the Sugar House Master Plan. The applicable policies and goals of the Sugar House Community is 
as follows: 

“Provide a mix of housing types, densities, and costs to allow residents to work and 
live in the same community. Locate higher density housing on or near public 
transportation routes to afford residents the ability to reduce their reliance on the 
automobile.” 

 
“Develop the Sugar House Community to be a sustainable, attractive, harmonious 
and pedestrian oriented community.” 

 
The Future Land Use Map within the Sugar House Master Plan designates the subject property as 
Medium High Density Residential. This designation has a minimum and maximum density range of 
20-50 dwelling units per acre. The proposed district of RMF-45 matches this density range of less than 
42 dwelling units per acre permitted. The proposed amendment to RMF-45 also meets the intent of 
the Medium High Density Residential Future Land Use designation. The Sugar House Master Plan 
supports an increase in housing density in this area as there are limited areas in the community for an 
increase, and those places where it is feasible should be encouraged. 
 

“Although few areas in Sugar House are suitable for Medium-High Density 
housing, it should be encouraged where feasible.” 

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

 
The site is located just to the north of the Sugar House Business District, in an area that transitions 
from commercial uses to single-family housing. It is also in these spaces that, “Higher density 
residential redevelopment within or on the periphery of the Sugar House Business District is 
desirable. Examples of zoning districts that can be used to implement this density are C-SHBD, RO, 
RMF-35, and RMF-45”. 
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Another applicable city-wide plan is Plan Salt Lake, which is intended to provide guidance, outlines 
initiatives to support the guide the growth and changes as they occur in the City. This plan also supports 
the proposed amendments.  Initiatives that are supportive of the proposed amendments include: 
 

“Support policies that provides people a choice to stay in their home 
and neighborhood as they grow older and household demographics 
change.” 
 
“Locate new development in areas with existing infrastructure and 
amenities, such as transit and transportation corridors.” 
 
“Encourage a mix of land uses.” 
 
“Promote infill and redevelopment of underutilized land.” 
 
“Accommodate and promote an increase in the City’s population.” 
 
“Ensure access to affordable housing citywide (including rental and 
very low income).” 
 
“Encourage housing options that accommodate aging in place.” 
 
“Promote high density residential in areas served by transit.” 

 
The proposed amendment meet all of these initiatives through supporting residential near accessible 
transit along 1300 East and 2100 South, both with bus routes that are serviced every 15 to 30 minutes. 
The amendments also will create additional residential units that facilitate aging in place and 
accommodates the increasing population and needed housing in the City.  
 
 
Consideration 3 – Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties 
 
Presently a multi-family residential apartment building with 24 residential units is located on the 
subject site. The anticipated redevelopment of the site would remain multi-family residential, but is 
proposed to be at the higher density with 46 residential units. Because the same land use type is 
proposed, staff does not anticipate significant impacts to the surrounding property owners and 
occupants. An analysis of any potential impact or concerns is reviewed below. 
 
Building Height  
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The major change expected, if the zoning map amendment is approved and the property is rezoned to 
RM-45, is building height. Figure 3 shows the allowed building height in each of the surrounding 
districts. In the RMF-35 district the maximum building height allowed is 35’, with the proposed 
changes this would increase to a building height of 45’.  
 

The site just to the south of the 1945 South property is in the RO district. The RO district permits a 
building height of 60’. To the north and east of the subject side are single family residential houses – 
the single-family district allows for structures of up to 28’. This maximum height of 28’ is also 
applicable to the properties across 1300 East.  
 
The proposed 45’ building height is appropriate as its adjacent property to the south permits a structure 
of 60’. A 45’ residential structure height would act as a type of buffer between the more intense type of 
use to the south and the lower density single-family homes to the north. Also, the topography of the 
site and adjoining properties should also be considered. The properties east of 1300 East have a gentle 
increase in elevation toward View Street. This mitigates the effects of additional height on the majority 
of surrounding properties proposed in the redevelopment of the site. This elevation change is shown in 
the site photos in Attachment C of this report, with a photo of a sloping retaining wall that culminates 
at approximately 5’ on the north/east corner of the site.  
 
Parking 
The proposed amendment to rezone the property from RMF-35 to RMF-45 would not change the 
number of required stalls per unit. The required stalls per unit is the same as the surrounding 
properties. While a greater density of residential units would be allowed with the proposed increase in 
height and therefore additional parking stalls would be needed, the rate of parking stalls per unit will 
not change. The parking standards for the redevelopment of the site will be reviewed to ensure 
compatibility with standards during the building permit process. 
 
Building Setbacks and Landscape Buffer 

Figure 3: Surrounding Zoning Districts Building Heights 
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The setbacks between the existing and proposed zoning districts very nearly the same. Both districts 
require around a 20’ front yard setback, a rear yard setback that would also be around 20’, and a 10’ 
landscape buffer where the property line adjoins a single-family district. Therefore, the proposed will 
not alter the development potential of the site in this regard and will be the same as the current zoning 
district. 

 
 
Consideration 4 – Concept Plan 

 
 
 
The purpose of asking the applicant to provide a concept land use and drawing for a zoning map 
amendment submittal is to gain an idea of what the intent of the proposed amendments aim to 
accomplish. While the submittal of a concept plan is helpful, if the proposed amendments are 
approved, the developer is not obliged to the concept plan or its land use. Any development of the site 
would still need to meet all base zoning standards including providing required off-street parking and 
landscaped buffers to adjacent single-family uses. 
 
Whether the proposed amendments are approved or denied by City Council any proposed 
development of this site will be reviewed by the building permit process to ensure that the standards of 
the underlying zoning district are met prior to issuance of the building permit.  

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 

Figure 4: Concept Elevations 
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Overall, the proposed changes to the site, as a result of an approval to the rezone, are limited to an 
increase in building height and allowed density. It has been found in this staff report that these changes 
are mitigated by the surrounding zoning districts and the existing established grade of the subject site 
and adjoining properties.  

Further, the existing infrastructure of the community is sufficient to meet the increase demands of an 
increase in density allowed on the site. This includes sufficient public transit available along 1300 East 
and 2100 South, as well as an arterial route to the immediate west of the subject site.  

Finally, the proposed amendment to the Zoning Map meets the Medium High Density residential land 
use designation in the Future Land Use Map in the Sugar House Master Plan. The RMF-45 district 
allows for a residential density that is recommended in the Master Plan that was approved in 2001. The 
proposed zoning map amendment also meets the intent of the RMF-45 district to, “provide for safe 
and comfortable places to live and play, promote sustainable and compatible development patterns 
and to preserve the existing character of the neighborhood”, as the proposed scale of the building will 
match nearby recent development and will maintain the existing character of moderate to high density 
development in the community. 
 
 

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

Zone Amendment Approval 
If the zone amendment are approved, the applicant will be permitted to build or operate any use 
allowed in the RMF-45, Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential, 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. 
 

Zone Amendment Denial 
If the master plan and zone amendments are denied, the property will remain zoned RMF-35, 
Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential. This zone allows the continued use of residential, and 
may be redeveloped to a maximum height of 35’.  
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ATTACHMENT A:  APPLICANT SUBMITTAL AND INFORMATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 











From: Max Chang
To: Larsen, Nannette
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Re: 1945 S 1300 E Rezone -- PLNPCM2021-01022
Date: Monday, April 26, 2021 3:42:10 PM

Nanette,

Thanks for the call today.  In reviewing what I sent you, I just noticed I omitted the number of
2 bedroom apartments on the second floor in the below description.  That number should be 8.

Here's the revised description:

Concept would be an apartment complex consisting of two floors above one level of garage.
First floor would consist of 22 units broken down to two (2) studios, 14 1-bedroom and six (6)
2-bedroom apartments.
Second floor would consist of 24 units broken down to two (2) studios 14 1-bedroom and
eight (8)  2-bedroom apartments.
Total of 46 apartment units.
Total Parking.  57 spaces in garage, 17 carport for a ratio of 1.6 parking spaces per apartment.
It will probably be a little less when taking into consideration for dumpster and handicap
parking but nonetheless would be above 1.5.

Thanks,

Max

Max Chang | Chief Operating Officer
American Estate Management Corp.

This  e-mail is for the intended recipient only and may contain business  
confidential information. Use of or reliance upon this e-mail other than  by 
the intended recipient is prohibited. This e-mail is the property of  the 
author, furnished without guarantee or warranty, express or implied.  Please 
contact the sender and delete the material from your computer and  any 
network if you receive this in  error. 
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ATTACHMENT B: ZONING MAP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



12 | P a g e  
 

ATTACHMENT C: CENTRAL COMMUNITY FUTURE LAND USE MAP  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



13 | P a g e  
 

ATTACHMENT D: SITE PHOTOS 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

South Side View of Site, looking north/east on private alley. 

West Side View of Site, looking north/east on 1300 East. 
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West Side View of Site, looking south/east on 1300 East. 

East Side View of Site, looking north on private alley. 
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View of North Adjoining Property. 

View of West Adjoining Property. 



16 | P a g e  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

View of north/east property line retaining wall. 
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Single-family detached 
dwellings 

5,000 square feet 50 feet 

Twin home dwellings 4,000 square feet per 
unit 

25 feet 

Two-family dwellings 8,000 square feet 50 feet 
Utility substations and 
buildings 

5,000 square feet 50 feet 

Other permitted or 
conditional uses as 
listed in section 
21A.33.020 of this title 

5,000 square feet 50 feet  

  
Qualifying provisions: 
1.   9,000 square feet for 3 units, plus 2,000 square feet for each additional dwelling unit up to 
and including 11 units. 26,000 square feet for 12 units, plus 1,000 square feet for each 
additional dwelling unit up to 1 acre. For developments greater than 1 acre, 1,500 square feet 
for each dwelling unit is required. 
   D.   Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height permitted in this 
district is thirty five feet (35'). 
   E.   Minimum Yard Requirements: 
      1.   Front Yard: Twenty feet (20'). 
      2.   Corner Side Yard: Ten feet (10'). 
      3.   Interior Side Yard: 
         a.   Single-family detached and two-family dwellings: 
            (1)   Interior lots: Four feet (4') on one side and ten feet (10') on the other. 
            (2)   Corner lots: Four feet (4'). 
         b.   Single-family attached: No yard is required, however, if one is provided it 
shall not be less than four feet (4'). 
         c.   Twin home dwelling: No yard is required along one side lot line while a ten 
foot (10') yard is required on the other. 
         d.   Multi-family dwellings: 
            (1)   Interior lots: Side yard shall be at least ten feet (10'). 
         e.   All other permitted and conditional uses: Ten feet (10') on each side. 
      4.   Rear Yard: Twenty five percent (25%) of the lot depth, but not less than 
twenty feet (20') and need not exceed twenty five feet (25'). 
      5.   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, "Obstructions In Required Yards", of this title. 
      6.   Existing Yards: For buildings legally existing on April 12, 1995, the required 
yard shall be no greater than the established setback line of the existing building 
unless the proposed yard encroachment is to accommodate additional units. New 
principal buildings must conform to current yard area requirements, unless the 
new principal two-family dwelling or twin home has legal conforming status as 
outlined in section 21A.38.070 of this title. 
   F.   Required Landscape Yards: The front yard, corner side and, for interior multi-
family lots, one of the interior side yards shall be maintained as landscape yards. 
   G.   Maximum Building Coverage: 
      1.   Single-Family Detached: The surface coverage of all principal and accessory 
buildings shall not exceed forty five percent (45%) of the lot area. 
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      2.   Single-Family Attached Dwellings: The surface coverage of all principal and 
accessory buildings shall not exceed sixty percent (60%) of the lot area. 
      3.   Two-Family And Twin Home Dwellings: The surface coverage of all principal 
and accessory buildings shall not exceed fifty percent (50%) of the lot area. 
      4.   Multi-Family Dwellings: The surface coverage of all principal and accessory 
buildings shall not exceed sixty percent (60%) of the lot area. 
      5.   Existing Dwellings: For dwellings existing on April 12, 1995, the coverage of 
such existing buildings shall be considered legally conforming. 
      6.   Nonresidential Land Uses: 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 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. (Ord. 46-17, 2017: Ord. 66-13, 2013: Ord. 12-11, 2011: Ord. 62-
09 §§ 6, 9, 2009: Ord. 61-09 § 7, 2009: Ord. 35-99 §§ 18, 19, 1999: Ord. 26-95 § 
2(12-12), 1995) 
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Qualifying provisions: 
1.   9,000 square feet for 3 units, plus 1,000 square feet for each additional dwelling unit up to 
and including 14 units. 21,000 square feet for 15 units, plus 800 square feet for each additional 
dwelling unit up to 1 acre. For developments greater than 1 acre, 1,000 square feet for each 
dwelling unit is required. 
   D.   Maximum Building Height: The maximum building height permitted in this 
district is forty five feet (45'). 
   E.   Minimum Yard Requirements: 
      1.   Front Yard: Twenty percent (20%) of lot depth, but need not exceed twenty 
five feet (25'). For buildings legally existing on April 12, 1995, the required front 
yard shall be no greater than the existing yard. 
      2.   Corner Side Yard: 
         a.   Single-family attached dwellings: Ten feet (10'). 
         b.   Multi-family dwellings: Twenty feet (20'). 
         c.   All other permitted and conditional uses: Twenty feet (20'). 
      3.   Interior Side Yard: 
         a.   Single-family attached dwelling: No yard is required, however if one is 
provided it shall not be less than four feet (4'). 
         b.   Multi-family dwellings: The minimum yard shall be eight feet (8'); 
provided, that no principal building is erected within ten feet (10') of a building on 
an adjacent lot. 
         c.   All other permitted and conditional uses: Ten feet (10') on each side. 
      4.   Rear Yard: The rear yard shall be twenty five percent (25%) of the lot depth, 
but need not exceed thirty feet (30'). 
      5.   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, "Obstructions In Required Yards", 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 except that 
single-family attached dwellings, no interior side yard shall be required. 
   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 abuts a lot in a single-family or two-family 
residential district, a landscape buffer shall be provided in accordance with chapter 
21A.48, "Landscaping And Buffers", of this title. (Ord. 46-17, 2017: Ord. 66-13, 
2013: Ord. 12-11, 2011: Ord. 62-09 § 7, 2009: Ord. 26-95 § 2(12-13), 1995) 

 
 
 
 

 
 

Utility substations and 
buildings 

5,000 square feet 50 feet 

Other permitted or 
conditional uses as 
listed in section 
21A.33.020 of this title 

10,000 square feet 80 feet  
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ATTACHMENT I: 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 

• The application for a rezone was submitted on December 29, 2020. 
• Notice of the proposal, and request for input, was provided to the Central Community Council on 

April 26, 2021. 
o The Sugar House Community Council met on the proposed amendment on May 17,2021. 

 Comments received during this meeting were concerns over building and 
property maintenance, road construction on 1300 East, time line of the building 
construction, and whether the alley to the south of the site is public or private. 

• Early Notification mailings were sent out on April 27, 2021 to property owners and residents 
within 300’ of all four corners of the project site. 

• A public comment was received on May 11, 20201 in reference to concerns about maintenance 
of the building and site; there was also a concern over the design of the building. 

• Public notice of the Planning Commission hearing was mailed to property owners and residents 
within 300’ of the subject site. 

• A public notice sign was posted on the frontage of the subject site on July 2, 2021.  
• Two public comments were received before this report was finalized and is attached to this report. 
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Larsen, Nannette

From: Dayna McKee 
Sent: Wednesday, July 7, 2021 8:36 AM
To: Larsen, Nannette; Judi Short
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Case Number: PLNPCM2020- 01022

Dear Ms. Larsen,  
 
In reference to case number PLNPCM2020‐01022, rezone of 1945 S 1300 E to RMF45, I would like to express my 
concerns. The infrastructure, neighborhoods, roads, and people of this neighborhood have dealt with the undue burden 
of high density construction for too long. I do not think that a rezone from RMF35 to RMF45 is appropriate. It seems to 
me that the city continues to provide zoning variances to developers at the expense of our community. If RMF45 was 
allowed, then why is that not reflected in the current code. It is exhausting to have to be so vigilant about these zoning 
variances and to watch developers, who are not from our community, drop cookie cutter, low quality developments into 
our neighborhood. Frankly speaking, myself, and my neighbors, are quite fed up with it.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  
 
Dayna McKee 
Sugar House Community Council  

 
 



From: Carole Straughn
To: Larsen, Nannette
Subject: (EXTERNAL) 1954 S 1300 E Rezone Request
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 6:32:20 PM

Hello Nannette,

Thank you for your notice about the request to increase density at an
apartment site in our neighborhood. For twelve years I have owned and
lived in the single-family home at 1964 S 1300 E, a half block away and
across the street. From google maps I determined that the rezone request
must refer to the site of the current Highland Terrace Apartments, two
gracious mid-twentieth century buildings that blend into the neighborhood
and have lovely mature trees in front. My questions about the rezone have to
do with how it would affect the quality of life in our neighborhood.

1) Quality of Construction - will the project be built to last as long or
longer than the current building (60 years)?  The owner says it will be more
energy efficient; how will this be accomplished? 
2) Beautiful trees - will the mature trees on the property be retained?
3) Current residents - I have met some of the residents and worry
about their welfare if their current homes are destroyed. They have a
community that will disappear if their building is demolished. Will the
renters among them have ample notice to move. Will the rents be affordable
in the new building? Will those who own condos in the building be
adequately compensated or given units in the new building? Will the
management style of the new building be considerate and ethical?

In researching online I was encouraged by several things. I'm glad that the
new building would not be higher than the current one (two stories).
Operations manager Max Chang is a native of Cottonwood Heights and does
a lot of positive work in the community. I would expect him to proceed
thoughtfully and ethically, so I expect to get positive assurances for my
questions above.

Thank you in advance, Nannette, for reading and answering my concerns.

Sincerely,
Carole Straughn



Nannette,

Do these plans call for a greatly enlarged entry way and alley? Currently ALL traffic from this building 
circles around our Dental Plaza in a one way method and moving from 30 apartments to 45+ means 
a lot of added traffic (Triple the parking stalls) through our already cramped parking lot UNLESS they 
are pushing back their building to make room for this to be a two way road and allow for all of that 
road side parking. We have always had problems with tenants and guest parking in our parking area 
and going into the apartments which we enforce as frequently as possible though we are often busy 
running our own businesses and frequently miss interlopers. At times we have customers saying 
they are 15 mins late because our parking spots are all occupied. If the alley isn't expanded 
significantly their cars would also be likely to hit the cars on our side of the road in the dental parking 
lot along our building where we have one way parking. That is one of the few areas that has access 
to our basement disability ramp & disability parking for our building's lower level. We certainly 
couldn't accommodate all of the heavy equipment and additional traffic flow through our 
community parking and our attorney is checking if any easement in place accounts for
the increased traffic flow of an ongoing one way drive way through the Dental Plaza though we don't 
think it does.   We have serviced the asphalt around the entirety of our building including this alley 
for as long as we know at our sole expense. We are extremely concerned about the increase in 
traffic and construction traffic needed to build out this site.
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From: Scott Cruze  
Sent: Monday, June 14, 2021 1:54 PM
To: Larsen, Nannette <Nannette.Larsen@slcgov.com>
Cc: Dr. Mitchell Rudd 
Subject: Re: (EXTERNAL) (Case number PLNPCM2020-01022) Details






