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PLANNING DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

 Staff Report 
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

From:  Andy Hulka, Principal Planner, andy.hulka@slcgov.com, 801-535-6608 

Date: October 25, 2023 

Re: PLNPCM2023-00223 – Zoning Map Amendment 
PLNPCM2023-00401 – General Plan Amendment 

Zoning Map & General Plan Amendments 
PROPERTY ADDRESSES: 775 E. 400 S. (Parcel ID: 16-05-303-028) 

370 S. 800 E. (Parcel ID: 16-05-303-034) 
354 S. 800 E. (Parcel ID: 16-05-303-017) 

NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN: Central Community 

CURRENT ZONING: TSA-UN-T & RMF-35 
PROPOSED ZONING: TSA-UN-C  

CURRENT LAND USE:  Medium Density T.O.D. & Medium Density Residential 
PROPOSED LAND USE: High Density T.O.D. 

REQUEST: 

Sean Thompson, representing the property owner, Hardage Hospitality, is requesting approval 
from the City to amend the zoning map and the general plan future land use map designations of 
the following properties: 775 E. 400 S., 370 S. 800 E., and 354 S. 800 E. 

1. Zoning Map Amendment (Rezone): The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject
properties from TSA-UN-T (Transit Station Area Urban Neighborhood Transition Area)
and RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential) to TSA-UN-C (Transit Station
Area Urban Neighborhood Core Area).

2. General Plan Amendment: In order to keep the proposed rezone consistent with the
Central Community Master Plan, the applicant is also requesting to amend the future land
use designation for the subject properties from Medium Density Transit Oriented
Development and Medium Density Residential to High Density Transit Oriented
Development.

RECOMMENDATION:  

Based on the information and findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed Zoning and 
General Plan Map Amendments.   

mailto:andy.hulka@slcgov.com
http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/MasterPlansMaps/cent.pdf


PLNPCM2023-00223 
PLNPCM2023-00401 2 October 25, 2023 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. ATTACHMENT A: Vicinity Map

B. ATTACHMENT B: Application Materials

C. ATTACHMENT C: Property and Vicinity Photos

D. ATTACHMENT D: Zoning District Comparison

E. ATTACHMENT E: Analysis of Standards

F. ATTACHMENT F: Public Process & Comments

G. ATTACHMENT G: Department Review Comments

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This is a zoning map and general plan 
amendment request that will affect three 
properties on the northwest corner of the 
800 East & 400 South intersection. The 
intent of this request is to change the 
zoning to allow for higher density 
residential development on the corner of 
the intersection.  

The applicant is proposing to rezone the 
area marked in blue on the Vicinity Map 
from TSA-UN-T (Transit Station Area 
Urban Neighborhood Transition Area) 
and RMF-35 to TSA-UN-C (Transit 
Station Area Urban Neighborhood Core 
Area). Only a portion of the northernmost 
parcel is included in the rezone request, 
with the remaining area maintaining its 
RMF-35 zone. A general plan amendment 
is required to keep the Central 
Community Master Plan’s future land use 
map consistent with the proposed rezone. 

The owner of the subject properties, Hardage Hospitality (SLC 400 S LLC), owns all five parcels 
on the west side of 800 East between Linden Avenue and 400 South. Only three of those 
properties are included in the rezone request. A development application has yet to be submitted 
for the proposed development, but the applicant submitted preliminary drawings (included in 
Attachment B) that show their intention to replace the existing commercial and residential 
structures currently situated on the subject properties.   
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775 E. 400 S. (Looking west from the corner of 800 E. & 400 S.) 

Preliminary Rendering of Potential Future Development 
(Future development will require separate approvals) 
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Zoning 
The area of the proposed amendment covers the entirety of the two southern properties (775 E. 
400 S. and 370 S. 800 E.) and the southern 3’ portion of 354 S. 800 E. The 3’ section was included 
in the request to square-off the zoning district boundary with the existing jog in the property lines, 
as illustrated below:  

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning 

Future Land Use 
Central Community Master Plan future land use map designates the subject properties as 
“Medium Density Transit Oriented Development (10-50 dwelling units/acre)” and “Medium 
Density Residential (15-30 dwelling units/acre).” The request would amend the future land use 
map to “High Density Transit Oriented Development (50 or more dwelling units/acre)” for the 
proposed rezone area:     

Existing Future Land Use Designation Proposed Future Land Use Designation 

354 

370 

775 

354 

370 

775 

354 

370 

775 

354 

370 

775 
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Existing Conditions 

775 E. 400 S. 

• Parcel: 16-05-303-028-0000

• 0.26 acres (11,325 sq. ft.)

• Vacant commercial
(former Pizza Hut)

• Year built: 1978

(Looking west from 800 E.) 

370 S. 800 E. 

• Parcel: 16-05-303-034-0000

• 0.19 acres (8,276 sq. ft.)

• Vacant/sport court

(Looking west over fence) 

354 S. 800 E. 

• Parcel: 16-05-303-017-0000

• 0.13 acres (5,663 sq. ft.)

• Residential Duplex

• Year built: 1921

(Looking west from 800 E.) 

https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=16053030280000
https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=16053030340000
https://slco.org/assessor/new/valuationInfoExpanded.cfm?parcel_id=16053030170000
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APPROVAL PROCESS AND COMMISSION AUTHORITY 

The Planning Commission can provide a positive or negative recommendation for the proposed 
master plan and zoning map amendments. The recommendation will be sent to the City Council, 
who will hold a briefing and an additional public hearing on the proposed amendments. The City 
Council may approve, deny, or make modifications to the proposed amendment requests as they 
see fit and are not limited by any one standard.  

KEY CONSIDERATIONS 

The key considerations listed below were identified through the analysis of the project: 

1. TSA-UN-T vs. TSA-UN-C Zoning District Comparison

2. Compliance with City Goals, Policies, and General Plans

3. Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties

4. Community Input

Consideration 1: TSA-UN-T vs. TSA-UN-C Zoning District Comparison 

Changing the zoning district from Transition to Core would constitute a change from an area with 
moderate development intensity potential to an area that allows more intense development. The 
zoning district standards primarily affected by the proposed change are the allowed uses, building 
height, and parking.  

Permitted and Conditional Uses 
Both zones allow a broad range of uses intended to promote mixed use redevelopment of the 
corridor. No issues related to the changes were identified by staff or the public during the initial 
application review. A full list of all changes to the permitted and conditional uses is provided in 
Attachment D.  

Building Height 
If the rezone is approved, buildings would be allowed to be taller on the properties, as shown in 
the table below. Projects that receive a qualifying development score are eligible for an increase 
in height of one story of habitable space.  

TSA-UN-T TSA-UN-C 

Minimum Height 0’ 25’ 

Maximum Height 50’ 75’ 

The 25’ increase in maximum height from the Transition Area to the Core Area is the most 
significant difference to consider with this request. Under the current zoning, the subject 
properties are likely to be developed in a “4-over-1” style (four stories over a concrete podium), 
while a rezone to the Core Area could allow up to two additional stories for a possible “6-over-1.” 
The increased maximum height is appropriate due to the subject properties’ location on a 
prominent street corner near transit and away from small scale zoning districts. Further 
discussion of the proposed maximum height and its impact to the neighborhood is included in 
Consideration 3. 
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Parking 
The recently adopted Off Street Parking ordinance establishes minimum and maximum parking 
requirements for land uses based on their “context area.” The TSA Transition Areas are classified 
as “Urban Center Context”, which requires low parking counts, and the TSA Core Areas are 
classified as “Transit Context.” Transit Context areas have the lowest parking demand and may 
be exempt from minimum parking requirements or be required to provide minimal off-street 
parking for both residential and commercial uses. Because of the subject properties’ proximity to 
multiple transit stations, the “Transit Context” parking standards are appropriate. 

Consideration 2: Compliance with City Goals, Policies, and General Plans 

Plan Salt Lake 
Many of Plan Salt Lake’s guiding principles provide direction relevant to this request. The request 
complies with all applicable goals and policies for neighborhoods, growth, housing, 
transportation & mobility, and air quality.  

Neighborhoods: 

• “Neighborhoods that provide a safe environment, opportunity for social interaction, and
services needed for the wellbeing of the community therein.”

The purpose of the TSA Core Area is to “enhance the area closest to a transit station as a lively, 
people oriented place.” The requested map amendments are intended to encourage 
redevelopment of a vacant commercial property, which is consistent with the vision for a vibrant 
urban neighborhood.   

Growth: 

• “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.”

Because the petition is intended to encourage mixed-use redevelopment on a transit corridor, the 
applicant’s request is consistent with the City’s growth initiatives. Further discussion of the 
infrastructure serving the site is included under Consideration 3.  

Housing: 

• “Direct new growth toward areas with existing infrastructure and services that have the
potential to be people-oriented.”

• “Promote high density residential in areas served by transit.”

400 South is a significant east-west transportation corridor with infrastructure to support new 
growth. The requested map amendments are intended to allow greater development potential on 
the subject properties, which is consistent with these housing initiatives. 

https://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/Projects/PlanSaltLake/final.pdf
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Transportation & Mobility: 

• “Reduce automobile dependency and single occupancy vehicle trips.”
• “Encourage transit-oriented development (TOD).”

The subject properties are located less than a quarter mile from the 900 East TRAX Station. 
Because development near transit enables future residents to choose transit over driving for many 
trips, this request is consistent with the City’s transportation vision.  

Air Quality: 

• “Increase mode-share for public transit, cycling, walking, and carpooling.”

Zoning districts that encourage transit-oriented development are intended to make transit, 
cycling, walking more realistic travel options for future residents. The purpose of the proposed 
zoning district is consistent with the applicable Air Quality initiative.  

Central Community Master Plan 
The applicable community master plan for the area is the Central Community Master Plan. The 
subject properties are in the East Central North neighborhood planning area and part of the 
Bryant neighborhood, which is located between 700 and 1000 East from South Temple to 400 
South. Issues identified within the East Central North neighborhood include: 

• “Ensure that transit-oriented development and other development patterns are
consistent with historic preservation goals.”

• “Ensure that commercial development is compatible with any adjacent residential land
uses.”

• “Ensure new multi-family development is carefully sited, well designed, and compatible
in scale.”

The subject properties are not located within the boundaries of a local historic district. While the 
properties are in a national historic district, the existing buildings are noncontributing structures. 
No change to the historic preservation status of the properties is proposed with this petition. 
Future development will be compatible in scale with other TSA zone developments along 400 
South and subject to the TSA standards and Development Guidelines review. Because of these 
factors, along with the compatibility analysis in Consideration 3, the request adequately addresses 
the issues raised in the community plan.    

The plan also gives specific direction related to Transit Oriented Development: 

• “Transit Oriented Development can target specific properties, such as those along the
400 South corridor, for redevelopment that do not affect the historic character of the
neighborhood. New development should occur on vacant or noncontributing sites and
should be compatible with the historic district. The goal is to allow higher density
structures where commercial zoning exists to meet the desired population density in TOD 
area while eliminating demolition pressures on contributing historic structures.”

This petition targets properties along the 400 South corridor that do not include contributing 
historic structures. The subject parcels include two currently vacant and commercially zoned 
properties. This request is consistent with the vision to allow higher densities in areas that were 
previously commercially zoned.  

http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/MasterPlansMaps/cent.pdf
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400 South Livable Communities Project (Transit Oriented Development) 
The 400 South Livable Communities Project introduced a transit oriented development concept 
to the corridor that was intended to encourage mixed-use development near transit stations. The 
plan’s direction regarding Core Areas is:  

• Core Areas should be located “generally within a one-fourth (1/4) mile walk of a transit
station platform.”

Because the subject properties are less than a quarter mile from the 900 East TRAX Station, the 
rezone request is consistent with the plan’s strategy for Core Areas.   

Regarding density, the plan states that: 

• “The highest residential densities and most intense land uses are generally located closest 
to the station platform along 400 South between 700 East and 900 East, particularly on
the south side of 400 South.”

The plan gives further direction regarding the north side of 400 South: 

• “The north side of 400 South is part of the transition area due to the close proximity of
the relatively low scale nature of the residential area to the north and the desire to
maintain that character and the impacts that taller buildings on 400 South would have
on privacy and solar access.”

This request would place the north boundary of the new Core Area approximately 125’ to the south 
of Linden Avenue, providing a reasonable buffer distance between the small scale neighborhood 
and any future construction, allowing continued privacy and solar access for the neighbors to the 
north. Additional discussion about compatibility and buffer areas is provided in Consideration 3. 

Housing SLC 
The applicant’s narrative focuses heavily on the Housing SLC goals to support their request. 
Housing SLC is a new 5-year housing plan adopted by the City Council on June 13, 2023, which 
provides a framework to guide housing-related decision making throughout the city.  

The plan sets a goal of entitling 10,000 new housing units throughout the city, with the 
following strategies: 

• “Continue increasing density limits in areas next to or near major transit investment
corridors, commercial centers, or employment centers and where high density
development is compatible with adjacent land uses.”

• “Amend land use regulations to allow for higher density or new moderate income
residential development in commercial or mixed-use zones near major transit
investment corridors.”

The proposed map amendments are consistent with these strategies because they would allow 
the potential for more housing units near transit in the future.   

http://www.slcdocs.com/Planning/MasterPlansMaps/TOD%20Amend%20CCMP%2010.2012.pdf
https://www.slc.gov/can/housing-slc/
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Consideration 3: Zoning Compatibility with Adjacent Properties 

The subject properties are located in the Bryant neighborhood, which is characterized by a rich 
collection of architectural styles and a wide variety of land uses, with a strong commercial 
presence along 400 South. Compatibility with adjacent properties was emphasized repeatedly in 
the applicable general plans and was the primary concern identified by the Community Council 
and residents during the early notification period. Based on an analysis of the surrounding 
neighborhood context and infrastructure capacity, staff finds that the requested map 
amendments will be compatible with adjacent properties. 

Context 
The subject properties are surrounded by a mix of residential, commercial, and institutional uses. 

North: 
• The properties in the RMF-35 district

immediately to the north include a single-
family home (350 S. 800 E.) and a legal
nonconforming 4-plex (346 S. 800 E.).

• The north side of Linden Avenue consists
primarily of single-story residential
development in the SR-3 zoning district.

East: 
• Across 800 E. is a drive-through restaurant

(809 E. 400 S.) in the TSA-UN-T zoning
district and single- and multi-family
residential units in the RMF-35 zoning district.

South: 
• Across 400 S. is a meetinghouse for a church

(420 S. 800 E.) in the CS zoning district.

West: 
• A multi-family residential development (765 E. 

400 S.) is located on the neighboring property 
to the west in the TSA-UN-T zoning district. 

Buffer & Height 
An increase to the maximum allowed building height is the most significant difference proposed 
by this request. The proposed TSA-UN-C district permits buildings up to 75’ in height with a 
possibility to add one additional story for projects with a qualifying development score. The 
distance between the northern boundary of the proposed rezone and the SR-3 Residential Zoning 
District on Linden Avenue is approximately 170’. 800 East provides a similarly wide buffer 
between the subject area and the residences to the east. If approved, the rezone area would be 
surrounded by RMF-35 and TSA-UN-T zoning districts, both of which create a transition of height 
and density between small scale residential development already established in the area and new 
development on 400 South. Because of the considerable distance to Linden Avenue and the single 
and two-family districts, this rezone request is consistent with the 400 South Livable 
Communities Project’s guidance.  

Vicinity Zoning Map  
(rezone area in yellow) 
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Infrastructure & Water Use 
The City’s long range plans state that new development should be located in areas with existing 
infrastructure and amenities. The subject property is approximately halfway between the 
University of Utah and the City’s Central Business District, with two light rail stations within 
about a quarter mile in either direction. The site is also served by the 900 South bus route a block 
to the east. Cyclists can use the shared bike lane (“sharrow”) markings on 800 East to access the 
bike lanes on 300 South when travelling east or west. The transportation infrastructure serving 
the site is adequate to accommodate new development. 

Public Utilities staff reviewed the rezone request and did not identify any particular issues with 
the proposal related to utility infrastructure. Any future proposal to develop the property will be 
required to provide utilities in compliance with Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities 
(SLCDPU) standard practices. The Public Utilities review stated that “a watermain and sewer 
main upsize is highly likely for this project and its scope and extent will be determined once the 
water and sewer demands are submitted by the applicant.” Although new development in this 
location may necessitate new utility upgrades, the 2020 Salt Lake City Water Conservation Plan 
acknowledges that increases in density “may significantly decrease per capita outdoor water use, 
even if water use patterns do not otherwise change.” A rezone to increase density at this location 
will be consistent with City goals related to responsible water use.  

Consideration 4: Community Input 

It is worth noting that this request is not the first time redevelopment of the property has been 
under consideration by the City. Several redevelopment proposals have been considered over the 
years, with each subsequent iterations redesigned based on feedback from the community.  

In 2013, the Hardage Group applied to rezone all five of the parcels between 400 S. and Linden 
Ave. along 800 E to TSA-UN-T. The plans submitted with the rezone proposed a 6-story, 60-unit 
apartment complex, which was met with considerable opposition. At the request of the Central 
City and East Central Community Councils, the applicant withdrew the application to redesign 
the project.  

In 2014, a Planned Development was proposed for the five properties along 800 East between 
Linden Avenue and 400 South, with no rezone. The proposed design included 47 multi-family 
residential units, with apartments located within the TSA-UN-T zone and townhomes in the RMF-
35 zone. The request to build within the existing zoning districts was also met with opposition 
from the community. The Planned Development was ultimately approved by the Planning 
Commission, but no further permit applications were submitted.  

Since that time, the 400 South corridor has seen additional high-density and mixed-use projects 
developed, including several within a block of the subject properties. Additional TSA-UN-C 
projects have also been recently proposed further to the east. The project has been redesigned to 
reflect these development trends along the corridor.  

The East Central Community Council remains opposed to development on this site and has 
submitted a letter detailing their concerns. The applicant has met with the Community Council in 
an effort to include some of their requests in the future design. Notably, the applicant has 
indicated a willingness to preserve the 4-plex on the corner of Linden & 800 East and rezone only 
the southeast corner of the block to provide a buffer from the existing residential neighborhood 
to the north.  

http://www.slcdocs.com/utilities/PDF%20Files/conservation/2020WaterConservationPlan.pdf
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the information and findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the proposed Zoning and 
General Plan Map Amendments. 

NEXT STEPS 

The Planning Commission can provide a positive or negative recommendation for the proposal 
and, as part of a recommendation, can add conditions or request that changes be made to the 
proposal. The recommendation and any requested conditions/changes will be sent to the City 
Council, which will hold a briefing and additional public hearing on the proposed zoning and 
future land use map changes. Then, the City Council may modify the proposal and approve or 
deny the proposed map amendments.  If ultimately approved by the City Council, the changes 
would be incorporated into the official City Zoning and future land use maps. However, if the City 
Council does not approve the proposed amendments, the properties could still be developed 
under their current zoning. 
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ATTACHMENT A: Vicinity Map 
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ATTACHMENT B: Application Materials 
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ATTACHMENT C: Property and Vicinity 
Photos 

(775 E. 400 S., looking west from 800 E.) 

(360 S. 800 E., looking west from 800 E.) 
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(354, 350, and 346-348 S. 800 E., looking west from 800 E.) 

(Looking west down Linden Ave. from 800 E.) 
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(809 E. 400 S., looking east from 800 E.) 

(420 S. 800 E., looking south from 400 S.) 
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ATTACHMENT D: Zoning District Comparison 

General Zoning Standards 
A majority of the zoning standards in the TSA district remain the same whether a property is in a 
Transition or Core Area. Setbacks, lot width, lot size, landscaping, and design standards are the 
same for all TSA districts. The primary differences between Transition and Core Areas are the height 
standards, allowed uses, and parking requirements.  

Purpose 
Within the TSA Transit Station Area zoning district, transit stations are categorized into station 
types (Urban Center, Urban Neighborhood, Mixed Use Employment Center, or Special Purpose). 
Each station typically also includes a core area and a transition area. The transition areas are 
intended to allow a moderate level of development intensity and act as a buffer to surrounding 
neighborhoods, while the core areas are intended to allow more intense development.  

21A.26.078.A.2. Transition Area: The purpose of the transition area is to provide 
areas for a moderate level of land development intensity that incorporates the 
principles of sustainable transit oriented development. The transition area is intended 
to provide an important support base to the core area and transit ridership as well as 
buffer surrounding neighborhoods from the intensity of the core area. These areas 
reinforce the viability of the core area and provide opportunities for a range of housing 
types at different densities. Transition areas typically serve the surrounding 
neighborhood and include a broad range of building forms that house a mix of 
compatible land uses. Commercial uses may include office, retail, restaurant and other 
commercial land uses that are necessary to create mixed use neighborhoods. 

21A.26.078.A.1. Core Area: The purpose of the core area is to provide areas for 
comparatively intense land development with a mix of land uses incorporating the 
principles of sustainable, transit oriented development and to enhance the area closest 
to a transit station as a lively, people oriented place. The core area may mix ground floor 
retail, office, commercial and residential space in order to activate the public realm. 

Height 
In TSA Districts, a minimum height is required for properties with frontage along a fixed rail line. 
There is no minimum height in transition areas, but a minimum height of 25’ is required for core 
areas. The maximum height is 50’ in transition areas and 75’ in core areas. Projects that receive a 
qualifying development score are eligible for an increase in height of one story of habitable space. 

TSA-UN-T TSA-UN-C 

Minimum Height 0’ 25’ 

Maximum Height 50’ 75’ 
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Land Use 
For ease of comparison, only the land use classifications that would change as a result of the rezone 
request are listed below. All other land uses would remain the same in either TSA district (see Table 
21A.33.035: Table of Permitted and Conditional Uses for Transit Station Area Districts).  

Use TSA-UN-T TSA-UN-C 

Bar establishment 
(more than 2,500 square feet in floor area) 

Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Brewpub (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area) Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Distillery Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Tavern (more than 2,500 square feet in floor area) Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Winery Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Pet cemetery Permitted Use - 

Bakery, commercial - Permitted Use

Bio-medical facility - Permitted Use

Commercial food preparation - Permitted Use

Crematorium - Permitted Use

Dwelling, Single-family detached Permitted Use - 

Mobile food court - Permitted Use

Parking, Commercial (if located in a parking structure) - Permitted Use

Radio, television station - Permitted Use

Small brewery Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Stadium - Conditional Use

Storage, self Permitted Use - 

Theater, live performance Conditional Use Permitted Use 

Theater, movie - Permitted Use

Woodworking mill Permitted - 
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Setbacks 
There are no zone-specific differences in setback requirements between the transition and core 
areas. On corner lots, the property owner declares which lot lines are the front and corner side 
yard lines. The setbacks required for a future development after the lots are consolidated will be 
as follows: 

RMF-35 TSA 

Front Yard (800 E.) 20’ None, and at least 50% of the street 
facing building façade must be within 
5’ of the property line Corner Side Yard (800 E.) 10’ 

Front Yard (400 S.) N/A 10’, and at least 50% of the street 
facing building façade must be built 
to the minimum Corner Side Yard (400 S.) N/A 

Interior Side Yard 10’ None 

Rear Yard 25’ None 

Parking 
The Off Street Parking standards establish parking requirements based on the specific land use 
proposed. As previously noted, no specific land use is under review with this application, so the 
overall parking differences for all land uses should be evaluated. Generally speaking, the TSA-UN-
C district does not have parking minimums, so the rezone request would constitute a change from 
a context with low minimum parking requirements to a context with no minimum parking 
requirements, for both residential and commercial uses. Because new development is likely to 
include a multi-family residential component, a comparison of the multi-family parking 
standards is provided below:   

TSA-UN-T 
(Urban Center Context) 

TSA-UN-C 
(Transit Context) 

Minimum Parking 
(Multi-family) 

Studio: No Minimum 
1 bedroom: 0.5 space per DU 
2+ bedrooms: 1 space per DU 

No Minimum 

Maximum Parking 
(Multi-family) 

All Contexts:  
Studio & 1 Bedroom: 2 spaces per DU 

2+ bedrooms: 3 spaces per DU 

Minimum Bicycle 
Parking 

1 per 3 units 1 per 2 units 
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ATTACHMENT E: Analysis of Standards 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS 

State Law, Utah Code Annotated, Title 10 Chapter 9a, requires that all municipalities have a 
general plan. However, there is no specific criteria relating to general plan amendments. The City 
does not have specific criteria relating to general plan amendments. However, City Code Section 
21A.02.040 (Effect of Adopted Master Plans or General Plans) addresses this issue in the 
following way:   

All master plans or general plans adopted by the planning commission and city council 
for the city, or for an area of the city, shall serve as an advisory guide for land use 
decisions. Amendments to the text of this title or zoning map should be consistent with 
the purposes, goals, objectives and policies of the applicable adopted master plan or 
general plan of Salt Lake City. (Ord. 26-95 § 2(1-4), 1995)   

While a general plan amendment petition is not required as part of a zoning amendment 
application, this petition has been submitted to maintain consistency “with the purposes, goals, 
objectives, and policies of the city as stated through its various adopted planning documents.” 
Without a general plan amendment, the applicant’s proposal to rezone the subject properties to 
accommodate a higher density, transit-oriented development would not align with the Central 
Community Future Land Use Map. The subject properties are currently identified as “Medium 
Density Transit Oriented Development (10-50 dwelling units/acre)” and “Medium Density 
Residential (15-30 dwelling units/acre). The request would amend the future land use map to 
“High Density Transit Oriented Development (50 or more dwelling units/acre)” for the two 
southern properties (775 E. 400 S. and 370 S. 800 E.) and the southern 3’ portion of 354 S. 800 
E. The Central Community Master Plan defines high-density transit-oriented development as:

High-density transit-oriented development: High-density TOD (dark sage green 
on map) is the same concept as medium-density TOD except at a greater scale. These 
areas are in centers of high population where pedestrians are more concentrated. 
Building heights are established for high density and higher intensity office or 
commercial uses. They have a maximum of three floors of office or retail space with 
multiple floors of residential uses above. The intent is to create a revived downtown and 
strengthen the livability of the Central Community. High-density transit-oriented 
development supports residential land uses with a density range of 50 or more dwellings 
per acres.  

The proposed general plan amendment has been included in this request to provide consistency 
between the Central Community Master Plan and the proposed zoning designation of the subject 
property. State law requires that a public hearing with adequate public notice be held by the 
Planning Commission prior to forwarding a recommendation to the City Council for any general 
plan amendment. The required process and notice requirements have been met.  
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ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS  

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

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;

Discussion:  
As discussed in Key Consideration 2, staff finds this application to be consistent with the vision of 
the relevant planning documents.  

Plan Salt Lake contains guiding principles that encourage growth and redevelopment, with 
emphasis on promoting higher densities in areas served by transit.  

The Central Community Master Plan encourages transit-oriented development along the 400 
South corridor but stresses the importance of new multi-family development being compatible 
with the surrounding area.  

The 400 South Livable Communities Station Area Plan supports Core Areas being located within 
¼ mile of transit stations and high densities along 400 South, but also notes that taller buildings 
could impact privacy and solar access to the lower-scale residential areas.  

Housing SLC recommends increasing density near transit corridors and allowing higher densities 
in mixed-use zones. The plan also established a goal of entitling 10,000 new housing units by 2027. 

In addition to their zoning map amendment application, the applicant has submitted a general 
plan amendment application to change the future land use designation of the subject area to “High 
Density Transit Oriented Development.” If the general plan amendment is approved, the zoning 
change will be consistent with the future land use map. 

Finding: Complies 
The proposal 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.

Discussion: 
21A.02.030 General Purpose and Intent of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance 
The purpose of the zoning ordinance is to promote the health, safety, morals, convenience, order, 
prosperity, and welfare of the present and future inhabitants of Salt Lake City, to implement the 
adopted plans of the city, and, in addition: 
A. Lessen congestion in the streets or roads;
B. Secure safety from fire and other dangers;
C. Provide adequate light and air;
D. Classify land uses and distribute land development and utilization;
E. Protect the tax base;
F. Secure economy in governmental expenditures;
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G. Foster the city’s industrial, business and residential development; and
H. Protect the environment.

The proposal is expected to further the general purposes of the zoning ordinance. The additional 
density that would be possible as a result of this request is in a location that makes it possible for 
residents to use transit rather than driving, which would support the goals of lessening congestion 
in the streets or roads, and improving air quality to protect the environment. The request also 
increases the redevelopment potential of a vacant commercial property, which would foster 
residential development and broaden the tax base by creating new housing opportunities for future 
residents. 

Finding: Complies 
The proposal generally furthers the purpose statements of the zoning ordinance. 

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

Discussion: 
The proposed amendment is intended to increase the development potential of the subject 
properties. The impacts of a development in the TSA-UN-T District and TSA-UN-C District are 
generally expected to be similar. Potential negative impacts associated with the additional height 
will be buffered from the nearby small-scale residential neighborhood by the existing RMF-35 and 
TSA-UN-T zoning districts abutting the subject properties. The additional height is consistent with 
the development pattern along 400 South and is appropriate at the proposed location on the corner 
of the block. 

Finding: Complies 
As discussed in Key Consideration 3, the site is expected to adequately support future development 
without negative impacts to adjacent properties.  

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

Discussion: 
21A.34.060: Groundwater Source Protection Overlay District:  The purpose of this section is to 
protect, preserve, and maintain existing and potential public drinking groundwater sources in 
order to safeguard the public health, safety and welfare of customers and other users of the City’s 
public drinking water supply, distribution and delivery system. 

The Groundwater Source Protection overlay imposes additional requirements for recharge areas 
and protection zones. The proposed amendment does not conflict with the purpose of this overlay. 

Finding: Complies 
The map amendment doesn’t conflict with any overlays that affect the property. 
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5. The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject
property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreational facilities, 
police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies,
and wastewater and refuse collection.

Discussion: 
Roadways 
The City’s Transportation division reviewed the applicant’s zoning amendment proposal and did not 
note any issues or concerns related to roadway capacity. Transportation staff did make note of the zoning 
amendment’s reduction of minimum parking requirements.   

Parks and Recreation Facilities 
The park nearest to the subject site is Gilgal Gardens, approximately .2 miles away across 400 South. 
Additional parks in the area include Faultline Park and Victory Park to the east and 6th East Park to the 
northwest.  

Police and Fire Protection 
The Police Department and fire code reviewers did not note any issues or concerns specific to the zoning 
amendment request. Fire code reviewers indicated that additional review would be required when a 
development design has been submitted. The Police Department recommended that the property 
manager develop plans for property maintenance and enforcement after final approvals are complete.   

Schools 
Bennion Elementary School is approximately 0.1 miles from the subject site, south of 400 South. Bryant 
Middle School is located approximately 0.5 miles to the north. East High School is approximately 1.5 
miles away.  

Stormwater, Water Supply, Wastewater & other public facilities, and services 
The City’s Department of Public Utilities did not note any issues or concerns with the proposed zoning 
map and master plan amendment. System upgrades may be required to support the development and 
will be determined during building permit review.   

Refuse Collection 
The applicant will need to provide adequate waste-removal facilities with any development application 

Finding: Complies 
The City’s public facilities and services have adequate capacity to serve the additional density that 
would be allowed with this rezone. 
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ATTACHMENT F: Public Process & 
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 since the applications were submitted: 

• July 6, 2023 – The East Central Community Council was sent the 45-day required notice
for recognized community organizations. The Community Council comments are attached
to this report for review and consideration.

• July 10, 2023 – Property owners and residents within 300 feet of the development were
provided early notification of the proposal.

• July – August 2023 – The project was posted to the Online Open House webpage.

Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included: 

• October 13, 2023
o Public hearing notice signs were posted on the property.

• October 13, 2023
o Public hearing notice mailed.
o Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division list serve.

Public Input: 

The East Central Community Council submitted a letter in opposition to the request. The 
Community Council comments contend that the proposal is inconsistent with the goals of the 
Central City Master Plan and Housing SLC, that it does not further the purpose statements of the 
TSA districts, and that it would negatively affect adjacent properties.  

In addition to the Community Council letter, staff received seven written comments from 
residents in opposition to the proposal. Residents expressed concerns about neighborhood 
character, traffic, construction, light, affordability, sustainability, parking, and historic 
preservation.  The public comments have also been attached to this report for review.  

52



August 24, 2023 
Andy Hulka, andy.hulka@slcgov.com & Meagan Booth, meagan.booth@slcgov.com 
Principal Planners, Planning Division 
Department of Community & Neighborhood, Salt Lake City Corporation 
Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

Regarding: Hardage Hospitality Rezone and General Plan Amendment Request - PLNPCM2023-00223 
& PLNPCM2023-00401 

Dear Planning Staff and Planning Commissioners, 

The East Central Community Council supports the development of parcel 16-05-303-028 and 034 as 
they are currently zoned or TSA-UN-T but does not support the request to change this zone to TSA-
UN-C. We ask that the Planning Commission forward a negative recommendation to the City Council. 

Having said that, if the owner is willing, we believe by continuing to work together we can find a 
creative solution that will both allow the ROI that the owner is seeking while at the same time 
protecting the existing housing stock and neighborhood.  
We also appreciate the time that Sean has taken to listen and meet with the community and the 
willingness of the owner to consider retaining and restoring his 4 plex. 
We understand that by right, he can demolish the existing housing stock and rebuild utilizing the RMF 
35 criteria, but we hope he reconsiders.  
In East Central (which spans from 700 East to 1400 East, South Temple to 900 South) every single house 
matters to the city. Our percentage of rentals is approximately 60% with most houses containing 2-5 
units. Our older homes provide a large portion of the existing affordable workforce housing for rent by 
families, endangered populations, refugees, vets, seniors, and the workforce of downtown and the U 
for the city. Once these homes are gone, they cannot be recreated. Renters on these current properties 
include a family of five in the single-family home who have lived in the area for 20 years (in this home 3 
years with children attending Bennion and planning on Bryant), others who work nearby utilizing transit 
have lived in the duplex for five years all paying reasonable rates thanks to the owner.  
On July 11 of this year, Mayor Mendenhall reiterated that we need to “preserve the affordable housing 
we have…the urgency is great for us to be creative, in ways that we can stabilize our households.” 
While this city desperately needs housing, we need to ask ourselves what exactly is the breakdown of 
the type of housing we need? Exactly how many market rate 1 or two bedrooms or how many homes, 
duplexes or triplexes for families and where can they be located given employment and school 
considerations? We believe a location near a transit hub is only one of the criteria that needs to be 
measured to accomplish our housing goals while at the same time stepping back and giving a good look 
at neighborhood and city costs. 

In summary, we sincerely hope that we will be allowed to continue to work collaboratively to strike a 
positive outcome for both the owner and the neighborhood. Thank you for your consideration.  

With kind regards and on behalf of the ECC and the ECC Executive Board, 

Esther Hunter Chair, East Central Community Council 
Eastcentralcommunity@gmail.com 
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To: Any Hulka, Principal Planner, Planning Division, Salt Lake City Corp. 
andy.hulka@slcgov.com 
Meagan Booth, Principal Planner, Planning Division, Salt Lake City Corp. 
Meagan.booth@slcgov.com 
Salt Lake City Planning Commission via Andy and Meagan 

Regarding: 
Petition Numbers PLNPCM2023-00223 & PLNPCM2023-00401 
Hardage Hospitality Rezone and General Plan Amendment Request  
Analysis by the  Community Development/Land Use Committee of the East Central 
Community Council  

21A.50.050: STANDARDS FOR GENERAL AMENDMENTS: 

B. In making a decision to amend the zoning map, the City Council should consider the following:

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.

No – It is repeatedly inconsistent with the future land use map; master plan goals and objectives; and Housing Salt

Lake plan, the latter especially due to the dire shortage of affordable and deeply affordable housing and any

market rate construction meets the goal, including in TSA-UN-T as currently zoned.

A few CCMP policies have been highlighted in the applicants petitions and at best are a stretch or would apply to

a project within the existing zoning, as well.

We feel compliance needs to be looked at in balance and totality.

The project provides no affordable or deeply affordable units and does not meet the remaining unit gap for

Housing SLC. As proposed, there will be a net loss of naturally affordable housing units.

Since the updated housing loss mitigation ordinance is not yet in place, meaning they will not be required to be

replaced.

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

No – The existing TSA-UN-T zoning already meets the purpose statements of the TSA portion of the zoning

ordinance. The site-specific considerations of the 2 TSA-UN-T parcels have already been evaluated in prior

planning decisions.

“The transition area is intended to provide an important support base to the core area and transit ridership as well

as buffer surrounding neighborhoods from the intensity of the core area. These areas reinforce the viability of the

core area and provide opportunities for a range of housing types at different densities. Transition areas typically

serve the surrounding neighborhood and include a broad range of building forms that house a mix of compatible

land uses.” This remains the priority at these parcels given the block context and prior city planning to buffer the

neighborhood here.

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

It would significantly negatively affect them. The adjacent properties are residential. The height, scale, and 

massing of a 75’ building is completely out of scale and character to nearby structures. We believe it will 

substantially shade the apartments to the east, the proposed open space and housing to the north. A zoning change 

will likely assure the demolition of at least 2 historic houses and degrade the historic character of this block face 
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within the Bryant neighborhood. A rule of thumb has been that once ~30% of a historic block face is demolished 

or replaced with incompatible infill, the rest is at higher risk of loss. This process would continue to degrade the 

National Historic District, which is a key designation that provides access to rehabilitation tax credits to property 

owners within it.  

4. Whether a proposed map amendment is consistent with the purposes and provisions of any applicable overlay

zoning district which may impose additional standards; and

N/A – this property is not subject to any overlay zones.

5. The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, including, but not limited

to, roadways, parks and recreational facilities, police and fire protection, schools, storm water drainage systems,

water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection.

Concerns 

1. Given the lack of permanent supportive housing and treatment for our unhoused residents, the proposed

green strip/with parking below will likely place a burden on both the neighborhood and the Police

Department in the near term.

2. Eighth East is a neighborhood byway and bikeway that will be impacted by car traffic by the proposed

building access of parking and service vehicles via the 800 East driveway. We recommend egress from

parking should be on 400 S to reduce impacts to the byway and traffic-calmed street.

3. Given this is the transit corridor intended to promote the use of transit, the current application exceeds the

minimum parking allocation required by code. We recommend this be reduced to the minimum parking

required by the code.

4. It is our understanding that the owners do not plan to incorporate any substantive green infrastructure,

green building, or other sustainable features beyond code requirements that would mitigate impacts on

public infrastructure.

Other Considerations: 

• We support the redevelopment of the two TSA-UN-T lots that currently include a closed Pizza Hut

restaurant, parking lot, and an adjacent parcel within the existing zone. We support development that

remains sensitive to the adjacent and nearby properties in massing, scale, design, and landscaping.

• We do not believe the proposal meets the goals and policies of the Central Community Master plan nor

the Housing Salt Lake Plan. The most pressing needs in Salt Lake City right now are for deeply

affordable and permanent supportive housing as well as family housing, especially for purchase at

affordable rates. This proposal meets none of these needs and does not comply with RLU-3.1.

• The proposal conflicts with RLU-1.1 preserve low-density residential areas and keep them from being

replaced by higher density residential and commercial uses” since they plan to demolish the two houses (a

single family and a duplex, and possibly a 5 unit duplex all original, historic houses). The residential

buildings on this block of 800 E and Linden Avenue are largely intact historical structures that contribute

to the character and diversity of the neighborhood.

• We note that these 3 buildings are providing naturally affordable housing right now, based on our

conversations with current tenants. Also, the two houses could potentially provide needed for-purchase

houses for families. There is an elementary school one block away that is once again facing closure due to

the lack of families with children in the neighborhood. Clearly the market rate apartment building boom

has failed to meet the needs of young families to the detriment of city schools and demographic diversity.

They cite the overarching goal of the updated Housing Salt Lake City Plan, adding 10,000 units, of which
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at least 4,000 are affordable. Note that the owners are proposing a standard, generic, “Luxury Class A” 

podium building with market rate units, none of which are larger than 2 bedrooms.  

• We calculate that the owners received a substantial upzone from CC to TSA-UN-T. Under the previous

commercial corridor zone, the maximum building height is 30’, whereas in TSA-UN-T, it is 50’. We also

note that an extra floor can be added by right if a project achieves a high enough sustainability score.

• As we understand it, Hardage Hospitality or its affiliates acquired the 5 properties along the west block

face of 800 E from 400 S to Linden Avenue nearly 2 decades ago, as well as the complex along 400 to the

west. They sold off the hotel (now apartment) complex at some point, now called 765 Apartments.

• The conceptual proposals, including building plans, landscaping, and preservation of the historic

apartment building are conceptual in nature, not a firm legal commitment by the current owners. They

may sell any or all of the parcels at any time. The upzone would however run with the land. This is one

example of how denser zoning if not properly regulated drives unaffordability.

• We note that any addition of market-rate dwelling units in existing TSA-UN-T zoning already qualifies as

meeting the broad Housing SLC goal.

• We believe that spot rezoning these two parcels is a problematic precedent.

• The unit count included in a TSA project is entirely up to the designers in any TSA zone.

• We disagree with the Conclusion’s assertion that the rezoning and proposed podium building meets

Master Plan policy “RLU-3.1, Encourage residential land developers to build housing that provides

residential opportunities for a range of income levels, age groups, and family size.” As already noted, the

market-rate building consisting of studio-to-2-bedroom units is like the dozens of other such podiums that

are not providing housing for a diversity of family types, especially multi-generational, seniors and young

families.

• The proposal conclusion states: “RLU-1.3 restricts high-density residential growth to Downtown, East

Downtown, Transit Oriented Districts, and Gateway. We are looking to develop a high-density residential

project in a Transit Oriented District.” The TSA-UN-T existing zoning already meets this policy, and

importantly the transition zone is crucial to providing a buffer to the adjacent neighborhood.

In summary, after careful consideration and review we do not support the proposed rezoning and general 

plan amendment but instead encourage the owner to develop the two TSA-UN-T lots to the maximum 

possible, while retaining and rehabbing or selling all three historic properties. Historic tax credits could 

make this financially more viable. 

Melinda Main 

Jonathan Ramras 

Jen Colby 

Arla Funk 

Jeri Fowles 

Kathy Scott 

Esther Hunter 

Gwen Crist 

Cassy Huidobro 

Frederick Stagbrook de Clairmont 
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To: The Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
Andy Hulka, Principal Planner, andy.hulka@slcgov.com 
Meagan Booth, Principal Planner, Meagan.booth@slcgov.com 

From: Esther Hunter, @gmail.com 

Regarding: Petition Numbers PLNPCM2023-00223 & PLNPCM2023-00401 
Hardage Hospitality Rezone and General Plan Amendment Request 

Dear All, 

In my view, inserting a transit zone into an existing city is never easy. Seeing little if anything develop for 
more than ten years was a problem. 
To solve this, it was Nick Norris who at that time was the planner (versus now the Director of Planning) 
who skillfully and thoughtfully navigated the long and extensive community involvement process to 
redesign/rezone the corridor and accomplish the 400 South Livable Communities Plan that was adopted 
by the City Council in October 2015. I was co-chair of East Central with Gary Felt at the time.  
It was not an easy process.  

What was significant was the carefully thought-out transit zoning that was applied to each unique 
parcel along the route.  

It was not a one size fits all that was considered or a desperation regarding the growth wave that would 
hit us. It was not the view that the transit zone would create the entire housing solution needed by the 
city and the U. Instead, what made this excellent planning was the extensive listening and collaboration 
that took place between the needs, the community and the City. 
Everything was taken into consideration including Dr. Chris Nelson’s detailed prediction of the 
massive growth coming to Salt Lake that went into detail regarding the extensive housing shortages 
we would be facing, sunlight for adjacent properties so they could grow tomatoes or allow the Gilgal 
Garden to thrive, small business concerns, the adjacent neighborhoods that could be destroyed, etc.  

One examples of this careful and thoughtful planning is that while Transit Core was appropriately 
applied to the Office Max parking lot site, Transit Transitional was applied to the Village Inn property 
and north side of 400 South from 700 East to 900 East including two of the properties in this proposal 
due to potential impacts to adjacent homes. The transitional zone carefully is carefully staggered 
toward the existing neighborhood.  
It was understood that both the Office Max property and the Hardage property were near the 900 East 
transit hub.  

Core Area: “The purpose of the core area is to provide areas for comparatively intense land 
development …” 

Transition Area: The purpose of the transition area is to provide areas for a moderate level of land 
development intensity that incorporates the principles of sustainable transit-oriented development. The 
transition area is intended to provide an important support base to the core area and transit ridership 
as well as buffer surrounding neighborhoods from the intensity of the core area. These areas reinforce 
the viability of the core area and provide opportunities for a range of housing types at different 
densities. Transition areas typically serve the surrounding neighborhood and include a broad range of 
building forms that house a mix of compatible land uses. Commercial uses may include office, retail, 
restaurant, and other commercial land uses that are necessary to create mixed use neighborhoods. 
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• The anticipated growth was predicted with the future needs clearly articulated.

• The transit stations were already in place.

• The three RMF-35 properties were acquired with the existing multi-family zoning already in
place.

The community at large (homeowners, renters, small businesses) trusted, invested in our 
neighborhood, and supported this massive rezone; TRUSTED THE CITY BECAUSE of the careful 
“acupuncture” rezoning that took place.  
Please consider that the data has not changed. The growth has and is happening as predicted, market 
rate and student housing is on the right track with the units that are being built but our lack is in 
affordable work force housing that is desperately needed, the neighborhood and the existing housing 
stock still needs protection and buffering.  

Please consider forwarding a negative recommendation to the City Council as we work with this 
landowner to find other creative ways to meet his ROI without causing our neighbors and 
neighborhood harm.  

With best regards, 
Esther 
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Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening
attachments.

From: Dory Trimble
To: Booth, Meagan
Subject: (EXTERNAL) comment on planning petitions PLNPCM 2023-00223 and PLNPCM 2023-01184
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2023 3:39:58 PM

Hi Meagan,

I'm writing with a comment on the aforementioned planning petitions; I live directly across the
street from the proposed rezoned properties, and have lived here for nearly 4 years.

While we're close to 400 S, this is an unusual block. My immediate neighbors, although all renters,
have mostly been here for even longer than I have — some for 6 or 7 years. There's a sense of
community here, and of permanence. The absence of shiny new apartment buildings on our block is
unusual, and it's something many of us value immensely.

I've seen buildings like the one being proposed go up elsewhere on 400 S, and watched as the urban
landscape shifts around them — a total lack of pedestrians, a radical increase in street traffic with
the introduction of underground parking garages, and the comical, halfhearted implementation of
"commercial mixed use" — the Chipotle and its affiliated four-stall parking garage on 400 S between
800 and 700 E feels like about as good as it gets, and I wouldn't describe it as a paragon of urban
planning. It's also worth noting that the residences further in on the 800 E block are
currently occupied by tenants, and have been, consistently, for years.

Yes, something should replace the vacant Pizza Hut, but another expensive, poorly constructed,
massive, multistory apartment building will not enrich this neighborhood. This project will displace
existing tenants, damage the walkability of our street, and force us all to endure an extended
construction project that will have noise and access implications. Further, 800 E is an essential bike
corridor; a construction project would likely inhibit access, and the increase in street traffic would
increase objective hazards for cyclists. 

I strongly oppose the proposed rezoning, and would be happy to discuss these concerns at greater
length at your convenience. Thanks very much!

Best,
Dory Trimble
Resident,  S 800 E
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Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening
attachments.

From: mahark mahark
To: Booth, Meagan
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Hardage Petition Comment
Date: Saturday, July 15, 2023 8:00:25 PM

Dear Ms Booth;

     We received your notice,  and carefully read the Online Open House for the Hardage
proposal. We live at 744 East 300 South, since 2003, and on the block since 1987. Needless to
say, we are invested on the ground, like many of our long-time neighbors. 
    It is good to see Hardage considering improving the corner, and we read through their
thought process on the development. We appreciate their consideration of maintaining the "4"
plex (it was historically a duplex until the 1990's), and the creative use of open space to help
with the step down.  But the current zone TSA-UN-T was established on the block after much
process and input from the community for a reason. TSA-UN-C above 700 East is only on the
southside of the corridor for a reason.  The reason is LIGHT ACCESS. The small properties to
the north will lose light access, in particular in the winter months. A 75 foot building will cast
a shadow twice its height on the shortest day of the year, and if you tell Hardage it is OK, then
what about the rest of the block and zone? This was a serious consideration at the time, and
even more so now as solar access is increasingly important for energy needs. Back in the day
we were a big part of making sure we & our neighbors  would not be living in someone
else's shadow while still allowing reasonable future density ( (TSA-UN-T)
     We personally will not fight to maintain historic housing stock, though we note it is a
shame to lose it. So what if it is across from a Del Taco? Their residential development will be
across from a Del Taco as well, so their pointing this out is not much of an argument to tear
two existing houses down. Mind you, the empty lot north of the corner is empty because of
Hardage or its predecessor -- the Resident Suites took it down as open space for their complex
in the 1990's.
     If they want to develop, do it within the given Zone that was established after much
process. If it does not make business sense, then sell off the properties and let someone else
figure it out, I am sure they will have buyers for the existing residents, and something more
modest could be built on the remaining property    Any precedent established with this
development will inform all developers  that you can buy the cheaper land out of the
downtown core, and get an upzone in the name of housing and get a lot more money for your
square foot of land. We're sure their planned units are indeed nice--for those that can afford to
live in them.

 Sincerely,

 Maha Barrani and Mark Rex
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Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening
attachments.

From: Booth, Meagan
To: Hulka, Andrew
Subject: FW: (EXTERNAL) Comments re: PLNPCM 2023-00223 & PLNPCM 2022-01184
Date: Thursday, August 17, 2023 12:33:24 PM

From: richard huntsman @gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2023 10:59 AM
To: Booth, Meagan <meagan.booth@slcgov.com>
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Comments re: PLNPCM 2023-00223 & PLNPCM 2022-01184

Hello,

I'm the owner of the duplex on 749/751 E Linden Ave, which is adjacent to the proposed project (on
the north side of Linden Ave).  I'm strongly opposed to this project for two reasons.

Parking.  I understand that there is a transit stop and that parking requirements are reduced. 
The problem is people still use cars and need parking.  There are many homes on Linden
which have no parking and the people who live there park on Linden Ave (both sides where
the proposed project is.  This project would greatly diminish the amount of parking while
dramatically increasing the amount of traffic and parking spaces needed.  Is there a
plan/proposal to preserve parking for existing residents such as designating certain streets for
permitted parking for residents who live there and have no where else to park?
Simply put, this will greatly diminish the character of the neighborhood.  Go ahead and build
high and dense along the 400 S corridor.  Why would you extend that to a quiet residential
avenue.  Take a walk down that portion of Linden ave.  It is a peaceful, quiet, walkable
community where people know their neighbors.  This will utterly destroy that character and
will result in diminished property values for those who have owned/lived there for a long
period of time.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rich Huntsman
801
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From: @xmission.com
To: Hulka, Andrew; Booth, Meagan; Planning Public Comments
Cc: Valdemoros, Ana; Council Comments; Mayor; East Central
Subject: (EXTERNAL) comments in opposition to Hardage Hospitality rezoning
Date: Wednesday, August 23, 2023 8:38:11 PM

Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening attachments.

To: Salt Lake City Planning Staff and Commission
From: Rich Wilcox, District 4 East Central Resident
Re: Petition Numbers: PLNPCM2023-00223 – Hardage Hospitality Rezone &

 PLNPCM2023-00401 – Hardage Hospitality General Plan Amendment (GPA)

Dear Planning Staff and Commissioners,

I am opposed to the proposed rezoning at these properties at ~800 E
400 S. Please reject the proposals and forward a negative
recommendation to the City Council.

The current zoning was set in 2012 with the 400 South area plan. It is
consistent from 700 E to 900 E along the north side. It is called
transition for a good reason. It was designed to buffer the adjacent
neighborhoods to the north from excessively large and tall new
construction. This is still important today as a decade ago. Spot
zoning these properties is not appropriate.

The TSA-UN-T zoning already allows for a new building that could be 5
stories high and have dozens of apartments. The owners want an up-zone
to construct an even bigger, out-of-scale market-rate generic-looking
building like so many others that have been sprouting up along this
street and nearby.
The existing zoning should give the owners plenty of opportunity to
build a more appropriate project. Please do not grant an up-zone for
them.

According to the Housing Salt Lake Plan,
• " Despite a housing construction boom, housing prices suggest a
shortage of housing supply overall, but especially housing that is
deeply affordable (affordable to renters earning 30% of AMI or less),
with demand for housing outpacing supply.” and
• “There is a mismatch between the types of housing the market is
producing and the needs of the community. Residents perceive that most
new housing is “luxury” while many desire more affordability
throughout the city. Additionally, residents want more “missing
middle” housing and more family-sized housing.”

This project will not provide any new deeply affordable – or even
affordable – housing. They owners say they will tear down the two
houses to the north that will remove currently affordable housing and
historic buildings that contribute to the character of our
neighborhood. There is no guarantee they would actually restore and
maintain the small historic apartment building.
800 East is a key bicycle route. The proposed level of parking and
housing units would dump cars coming in and out of the parking garage

62



onto 800 E instead of 400 South. This would degrade the safety and
comfort of the bikeway as well as pedestrians on the sidewalk.
I do support replacing the closed Pizza Hut building on the corner and
the neglected lot to the north. This should be done in the existing
TSA-T zoning, however. I encourage the owners and architects to go
back to the drawing board and come up with a better plan within
existing zoning that preserves the historic buildings, better fits the
neighborhood with appropriate massing and scale within the larger area
not just the properties owned by this company.

Sincerely,

Rich

Rich Wilcox
District 4 resident
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Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening
attachments.

From: Monica Hilding
To: Hulka, Andrew; Booth, Meagan; Planning Public Comments
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Open House comments in opposition to Hardage Hospitality rezoning
Date: Thursday, August 24, 2023 4:16:25 PM

To: Salt Lake City Planning Staff and Commission

Re: Petition Numbers: PLNPCM2023-00223 – Hardage Hospitality Rezone &amp;
PLNPCM2023-00401 – Hardage Hospitality General Plan Amendment (GPA)

Dear Planning Staff and Commissioners,

I am opposed to the rezoning at ~800 E 400 S. I attended the East Central meeting where this
was presented. I asked about about green building and alternative energy and they said they
were not doing anything beyond code. I do not see what benefit the community would get with
them tearing down historic houses, putting in a massive generic apartment building, and
failing to do
anything to save energy and reduce emissions while the climate crisis accelerates.

It will also be all market rate rental prices, no affordable housing.
This is already transition TSA transit area zoning. They can build 50 or so units already
according to their presentation. This option seems to fit the location, scale and appropriateness
of the area. The existing zoning should give the owners plenty of opportunity to build a more
appropriate project.

Please do not grant an upzone for them. That only gives them windfall profits and drives
increasing land prices all around. It also encourages other investors to compete with people
hoping to buy homes and live in them. Instead investors outcompete with cash offers, turn
them into rentals, and then often ask for rezones for teardowns. This is harming our area and
keeps happening all around us. I successfully organized our neighborhood to block such a
rezone on
200 S for 5 houses that are adjacent to my home. The owners claimed they would tear them
down anyway even without a rezone. Well, that has not come to pass. Instead, the owners have
been cleaning up, rehabbing, and reinvesting to fix up the historic houses as rentals.  One of
those renters has established a small garden that he waters from recycled plastic bottles as
there is no water access to attach a hose.  Good things can happen when city officials call
developers’ bluff and say no to inappropriate rezoning proposals.

The biggest need right now is deeply affordable housing and also larger rental or owned
housing for families. This does not meet the need.

The current zoning is already high density. Transition is the correct zone. They should be able
to design something to work within it.

Please reject this proposal and send a negative recommendation to the City Council.

Sincerely,
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Monica Hilding
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Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening
attachments.

From: Booth, Meagan
To: Hulka, Andrew
Subject: FW: (EXTERNAL) Rezoning and amendment of land use use for Parcels 16-05-303-017, 16-05-303-034, 16-05-

303-28
Date: Monday, August 7, 2023 1:40:31 PM

From: Travis Coe @gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 7, 2023 1:27 PM
To: Booth, Meagan <meagan.booth@slcgov.com>
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Rezoning and amendment of land use use for Parcels 16-05-303-017, 16-05-
303-034, 16-05-303-28

Hello,

My wife and I have been back east visiting family and just got this letter regarding the request to
rezone Parcels 16-05-303-017, 16-05-303-034, 16-05-303-28. 

I understand we have missed the deadline but wanted to let you know we are opposed to this
change in maximum building height and use. We feel it will negatively affect the
historic neighborhood and does not fit in with the surrounding homes, most importantly the height!
Parking is also already in short supply in this area and higher density housing will add to this, parking
structure or not, there will be more vehicles in the area. Mostly it will negatively affect the historic
charm of the neighborhood, and should not be allowed.

Please take this into consideration.

Thank you,
Travis and Kristie Coe at  Linden Ave.
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PLNPCM2023-00223 
PLNPCM2023-00401 October 25, 2023 

ATTACHMENT G: Department Review 
Comments 

This proposal was reviewed by the following departments.  Any requirement identified by a City 
Department is required to be complied with.  

Engineering: Scott Weiler, PE // Engineer VII // scott.weiler@slcgov.com 

No objections. 

Building: Heather Gilcrease // Building Systems Analyst II // heather.gilcrease@slcgov.com 

There are no comments for Building Code during this phase of the development process. 

Fire: Douglas Bateman // Fire Protection Engineer // douglas.bateman@slcgov.com 

No comments related to the Zoning amendment. 

Additional comments for design review: 

• Approved fire apparatus access roads shall be provided for every facility, building or
portion of a building hereafter constructed or moved into; and shall extend to within 150
feet of all portions of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of
the building as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building or
facility.

• Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet for
buildings 30-feet and less, exclusive of shoulders, except for approved security gates in
accordance with Section 503.6, and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13
feet 6 inches. Buildings greater than 30 feet shall have a road width of not less than 26
feet. Fire apparatus access roads with fire hydrants on them shall be 26-feet in width; at a
minimum of 20-feet to each side of the hydrant in the direction or road travel.

• Fire apparatus access roads shall be designed and maintained to support the imposed
loads of fire apparatus (80,000 pounds) and shall be surfaced to provide all-weather
driving capabilities.

• The required turning radius of a fire apparatus access road shall be the following: Inside
radius is 20 feet, outside is 45-feet

• Buildings or portions of buildings constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction is
more than 400 feet from a hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an
approved route around the exterior of the facility or building, on-site fire hydrants and
mains shall be provided where required by the fire code official. Additional fire hydrants
may be necessary dependent on total square footage and required fire flows in accordance
with IFC appendix B and C

• Fire department connections shall be located on the street address side of buildings, fully
visible and recognizable from the street, and have a fire hydrant within 100-feet on the
same side of the street.

• Where a fire hydrant is located on a fire apparatus access road, the minimum road width
shall be 26 feet, exclusive of shoulders.

• Aerial fire apparatus access roads shall be provided where the highest roof surface exceeds
30 feet measured from grade plane. For purposes of this section, the highest roof surface
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PLNPCM2023-00223 
PLNPCM2023-00401 October 25, 2023 

shall be determined by measurement to the eave of a pitched roof, the intersection of the 
roof to the exterior wall, or the top of parapet walls, whichever is greater. Some exceptions 
have been added by SLC; those can be obtained from this office. 

• Aerial fire apparatus access roads shall have a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet,
exclusive of shoulders. Aerial access routes shall be located not less than 15 feet and not
greater than 30 feet from the building and shall be positioned parallel to one entire side of
the building.

• Overhead utility and power lines shall not be located over the aerial fire apparatus access
road or between the aerial fire apparatus road and the building.

• Any occupied floor or rooftop greater than 75-feet above the lowest level of fire department 
access will be considered a high rise and will need to meet all applicable requirements

Transportation: Jena Carver, PE // Transportation Engineer // jena.carver@slcgov.com 

I am concerned that a change to TSA core zone eliminates the requirement for on site parking. 
The property is not located in a core zone where parking can be absorbed by other uses and the 
transit availability is not as high as in the urban core.  

Sustainability: Debbie Lyons // Sustainability Director // debbie.lyons@slcgov.com 

Sustainability has no comments on this application. 

Police: Lieutenant Andrew Cluff // Executive Officer to the Chief // Andrew.cluff@slcgov.com 

I don’t have any issues with the requested rezone from a public safety standpoint. The plans look 
good. The only recommendations I would have are once final approvals are given and 
development begins that the property manager reach out to the Police Department to open 
communication and develops plans for enforcement of the property, ensure a good maintenance 
plan is in place to mitigate crime through environmental design i.e.-cutting back trees and such. 

Public Utilities: Ali Farshid, PE // Development Review Engineer // ali.farshid@slcgov.com 

Public Utilities has no issues with the proposed rezoning. 

Additional comments have been provided to assist the applicant in obtaining a building permit 
and for the development phase. The following comments are provided for information only and 
do not provide official project review or approval. 

• Public Utility permit, connection, survey, and inspection, and drainage connection fees
will apply. You may call 801-483-6727 to obtain the latest fee schedule.

• All utility design and construction must comply with APWA Standards and SLCPU
Standard Practices.

• All utilities must meet horizontal and vertical clearance requirements. Water and sewer
lines require 10 ft minimum horizontal separation and 18” minimum vertical separation.
Sewer must maintain 5 ft minimum horizontal separation and 12” vertical separation from
any non-water utilities. Water must maintain 3 ft minimum horizontal separation and 12”
vertical separation from any non-sewer utilities.

• Utilities cannot cross property lines without appropriate easements and agreements
between property owners.

• Parcels must be consolidated prior to permitting.
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• Site utility and grading plans will be required for building permit review. Site utility plans
should include all existing and proposed utilities, including water, irrigation, fire, sewer,
stormwater, street lighting, power, gas, and communications. Grading plans should
include arrows directing stormwater away from neighboring property. Please refer to
APWA, SLCDPU Standard Practices, and the SLC Design Process Guide for utility design
requirements. Other plans such as erosion control plans and plumbing plans may also be
required, depending on the scope of work. Submit supporting documents and calculations
along with the plans.

• Applicant must provide fire flow, culinary water, and sewer demand calculations to
SLCDPU for review. The public sewer and water system will be modeled with these
demands. If the demand is not adequately delivered or if one or more reaches of the sewer
system reach capacity as a result of the development, a water/sewer main upsizing will be
required at the property owner’s expense. Required improvements on the public water and 
sewer system will be determined by the Development Review Engineer and may be
downstream of the project. A watermain and sewer main upsize is highly likely for this
project and its scope and extent will be determined once the water and sewer demands are
submitted by the applicant.

• Site stormwater must be collected on site and routed to the public storm drain system.
Stormwater cannot discharge across property lines or public sidewalks.

• Stormwater treatment is required prior to discharge to the public storm drain. Utilize
stormwater Best Management Practices (BMP's) to remove solids and oils. Green
Infrastructure should be used whenever possible. Green Infrastructure and LID treatment
of stormwater is a design requirement and required by the Salt Lake City UPDES permit
for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4).

• A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be required. It is recommended
to use the State of Utah SWPPP template. Ensure that it includes all relevant contacts, the
Utah State Construction General Permit, Salt Lake City Notice of Intent (NOI), any
relevant figures, and is signed by the Author, Owner, and Operator.

• A stormwater detention, retention, and treatment is required for project with 1 acre or
larger footprint. A full Technical Drainage Study must be submitted for this project to
discuss, quantify, and provide calculations and a basis of design for these requirements.

• Installation of street lights may be required for this project. Please contact the SLCDPU’s
Street Light Program Manager at David.Pearson@slcgov.com or +1-801-483-6738 for
more information.

• There will be more detailed Public Utilities comments which will be provided once the
project is officially submitted to the city for review.
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