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CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 304
P.O. BOX 145476, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5476

SLCCOUNCIL.COM 
TEL  801-535-7600   FAX  801-535-7651 

MOTION SHEET 

CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY

TO: City Council Members

FROM:  Brian Fullmer
Policy Analyst

DATE: September 1, 2020 

RE: Richmond Street Zoning Map Amendment
PLNPCM2020-00108

Two public hearings have been scheduled for this petition. The second one will be held September 15. 
The Council may consider taking action the night of the second public hearing.

MOTION 1
I move that the Council close the public hearing and note a second public hearing has been scheduled for 
September 15, 2020.



CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 304
P.O. BOX 145476, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5476

SLCCOUNCIL.COM 
TEL  801-535-7600   FAX  801-535-7651 

COUNCIL STAFF REPORT
CITY COUNCIL of SALT LAKE CITY

TO: City Council Members 

FROM:  Brian Fullmer
Policy Analyst

DATE: September 1, 2020

RE: Richmond Street Zoning Map Amendment
PLNPCM2020-00108

WORK SESSION SUMMARY
The applicant clarified the number of housing units in the proposed development. Their tax credit 
application includes 55 units. In the event tax credits are not approved it may be necessary to build up to 
80 units in order to reach a density that will meet the target 25-50% AMI. Rents will range from $387-
$1,200/month. This potentially will provide housing for employees at nearby retail establishments to live 
near where they work. The applicant noted plans for the development include 11 3-bedroom and 6 4-
bedroom units which could provide affordable housing for families.

A Council Member asked what, if anything, changed with the proposed development as a result of public 
engagement. The applicant stated they met multiple times with the Sugar House Community Council to 
discuss concerns about parking, traffic, and the building shape. The community council suggested an L-
shaped building with more of a presence on Richmond Street. This recommendation was incorporated into 
plans for the site. 

Another change incorporated into the project is to move the building farther away from the west property 
line to reduce impact to residents. If tax credits are approved and the development includes 55 units, 
parking will include one space per unit. 

A Council Member asked about rooftop and wall greenery shown in concept drawings. The applicant is 
working to incorporate those elements into the development if the budget allows.

Item Schedule:
Briefing: August 18, 2020
Set Date: August 11, 2020
Public Hearing #1: September 1, 2020
Public Hearing #2/Potential Action: 
September 15, 2020
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Responding to a Council Member question about what will be done with the narrow “finger” of property 
running north/south on Richmond Street, Planning staff noted setbacks would not allow any type of 
structure to be built there. Parking is not permitted on that part of the property. The applicant stated they 
are planning to include trees and benches there to make it an amenity for the community.

The following information was provided for the August 18 work session. It is 
provided again for background purposes.

The Council will be briefed about an ordinance that would rezone three properties located at 2960 South, 
2964 South and 2970 South Richmond Street from R-1/7000 to R-MU-45. The applicant, Community 
Development Corporation of Utah (CDCU), intends to demolish the existing two two-family dwellings on 
the property at 2960 South Richmond Street and construct a four-story multi-family building with 
approximately 80 affordable housing units on the parcels. The 2964 South Richmond parcel is 
undeveloped and 2970 South Richmond is used as a driveway leading to off-street parking in the rear yard 
of 2960 South Richmond Street.

Under the current R-1/7000 zoning designation a maximum of 8 single-family residential units could 
potentially be developed. This proposed project requires a zoning map amendment for the additional 
density.

The proposed project is located within one of the Redevelopment Agency’s (RDA) High Opportunity Areas 
for affordable housing. Limited multi-family zoning opportunities was mentioned by the RDA as a barrier 
to develop affordable housing within high opportunity areas.

It should be noted the City Council, acting as the RDA Board of Directors, approved a $1.8 million loan 
from the High Opportunities Loan Fund for this proposed project subject to zoning amendment approval 
by the City Council.

The Planning Commission forwarded a positive recommendation to the City Council with an additional 
recommendation that the Council discuss the idea of a development agreement only authorizing an 
affordable housing development on the property.
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Vicinity Map (Administration’s Transmittal, Page 2)

Parcels adjacent to the subject property are zoned R-1/7000
Parcels on the east side of Richmond Street are zoned RMF-30 and CB

Parcels to the south are within Millcreek City’s boundaries
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Conceptual rendering of the proposed project
(Administration’s Transmittal Page 43)

POLICY QUESTIONS
1. The Council may wish to ask the Administration for details on the Planning Commission’s 

recommendation for the Council to consider a development agreement associated with the 
proposed zoning map amendment.

2. Does the Council support the Planning Commission’s recommendation to adopt the proposed 
changes?

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Pages 19-26 of the Administration’s transmittal identify three key issues. A short description of each issue 
is provided below for reference. Please see the transmittal for full analysis.

1. City Goals and Policies
The subject property is located within the Sugar House Master Plan area and the future land use 
map designates it as Low Density Residential (5-10 dwelling units/acre). However, the Plan states 
some higher density housing between 20-50 dwelling units/acre is appropriate and encouraged 
where feasible.

Planning staff is of the opinion Mixed use zoning such as R-MU-45 offers flexibility of uses and 
housing that will help the Brickyard area become a live, work, play destination reinforcing the 
mixed-use character of the area.
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Affordable housing is emphasized in the Sugar House Master Plan. It highlights the importance of 
providing housing for families or individuals who earn less than the median income and 
encourages increasing opportunities for affordable housing. The proposed development would add 
approximately 80 affordable housing units within a relatively small area to a location with 
infrastructure, services and amenities.

Plan Salt Lake, the citywide master plan emphasizes the need for a variety of housing options for 
all income levels to provide people with choices about where they live, how they live, and how they 
get around.

Growing Salt Lake, the City’s housing plan, cites density limitations as a local barrier exacerbating 
the city’s housing crisis.

The subject property is on the Salt Lake City/Millcreek City boundary. Millcreek City is renovating 
its master plan including a City Center Plan, which calls for greater density and mixed-use in the 
area. Higher density in the area aligns with future development plans of Millcreek City.

2. Design Compatibility
Much of the surrounding area is single-family residential. However, denser multi-family zoning is 
found on the east side of Richmond street and in adjacent properties to the South in Millcreek City. 
The Brickyard area and Millcreek City Center are experiencing increased density as they move 
toward mixed-use destinations.

The proposed zoning district allows for development “by right” meaning if a project submission 
meets all zoning standards, Planning would not review it and no public engagement would be 
required. However, the applicant stated they want to develop a project compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood.

3. Parking Impacts to the Abutting Properties and Neighborhood
Many comments the Planning Division received about the project were related to parking. 
Concerns were about whether enough parking would be provided for residents and visitors to the 
property. The proposed R-MU-45 zoning district requires one parking space per dwelling unit. The 
applicant plans to meet the requirement with an on-site surface parking lot. In addition, there are 
several on-street parking spaces on Richmond Street.

The area is served by a Utah Transit Authority (UTA) bus stop within walking distance of the 
proposed development. This line provides access to UTA’s transit network including TRAX, the S-
Line and FrontRunner with access to many areas within the city and along the Wasatch Front.

Planning staff noted while the zoning map amendment does not coincide with the future land use map for 
this area of Sugar House, it furthers other adopted master plan documents encouraging progress in the 
City’s efforts to meet its goals of providing housing options for the rapidly growing Salt Lake City 
population. Further, it would provide an affordable housing option for city residents.



ERIN MENDENHALL DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY 
Mayor and NEIGHBORHOODS 

Jennifer McGrath 
Interim Director 

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 404 WWW.SLC.GOV 
P.O. BOX 145486, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5486 TEL  801.535.6230   FAX  801.535.6005 

Jennifer McGrath (Jul 8, 2020 12:33 MDT) 

CITY COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL 

Date Received: 
 

Lisa Shaffer, Chief Administrative Officer Date sent to Council: 

TO: Salt Lake City Council DATE: 
Chris Wharton, Chair 

FROM: Jennifer McGrath, Interim Director Department of Community & Neighborhoods 

SUBJECT: PLNPCM2020-00108 – Richmond Street Zoning Map Amendment 

STAFF CONTACT: Chris Earl, Associate Planner, christopher.earl@slcgov.com, (801)535-7932 

DOCUMENT TYPE: Ordinance 

RECOMMENDATION: Follow the recommendation of the Planning Commission and approve 
the proposed zoning map amendment. 

BUDGET IMPACT: None 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: Mike Akerlow with Community Development Corporation 
of Utah is requesting to amend the zoning map designation for three (3) properties located at 
approximately 2960 S Richmond Street, 2964 S Richmond Street and 2970 S Richmond Street in 
the Sugar House area. The property located at 2960 S Richmond Street currently contains two 
nonconforming two-family dwellings. The property located at 2964 S Richmond Street is 
currently undeveloped and the property located at 2970 S Richmond Street is used as a driveway 
leading to off-street parking in the rear yard of 2960 S Richmond Street. The property is 
currently zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District, which would potentially allow, 
through a planned development, a maximum of 8 single-family residential dwelling units. The 
applicant is requesting to change the zoning map designation of the properties from R-1/7,000 
Single-Family Residential to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use. The applicant intends to 
demolish the current structures on the property and construct a four-story multi-family building 
which will have approximately 80 affordable housing units. This project requires a Zoning Map 
Amendment for the additional density (PLNPCM2020-00108). 

Lisa Shaffer July 11, 2020
July 15, 2020

https://na1.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAISp7AMfETPDrN2p3zu3Ebf-dMpezaRR2
mailto:christopher.earl@slcgov.com


 
 

This zoning map amendment proposal furthers adopted master plan documents which encourage 
progress in the City’s efforts to meet its goals for providing housing options for the rapidly 
growing population of Salt Lake City. More important to this, it will provide an affordable 
housing option for residents of Salt Lake City. This site is an appropriate opportunity to add 
density where it is feasible. Much of the area is a pedestrian-friendly, walkable area serviced by 
sidewalks. The property is within walking distance of the Brickyard shopping center as well as 
other amenities in the area. The area is also served by a number of transit options including bus 
routes that provide access to UTA’s rail system. Under the current zoning, the development 
potential is limited. The proposed zoning district not only offers more opportunities for 
development but also helps to further the city’s housing goals. 

 
The proposed project is located within one of the Salt Lake City Redevelop Agency’s High 
Opportunity Areas for affordable housing. When discussing the challenges for developing 
affordable housing within high opportunity areas, the RDA mentions limited multi-family zoning 
opportunities within high opportunity areas as one of the barriers. The RDA has made available 
$4.5 million in funding for high opportunity areas to develop affordable housing projects, and 
CDCU has recently received a $1.8 million loan from that fund for the proposed project if the 
zoning amendment is approved. 

 

PUBLIC PROCESS: 
• Early notification and Recognized Community Organization Notification were sent on 

March 12, 2020. Property owners and residents within 300 feet of the subject properties 
received an early notification. 

• Staff and the applicant attended a virtual Community Council meeting held by the Sugar 
House Community Council on April 16, 2020. The applicant discussed their plans to 
rezone the property and their intentions for development of the site. During the meeting, 
the public raised concerns related to zoning standards such as height, design standards 
and parking. 



• A public hearing with the Planning Commission was held on May 27, 2020. Public 
comments were provided with concerns of the amount of density being requested, 
parking, traffic impacts and building height. The Planning Commission discussed the 
request and voted 6-3 in favor of forwarding a positive recommendation to the City 
Council. 

 
 

EXHIBITS: 
1) Project Chronology 
2) Notice of City Council Hearing 
3) Planning Commission Record (May 27, 2020) 

a) Hearing Notice 
b) Staff Report 
c) Agenda and Minutes 

4) Public Comments 
5) Original Petition 
6) Mailing List 



SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE 
No.  of 2020 

 
(Amending the zoning map pertaining to several parcels located at 

2960, 2964, and 2970 South Richmond Street to rezone those parcels 
from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District) 

An ordinance amending the zoning map pertaining to parcels located at 2960, 2964, and 

2970 South Richmond Street to rezone those parcels from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 

District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District pursuant to Petition No. PLNPCM2020- 

00108. 

WHEREAS, the Salt Lake City Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 27, 

2020 on an application submitted by Mike Akerlow (“Applicant”) to rezone several parcels 

located at 2960, 2964, and 2970 South Richmond Street to rezone those parcels from R-1/7,000 

Single-Family Residential District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District pursuant to 

Petition No. PLNPCM2020-00108; and 

WHEREAS, at its May 27, 2020 meeting, the planning commission voted in favor of 

forwarding a positive recommendation to the Salt Lake City Council on said application; and 

WHEREAS, after a public hearing on this matter the city council has determined that 

adopting this ordinance is in the city’s best interests. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah: 

SECTION 1. Amending the Zoning Map. The Salt Lake City zoning map, as adopted 

by the Salt Lake City Code, relating to the fixing of boundaries and zoning districts, shall be and 

hereby is amended to reflect that three (3) parcels located at 2960 South Richmond Street (Parcel 

ID number 16-29-277-028-0000), 2964 South Richmond Street (Parcel ID number 16-29-277- 

014-0000), and 2970 South Richmond Street (Parcel ID number 16-29-277-029-0000), and as 



more particularly described on Exhibit “A” attached hereto, shall be and hereby are rezoned from 

R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District. 

SECTION 2. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective on the date of its 
 

first publication. 
 

Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah, this  day of  , 
 
2020. 

 
 

CHAIRPERSON 
ATTEST AND COUNTERSIGN: 

 
 
CITY RECORDER 

 
 

Transmitted to Mayor on  . 
 
 

Mayor's Action:   Approved.   _Vetoed. 
 
 
 
 
 

MAYOR 
 
CITY RECORDER 
(SEAL) 

 
Bill No.  of 2020. 
Published:   . 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
Salt Lake City Attorney’s Office 

Date: June 22, 2020 

By: Pau_l Nielson (Jun 22,_202_0 15:06 MDT) 

Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney 

https://na1.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAAfkCJHvoONjdu7uehoynjB4fsta5ZzAta


Exhibit “A” 
Legal Descriptions of 
Parcels to be rezoned to R-MU-45 (Residential/Mixed Use) 

 
Parcel No. 16-29-277-014-0000 

 
COM N 0°07' W 25 FT FR SW COR LOT 13 BLK 27 10 AC PLAT A BIG FIELD SUR N 0°07' W 
127.55 FT N 89°49' E 190 FT S 0°07' E 127.55 FT S 89°49' W 190 FT TO BEG 

 
24,245 SQ FT MORE OR LESS. 

 
 
Parcel No. 16-29-277-028-0000 

 
BEG N 0°27' W 25 FT & N 89°49' E 190 FT FR SW COR OF LOT 13, BLK 27, TEN AC PLAT A, BIG 
FIELD SUR; N 89°49' E 186 FT M OR L; N'LY ALG CURVE TO L 65 FT; N 02°49' E 63 FT; N'LY 
ALG CURVE TO L 128 FT; N 89°49' W 26 FT; S 0°07' W 127.55 FT; W 160 FT; S 0°07' E 127.55 FT 
TO BEG. 

 
27,329 SQ FT MORE OR LESS. 

 
 
Parcel No. 16-29-277-029-0000 

 
 
BEG AT SW COR LOT 13, BLK 27, TEN AC PLAT A, BIG FIELD SUR; E 376 FT; N 25 FT; 
W 376 FT; S 25 FT TO BEG. 

 
9,400 SQ FT MORE OR LESS. 
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1. CHRONOLOGY 



PROJECT CHRONOLOGY 
 

Petition: PLNPCM2020-00108 
 
 
 

February 7, 2020 Petitions received by the Planning Division. 

February 20, 2020 Petitions assigned to Chris Earl, Associate Planner, for staff analysis 

and processing. 

March 12, 2020 Notice of the project and request for comments sent to the Chair of 

the Chair of the Sugar House Community Council. Early notification 

was sent to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the 

project area. Public comments were provided by Judi Short, Vice 

Chair, Sugar House Community Council. 

April 16, 2020 Proposal presented at the Sugar House Community Council Land Use 

and Zoning meeting. 

May 18, 2020 Planning Commission hearing notice mailed to owners and tenants of 

property within 300 feet of the subject property. 

May 27, 2020 Planning Commission reviewed the petition and conducted a public 

hearing. The commission then voted to send a positive 

recommendation to the City Council. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. NOTICE OF CITY 
COUNCIL HEARING 



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

The Salt Lake City Council is considering Petition PLNPCM2020-00108 Richmond Street 
Zoning Map Amendment - Mike Akerlow with Community Development Corporation of Utah 
is requesting to amend the zoning map designation for three (3) properties located at 
approximately 2960 S Richmond Street, 2964 S Richmond Street and 2970 S Richmond Street in 
the Sugar House area. The property located at 2960 S Richmond Street currently contains two 
nonconforming two-family dwellings. The property located at 2964 S Richmond Street is 
currently undeveloped and the property located at 2970 S Richmond Street is used as a driveway 
leading to off-street parking in the rear yard of 2960 S Richmond Street. The property is 
currently zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District, which would potentially allow, 
through a planned development, a maximum of 8 single-family residential dwelling units. The 
applicant is requesting to change the zoning map designation of the properties from R-1/7,000 
Single-Family Residential to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use. The applicant intends to 
demolish the current structures on the property and construct a four-story multi-family building 
which will have approximately 80 affordable housing units. This project requires a Zoning Map 
Amendment for the additional density (PLNPCM2020-00108). 

 
The property is located in R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential and is located in Council District 
7, represented by Amy Fowler. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at 801-535-7932 or 
christopher.earl@slcgov.com) 

 
As part of their study, the City Council is holding an advertised public hearing to receive 
comments regarding the petition. During this hearing, anyone desiring to address the City 
Council concerning this issue will be given an opportunity to speak. The hearing will be held: 

 
DATE: 

 
TIME: 7:00 p.m. 

 
PLACE: Room 315 

City & County Building 
451 South State Street 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

 
If you have any questions relating to this proposal or would like to review the file, please call 
Chris Earl at 801-535-7932 between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m., Monday through 
Friday or via e-mail at christopher.earl@slcgov.com 

 

The City & County Building is an accessible facility. People with disabilities may make requests 
for reasonable accommodation, which may include alternate formats, interpreters, and other 
auxiliary aids and services. Please make requests at least two business days in advance. To make 
a request, please contact the City Council Office at council.comments@slcgov.com, 801-535- 
7600, or relay service 711. 

mailto:christopher.earl@slcgov.com
mailto:council.comments@slcgov.com


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. PLANNING COMMISSION 
A. Hearing Notice 

May 27, 2020 
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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
May 27, 2020, at 5:30 p.m. 

 
This n1eeting will be an electronic meeting pursuant to Salt Lake City 
Emergency Proclan1ation No. 2 of 2020 (2)(b) 

 
 

A public hearing will be held on the following matter. 
 

. 
Zoning Map Amendment at approximately 2960, 2964 & 2970 S 
Richmond Street - Mike Akerlow, with Community Development 
Corporation  of  Utah,  property  owner,  is   requesting   a   Zoning 
Map Amendment to rezone the properties at approximately 2960, 2964 
and 2970 S Richmond Street from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 
District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed.Use District. The applicant would 
like to rezone the properties to redevelop them as a multi-family 
residential development which would consist of 60 to 80 residential 
units. The proposed development would include market rate as well as 
affordable residential units. The property is zoned R-1/7,000 Single 
Family Residential. The property is located within Council District 7, 
represented by Amy Fowler. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at (801) 535- 
7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020- 
00108 

 
 
 
 
 

 
This Meeting will not have an anchor location at the City and County Building. 

• 

Commission Members will connect remotely. 
 
The Planning Commission meeting will be available on the following platforms: 

 
• YouTube: www.youtube.com/slclivemeetings 
• SLCtv Channel 17 Live: www.slctv.com/livestream/SLCtv-Live/2 

•i- 
I 

 

Providing Comments: 
If you are interested in participating during the Public Hearing portion of the meeting 
or provide general comments, email: planning.comments@slcgov.com or connect 
with us on WebEx at: 

 
• http://tiny.cc/slc-pc-05272020 

 
 

For instructions on how to use WebEx visit: www.slc.gov/planning/public-meetings 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

For Planning Comn1ission agendas, staff reports, and minutes, visit the Planning Division's 
website at sic.gov/ planning/ public-meetings . Staff Reports will be posted  the Friday  prior  to 
the meeting and minutes will be  posted  two  days after they  are ratified,  1.uhich usually occurs 
at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning Con1missio n . 

I 1' 

http://www.youtube.com/slclivemeetings
http://www.slctv.com/livestream/SLCtv-Live/2
mailto:planning.comments@slcgov.com
http://tiny.cc/slc-
http://www.slc.gov/planning/public-meetings


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. PLANNING COMMISSION 
B. Staff Report 
May 27, 2020 



Staff Report 
PLANNING DIVISION 

DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

 
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

 
From: Chris Earl, Associate Planner 

(801) 535-7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com 
 

Date: May 21, 2020 
 

Re: PLNPCM2020-00108 – Richmond Street Zoning Map Amendment 
 
 

Zoning Map Amendment 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2960 S Richmond Street, 2964 S Richmond Street & 2970 S Richmond 
Street 
PARCEL ID: 16-29-277-028-0000, 16-29-277-014-0000 & 16-29-277-029-0000 
MASTER PLAN: Sugar House Master Plan 
ZONING DISTRICT: R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District 

 
REQUEST: Mike Akerlow with Community Development Corporation of Utah, is requesting 
approval from the City to demolish the current structures on the property and construct a four- 
story multi-family building which will have approximately 80 affordable housing units. This 
project requires the following application: 

 
• Zoning Map Amendment (PLNPCM2020-00108) - The property is currently zoned R- 

1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District, which would permit, through a planned 
development, a maximum of 8 single-family residential dwelling units. The lot currently 
has two legal nonconforming two-family dwellings on the lot. The applicant is 
requesting to amend the zoning map designation to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use. 

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

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Vicinity and Zoning Map 
B. Site Photographs 
C. Application Materials 
D. Development Standards 
E. Analysis of Standards 
F. Public Process and Comments 
G. Department Review Comments 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Community Development Corporation of Utah is proposing to rezone 
the properties located at approximately 2960 S Richmond Street, 2964 S Richmond Street and 2970 

 
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 WWW.SLCGOV.COM 
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480 TEL  801-535-7757  FAX 801-535-6174 

mailto:christopher.earl@slcgov.com
http://www.slcgov.com/


S Richmond Street in the Sugar House Master Plan area from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 
District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District. 

 
Founded in 1990, Community Development Corporation of Utah (CDCU) is a non-profit organization 
that has grown to be a major affordable housing provider throughout the state of Utah. CDCU builds 
new single and multi-family housing, rehabilitate existing housing stock, and works to revitalize 
neighborhoods around the state. Their business is designed around helping low-to-moderate income 
families make homeownership a reality. 

 
CDCU has built or rehabilitated over 400 homes throughout Utah. By forging a unique partnership 
with the US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), they have become one of only 
five organizations in the nation to administer the Asset Control Area (ACA) program. Through ACA, 
they purchase all HUD-foreclosed homes that fall in critical revitalization areas in Salt Lake and parts 
of Davis County. They then rehabilitate the homes and resell them at or below market value to 
income-eligible families. To date, they have rehabilitated more than 100 of these homes, and have 
helped more than 4000 families in over 125 Utah communities become homeowners. 
*Information obtained from the CDCU website 

 
The proposed zoning map amendment would allow more density on the property and the ability to 
create additional affordable housing within the city. Under the current zoning designation, this 
property of approximately 1.4 acres, could accommodate, through a planned development, a 
maximum of 8 single-family residential dwelling units. The applicant would like to build 
approximately 80 affordable residential units. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Early conceptual rendering 

The applicant is in the early conceptual development stage for this project. The proposal would be to 
construct a four-story multi-family development that would accommodate approximately 80 
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affordable residential units. If the zoning amendment is approved, the applicants will work with the 
Sugar House community to formulate a final design concept that will add the greatest value and least 
negative impact to the surrounding area.In the R-MU-45 zoning district, 1 off-street parking space is 
required per dwelling unit. This project plans to meet this requirement and accommodate 1 off-street 
parking stall per unit. Additional on-street parking is available along Richmond St. 

 
BACKGROUND: This proposed zoning amendment involves 3 parcels located at 2960, 2964 and 
2970 S Richmond Street with an combined total of approximately 1.4 acres. The parcel located at 
2960 fronts Richmond Street and is currently improved with two single-story duplex structures 
which are not permitted uses in the zoning district. With a zoning of R-1/7,000, this property 
already exceeds the density allowed by the zone. 2964 is a landlocked parcel located to the west of 
2960 and is currently undeveloped. 2970 is a small strip parcel located to the south of 2960 and 
2964. It contains an asphalt drive that leads to a parking structure located in the rear yard of 2960. 

 

To the west and north of the subject property are single-family homes located in the R-1/7,000 
zoning district with access provided by Hudson Avenue and Hudson Circle. To the east, across 
Richmond Street, the properties contain a mix of single and multi-family housing, as well as some 
commercial businesses further to the east. This area is primarily zoned RMF-30 and CB. Properties 
to the south, which are located in the City of Millcreek, contain a mix of single- and two-family 
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homes. These properties are currently zoned R-2-6.5, which allows for single- and two-family 
homes. Millcreek City has future plans to increase density in this area by changing the zoning to 
Neighborhood 2, which would allow for multi-family and mixed-use structures with a height up to 
three stories. 

 
Less than a quarter mile to the south is Salt Lake City’s Brickyard area, which contains a mix of 
moderate and high-density housing, residential office and commercial. Regarding the Brickyard Plaza, 
the Sugar House Master Plan describes it in this manner, “ …contains a commercial mall with over 
312,000 square feet of retail space, an anchor department store, a large grocery store, office space along 
with medium-density residential developments. The development has gone through many changes 
through the years with on-going tenant changes and continued reinvestment. The center remains a 
vibrant, auto-oriented retail center for the Sugar House Community, the City and outlying residential 
communities. However, with the prospect of a future light rail route going south near the Brickyard 
development, it has the potential to become a more transit and pedestrian oriented area. 

 
 

KEY CONSIDERATIONS: 
 

Consideration 1: City goals and policies 
 

Sugar House Master Plan 
 

The subject property is located within the Sugar House Master Plan area and is designated in the 
future land use map as Low Density Residential (5-10 dwelling units/acre). 

 
The Sugar House Master Plan states that, although Medium-High Density is not a prevalent land use 
in Sugar House, it is appropriate that the community have some higher density housing. The density 
range for this land use category is from twenty to fifty dwelling units per acre. It also states that, 
although there are few areas in Sugar House that are suitable for Medium-High Density housing, it 
should be encouraged where feasible. Locations for Medium-High Density should be chosen with an 
emphasis on existing Medium-High Density development. It is important to consider sites in which 
the location and design of the project will minimize conflicts with surrounding single-family housing. 
Denser, multi-family housing is prevalent on the east side of Richmond Street where much of the 
property is zoned RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District. Density would be 
expected to increase in this area as the older single-family properties begin to be redeveloped with 
Multi-family developments. The Sugar House Master Plan identifies the island area between 
Richmond Street and Highland Drive as a site for new housing opportunity through Mixed-Use 
development. The Plan suggests a density of at least 18 dwelling units per acre. The subject property 
is directly adjacent to the island, west of Richmond Street, making this an appropriate and feasible 
area to provide higher density housing. 

 
As discussed earlier, the Brickyard area has been evolving through the years to become a flourishing 
area offering retail, office and multi-family housing. As the area continues to grow and be 
redeveloped, a goal within the Sugar House Master Plan is to create a mixed-use destination. The 
area needs to be appropriately zoned to allow uses that will help support this transition. Mixed-use 
zoning, such as the R-MU-45 zoning district, offers the flexibility of uses and housing that will help 
the Brickyard area become a destination for live, work and play and will reinforce the mixed-use 
character of the area. The R-MU-45 zoning district allows uses such as retail, office, clinics, 
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restaurants and indoor recreation. It also allows for multi-familydevelopments and the ability to add 
more housing opportunity, something the R-1/7 ,0 0 0 zoning district does not offer. 

When looking at this area, it should be noted that adjacent Millcreek Cityis CUITently undergoing a 
renovation to their Master Plan, including their CityCenter Plan, which calls for greater density and 
mixed use in the area. Higher density in thisarea of Sugar House would coincide with the future 
development of Millcreek City and would lend to cohesiveness across city lines. 

 
 

SUBJECT 
AREA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

illcree k 
 
 
 

..{................_,._,.     .a.a.,c.:-....  _ ,--.....,....c---,,-,-_-,.-..-............,..,....,._  ............ @.. ' 
C-,."-o .....c.. ... u., ca.--....... ,.. ... 
..,....., .      .....I.IIIII J ......,.... ......... I, 

,......,.....,., , .... -- .......... ,fl,f 
........... -...it.:..... w  

Millcreek City Future Land Use Map of thesubject area 
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Uses in the City Center 
General Categories of Use by Sub-District 
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services, office uses{2500 square feet or less), 
commercial indoor recreation, 
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Mill Center - mixed use including residential 
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entert ainment , civic uses, commercial indoor 
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recreation/entertainment uses, 
temporary/seasonal/mobile food businesses 

 
Market Place - retail commercial use, office, 
mixed use, commercial indoor recreation , 
temporary/seasonal/mobile food businesses 
• All m ixed use a nd m ulti-fa m ily p ro jects m us t get a con ditio nal use 
permit . 

Proposed Use Types for Millcreek City Center 
 
 
 
 
 

Affordab le hous ing is an emphasis within the Sugar House Master Plan. It emphasizes the 
impo1tance of providing housing for families or individuals who earn less than the median income 
and encourages increasing oppo1tunities for affordab le housing. Affordab le housing should be 
dist1ibuted evenly both area-wide and within individual developments. 'This propo sal would be ab le 
to provide approximately 80 affordab le hous ing units in a small development. 

The proposal follows these Sugar House Master Plan policies: 

Medium-High Densitu Residential 

o 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 single1amily development. 

o Direct higher density housing inlocations served within walkingdistance to transit, 
commercial services and parks... 

Providing Affordable Housing 

o Support theSalt Lake Community Housing Plan. 

Brickuard Plaza Redevelopment 

o Plan for newdevelopment in this area to provide a mixture of land uses that support 
a pedestrian orientation and transit. 
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There are policies from the Sugar House Master Plan that this proposal does not meet, however, the 
proposal can still be appropriate for the area. A policy from the plan addressing infill development 
suggests focusing new residential development toward the Sugar House Business District through a 
mixed land use pattern. While the subject property is not a part of the Sugar House Business District, 
the plan also suggests infill housing on the island between Richmond Street and Highland Drive as 
well as in locations where feasible. The close proximity to the island, Brickyard Plaza and other mixed- 
use nearby makes this a feasible and appropriate location. 

 
The Sugar house Master Plan also discusses impacts on low-density residential and policies that seek 
to support and enhance the dominant, single-family character of the existing low-density residential 
neighborhoods. It suggests the need to maintain the unique character of older, predominantly low- 
density neighborhoods and prohibit the expansion of non-residential land uses into areas of primarily 
low-density dwelling units. These policies are important to the success of the Sugar House area and 
the proposal does not intend to infringe on them. While the subject area is within close proximity to 
low-density single-family residential, it sits on the edge of this zoning type and borders higher density 
residential and more intense mixed-use areas. The R-MU-45 zoning district can act as a buffer 
between the surrounding lower density zoning and the more intense zoning of the Brickyard area. It 
can also offer buffering from the expected use intensification as the Millcreek City Center evolves into 
a mixed-use destination. The addition of more housing can add vitality to the Brickyard area, support 
the transition to a mixed-use destination and reinforce the mixed-use character of the area. 

 
Plan Salt Lake 

 
The citywide master plan, Plan Salt Lake, emphasizes the need for a variety of housing options and 
provides the following guiding principles and initiatives that are relevant to this proposal: 

 
• Growing responsibly while providing people with choices about where they live, how they 

live, and how they get around. 
o Locate new development in areas with existing infrastructure and amenities, such 

as transit and transportation corridors. 
o Encourage a mix of land uses. 
o Promote infill and redevelopment of underutilized land. 

o Accommodate and promote an increase in the City’s population. 

• Access to a wide variety of housing types for all income levels throughout the City, 
providing the basic human need for safety and responding to changing demographics. 

o Ensure access to affordable housing citywide (including rental and very low 
income). 

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

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

appropriate. 
o Promote high density residential in areas served by transit. 
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Considering the rate of growth and changing demographics the city is facing and expectation of 
future growth, the proposed development offers affordable housing options in a location served by 
infrastructure, services and amenities. 

 
Growing SLC 

 
Additionally, the city’s housing plan, Growing SLC, reinforces the growing demand for housing. The 
plan cites density limitations as a local barrier, which has been exacerbating the city’s housing crisis. 
The following goal and objective are relevant to this proposal: 

 
• Increase housing options: Reform City practices to promote a responsive, affordable, high- 

opportunity housing market. 
o Review and modify land-use and zoning regulations to reflect the affordability 

needs of a growing, pioneering city. 
1.1.1 Develop flexible zoning tools and regulations, with a focus along significant 

transportation routes. 
1.1.2 Develop in-fill ordinances that promote a diverse housing stock, increase 

housing options, create redevelopment opportunities, and allow additional 
units within existing structures, while minimizing neighborhood impacts. 

 
• Affordable Housing Options: Increase housing opportunities for cost-burdened households. 

o Prioritize the development of new affordable housing with the emphasis in 
households earning 40 percent AMI and below. 

o Pursue funding sources for affordable housing opportunities. 

The plan states that in order to respond to the demographic shift, modernizing zoning is key not only 
to catching up with demand, but creating housing that responds to every stage of life whether just 
starting out or downsizing later in life. Modernizing zoning will involve expanding on zones that have 
supported recent housing development, including Residential Mixed-Use zones. Likewise, Growing 
SLC recommends adopting an infill development ordinance to increase the number of units on 
particular parcels throughout the city. Encouraging in-fill housing throughout the city means more 
people are able to find homes in Salt Lake City. 

 
Of the three parcels within the subject properties, only two are developed. The third parcel remains 
vacant mainly due to its large size, land value and the ability to build only one dwelling unit on the 
property under the current R-1/7,000 zoning standards. This makes development on this lot 
financially unfeasible. Under the current zoning, through the approval of a Planned Development, 
redevelopment of the subject properties could yield a maximum of 8 single-family dwelling units. If 
the proposed zoning change were approved, the applicant could construct approximately 80 dwelling 
units while fully developing all three parcels within the subject property and maximizing the property’s 
potential. 

 
It is important to incentivize affordable housing developments in order to entice developers to build 
them. In today’s market, it is often not feasible to build affordable housing developments without some 
sort of funding relief. Special financing, funding pools, grants and tax credit programs are ways to 
subsidize these types of developments. Special funding is crucial as it allows for property owners the 
ability to offer lower cost housing options due to the smaller financial burden that must be recouped 
from the project which gives them the ability to target lower income individuals. 
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The proposal is in line with these strategies because it will provide needed housing in Salt Lake City, 
and more importantly, it will provide more affordable housing options. The Sugar House area has 
experienced significant residential growth in recent years. Areas like the Sugar House Business 
District and the Brickyard area have seen the majority of this growth, however, most of the projects 
have been market rate housing rather than affordable housing.  It is a goal of the Growing SLC Plan 
to prioritize the development of new affordable housing not just in certain areas of the city, but within 
all of city’s neighborhoods. This proposal would help to meet that goal. 

 
Consideration 2: Design compatibility 
Although much of the surrounding area is single-family residential, denser multi-family zoning is 
found east across Richmond Street as well as on adjacent properties to the south. Areas such as the 
Brickyard area and Millcreek City Center are seeing a growth in density as these areas are moving 
towards becoming mixed-use destinations. The subject property is already a property that is not 
within character of the adjacent single-family homes. Because the property contains a 
nonconforming fourplex, it exceeds the density allowed per lot in the R-1/7,000 zoning district and 
fits more in character with the higher-density surroundings. 

 
As mentioned above, this project’s design is in its infancy. The applicant’s goal is to seek feedback 
from the Sugar House Community Council as they develop a project that is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood. With the consideration of comments provided by the council and 
standards found in the zoning ordinance, the applicant can formulate a design that will help to 
engage the street while drawing inspiration from its surroundings in order to lessen the impact on 
surrounding properties This zoning district does allow for by right development meaning if a project 
is submitted for review, meeting all zoning standards, the Planning Division would not review the 
project and there would be no required public engagement. 

 
Comments regarding the concern of building height and the effect a taller building would have were 
received during the public comment period. The R-MU-45 zoning district does provide architectural 
buffering when adjacent to single-family residential development. It requires that the minimum side 
yard setback be increased one foot for every one foot increase in height above thirty feet. By 
increasing setbacks, it helps to eliminate a walled in effect while giving the building depth and 
dimension. To help lessen the impact to adjacent single- and two-family residential district, a 10-foot 
wide landscape buffer is required. Landscape buffers are intended to lessen the impact of transitions 
between dissimilar uses and must be designed with shade trees, evergreen or deciduous shrub 
hedges and fencing. The R-MU-45 zone is also subject to design standards which will aid in design 
compatibility. 

 
In addition to landscaped buffering and step backs in the upper levels of the structure the height is 
limited when adjacent to single-family zoned properties. The R-MU-45 zone allows a property owner 
to request up to 10 additional feet of height in most zoning scenarios but is not allowed when 
adjacent to single-family zoned properties. Limiting the height to 45 feet will make future 
development of the property more compatible with existing development. 

 
Buildings in the surrounding area range between 1 to 3 stories high. The homes in the area are 
primarily oriented to the street and typically contain entry features such as covered and uncovered 
porches. There are a number of two-family homes located in the area as well as some older multi- 
family developments along with some newly built multi-family developments. As you move further 
south and east, you begin to see density, use and building form intensify. 
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The proposed development is planned to be 4 stories high, with stepped back building facades in 
order to minimize the impact of that height in accordance with the R-MU-45 standards. In relation to 
the single-family homes to the west and north, the proposed building will be larger, but with the 
incorporation of façade step backs, the impact should be minimized. When looking to the east and 
south, the proposed development begins to fit in with the surrounding buildings, being more in scale 
with the development that has occurred and what is likely to occur with future development in 
accordance with adopted master plan policies in Salt Lake City and Millcreek City. 

 
Consideration 3: Parking impacts to the abutting properties and neighborhood  
Many of the public comments received regarding this proposal had concerns with parking. The 
concerns were related to whether sufficient parking would be provided for residents and visitors to 
the property. Developments within Salt Lake City have minimum and maximum parking 
requirements that must be met. Those requirements are dependent on the zone they are located in 
as well as the use. Multi-family residential uses within the R-MU-45 zoning district require 1 parking 
space per dwelling unit. As part of the project’s design, the applicant plans to meet this parking 
requirement with an on-site surface parking lot. There are also several on-street parking stalls 
available along Richmond St. 

 
This area is serviced by a Utah Transit Authority (UTA) bus stop within walking distance of the 
project area, which provides access to UTA’s transit network. This bus line allows for transfer to 
other bus lines, TRAX, the S-Line and FrontRunner, providing access to Downtown Salt Lake City, 
the University of Utah as well as most other areas within the city. 

 
The Salt Lake City Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan recommends adding new bike lanes along 
Richmond Street and Highland Drive leading south to Brickyard Plaza. It also suggests adding bike 
lanes north along Highland Drive and 1300 E providing bike access to Sugar House Park. This will 
allow for safe pedestrian and bicycle access to these areas. 

 
Many daily needs such as grocery and retail stores, department stores, restaurants, recreation and 
entertainment are all within walking or biking distance of the Brickyard Shopping Center as well as 
other nearby amenities.  Walking distance to transit offers the flexibility to go beyond walking 
distance for other needs. The proximity to the Brickyard and transit along with the increasing mixed- 
use character of the area will help to minimizes the reliance on motor vehicles. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
While this zoning map amendment proposal does not coincide with the current future land use map 
for this area of Sugar House, it does further other adopted master plan documents which encourage 
progress in the City’s efforts to meet its goals for providing housing options for the rapidly growing 
population of Salt Lake City. More important to this, it will provide an affordable housing option for 
residents of Salt Lake City. This site is an appropriate opportunity to add density where it is feasible. 
Much of the area is a pedestrian-friendly walkable area serviced by sidewalks. The property is within 
walking distance of the Brickyard shopping center as well as other amenities in the area. The area is 
also served by a number of transit options including bus routes that provide access to UTA’s rail 
system . Under the current zoning, the development potential is limited.  The proposed zoning 
district not only offers more opportunities for development but also helps to further the city’s housing 
goals. 

 
The proposed project is located within one of the Salt Lake City Redevelop Agency’s High 
Opportunity Areas for affordable housing. When discussing the challenges for developing affordable 
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housing within high opportunity areas, the RDA mentions limited multi-family zoning opportunities 
within high opportunity areas as one of the barriers. The RDA has made available $4.5 million in 
funding for high opportunity areas to develop affordable housing projects, and CDCU has recently 
received a $1.8 million loan from that fund for the proposed project if the zoning amendment is 
approved. 

 
While development drawings are not required to be submitted with a zoning map amendment 
request and a rezone is not bound to a particular development, the applicant has submitted a 
development proposal that shows the intention to create an 80-unit four story affordable housing 
development. Although there is a character of nearby single-family residential, the impact from the 
development on the surrounding neighborhood can be minimized. By stepping back the exterior 
façades and limiting available height it will lessen the visual impact and eliminate a walled in effect. 
The addition of landscape buffers will help to ease the transition from single-family to denser multi- 
family and design standards will help in creating a final product that fits in character with the existing 
neighborhood. These existing zoning standards in the R-MU-45 zone will allow for a multi-family 
residential development that is compatible with the existing neighborhood as well as act as a buffer as 
the neighborhood transitions into a more dense and urban regional center  Even if the development 
is not ultimately achieved, the proposed R-MU-45 zoning district will allow for more flexibility in 
order to maximize the potential of the property. 

 
NEXT STEPS: 
The Planning Commission’s recommendation for the proposed amendment will be forwarded to the 
City Council for their consideration as part of the final decision on this petition. 

 
If the amendment is denied, the subject property will maintain its R-1/7,000 zoning designation and 
will have to be developed accordingly. 
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ATTACHMENT A: Vicinity and Zoning Map 
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ATTACHMENT B: Site Photographs 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

Top: 
Street View of the 
Subject Property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Middle: 
South duplex on 
subject property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom: 
North duplex on 
subject property 
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Top: 
Drive access from 
Richmond Street to 
the rear of the 
property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Middle: 
Rear area of the 
subject property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom: 
Rear area of the 
subject property 
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Top: 
Rear area of the 
subject property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Middle: 
Undeveloped rear 
area of the subject 
property 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bottom: 
Undeveloped rear 
area of the subject 
property 
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Examples of multi-family 
developments near the subject 

property 
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Brickyard Plaza and office space 
near the subject property 
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ATTACHMENT C: Application Materials 
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Zoning Amendment Application/ Project Description 
 

Address: 
 

2960, 2964, and 2970 South Richmond Street, Salt Lake City, UT, 84106 

Purpose of Amendments: 

Rezone parcel #16-29-277-028-0000, #16-29-277-014-0000,and #16-29-277-029-0000 from R-1-7000 to 
RMU-45. 

Description of proposed use of property being rezoned: 
 

Once these parcels are rezoned to RM U-45, CDCU will construct a 3-4 story apartment building with 
approximately 55 affordable rental units. 

Reasons why the present zoning may not be appropriate for the area: 
 

• The subject property is within 0.5 miles of numerous office, retail, and commercial 
developments, including Brickyard, and .25 miles from a high frequency bus line. Rezoning the 
property to RM U-45 is consistent with the plans of Millcreek City which are underway to 
develop this area as its city center. Rezoning the subject property to provide higher density 
housing furthers the City's goals of creating more walkable neighborhoods. 

• The subject property is located across the street from newly constructed townhomes located at 
2966 S Richmond View CT and is located in a neighborhood that has a mixture of single-family 
homes and multi-unit housing. Although the property is surrounded to the north and south by 
single-family homes the variety of housing options located in this area provides that this is not 
an outlier in the neighborhood. To address the concerns that often accompany density 
increases, such as height and impact to the surrounding pro perties, CDCU is designing the 
structure to be constructed on the south side with a setback on the north. This will mean that 
the building will not be against the rear yards of the homes to the north. The building will also 
be designed in such a way that the upper levels step back slightly so that it does not significantly 
impose on the surrounding properties. 

• The proposed rezone addresses several key objectives in Plan Salt Lake, Growing SLC, and the 
Sugar House Master Plan: 

o In the Growth section of Plan Salt Lake, it states, "Locate new development in areas with 
existing infrastructure and amenities, such as transit and transportation corridors." 
Following, in the Housing section, it reiterates, "Promote high density residential in 
areas served by transit." The Richmond site, located on 1300 East, is located within .25 
miles of high frequency bus transit and .5 miles of amenities such as a grocery store, 
retail, office, health care facility, banks, and .7 miles from the Imperial community park. 

o A key objective in the Growth section of Plan Salt Lake is to "promote infill and 
redevelopment of underutilized land." The current property is only partially developed 
(half is vacant and the remaining half has two buildings of twin units and an accessory 
building) and is clearly underutilized. 

o In the Housing section of Plan Salt Lake, it states development in the city should: 
• "Ensure access to affordable housing citywide (rental and very low income)." 

This project would meet the goals of the new Administration and the City 



Council by creating the first affordable housing development in the City' s 
designated Areas of Opportunity . It is also important to note that with the 
exception of Liberty Village, no new affordable housing has been constructed on 
the east side with the concentration of it being built downtown and on the 
westside of Salt Lake City. 

• "Enable moderate density increases within existing neighborhoods where 
appropriat e." While this property has single family buildings to the north, it 
abuts a medium-density development in Millcreek City of 6 two-story twin 
homes. It is also across the street from new medium-densitydevelopment with 
two new townhome projects either recently completed or under construction. 
Within approximately a half mile to the south, there are several new higher 
density commercial and residential developments that are either completed or 
under construction. Millcreek City is also proposing higher densit y development 
in the Brickyard area as part of its city center redevelopment. 

o Goal 2 in the Growing SLC Housing Plan is to "increase housing opportunit ies and 
stability for cost-burdened households." This proposal further meets that goal by 
directly addressing another key objective in the plan: 

• "Prioritize the development of new affordablehousing wit h an emphasis on 
households earning 40 percent AMI and below." The proposed multi-family 
development will be submitted as a 9% low-income housing tax credit project. If 
awarded, those credits will be used to subsidize rents to meet this objective. 
The project will likely include a mix of incomes ranging from below 40% of area 
median income to market rent as this is preferred for thoughtful and st rategic 
community development. 

o The current zoning is not sufficient to meet affordable housing intentions of the Sugar 
House Master Plan. 

• Under the section "IncreasingHousing Opportunities" on page 3, it states, "sites 
identified for new housing opportun ities through mixed-use development are 
located in the business district as well as the island between Richmond and 
Highland Drive;" and, "the Sugar House Community encourages increasing 
opportunities for affordable housing. This housing should be evenly distributed 
in the community, both area-wide and within individual developments." 

• Sugar House has gone through an unprecedented development phase over the 
last five years, however, with the exception of Liberty Village, no new affordable 
housing has been constructed. Property for redevelopment is scarce and when 
available is usually at a price that makes it difficult, if not impossible,to 
construct affordable housing. This property is on the edge of the "island" 
between Highland and Richmond and is an excellent location to meet the goal 
of the Sugar House Master Plan to bring affordable housing to the community. 
Its proximity to transit, retail, food, and other vital uses provides a clear path to 
opportunity for those who are low and moderate income. 

o The current zoning prohibits the City from reaching its goals, funded by the City Council, 
to create affordable housing in areas of opportuni ty. 



• In her role as a City Councilwoman, Mayor Mendenhall set aside $4.5 million to 
create affordable housing in areas that have greater access to opportunity. 
These areas are determined through an analysis of several key components 
including education, health living, transportation, economic development and 
more. The current zone significantly reduces the number of units that can be 
constructed but by rezoning the property, the new apartments will provide 
housing to appro ximately 55 low- and moderate-incomehouseholdsand access 
to vital necessities that will help build resiliency and personal financial and 
physical health. 



1 ThreeParcels: 
028: 0.65 acres 
014:  0.56 acres 
029:  0.21 acres 
TOTAL: 1.42 acres 
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April 7, 2020 
 

Judi Short 
Sugar House Community Council 
Land Use and Zoning Committee 

 
Judi, 

 
We look forward to meeting with you and members from your community council next week to discuss 
the rezone of the property located at 2960 Richmond (1300 East). As a reminder, we are seeking a rezone 
the property to RMU-45 from R-1-5000 and construct rental apartments. We will be seeking Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits to provide the equity for the project and will be applying for the 9% allocation from 
the Utah Housing Corporation. The criteria for the 9% tax credits encourages a mix of incomes in 
apartment buildings so these units will consist of everything from very low-income to market rate. This is 
the best approach for good community development in that it avoids an overwhelming amount of very 
low-income housing in a community (thus avoiding the “projects” seen in communities decades ago) and 
instead creates housing for households of all incomes. 

 
The current zoning is not sufficient to meet affordable housing objectives of the Plan Salt Lake, Growing 
SLC (City Housing Plan) and the Sugar House Master Plan. 

 
• Under the section “Increasing Housing Opportunities” on page 3 of the Sugar House Master Plan, 

it states, “sites identified for new housing opportunities through mixed-use development are 
located in the business district as well as the island between Richmond and Highland Drive;” and, 
“the Sugar House Community encourages increasing opportunities for affordable housing. This 
housing should be evenly distributed in the community, both area-wide and within individual 
developments.” 

• Sugar House has gone through an unprecedented development phase over the last five years, 
however, with the exception of Liberty Village and perhaps some in Wilmington Gardens, no new 
affordable housing has been constructed. Property for redevelopment is scarce and when 
available is usually at a price that makes it difficult, if not impossible, to construct affordable 
housing. This property is on the edge of the “island” between Highland and Richmond and is an 
excellent location to meet the goal of the Sugar House Master Plan to bring affordable housing to 
the community. Its proximity to transit, retail, food, and other vital uses provides a clear path to 
opportunity for those who are low and moderate income. 



I want to highlight some data regarding affordable housing and why it is so desperately needed—and 
perhaps even more so given the current pandemic and economic situation. 

 
• To determine the affordability of housing in a city, county or state, we look at income levels (Area 

Median Income or AMI) based on HUD data. Residents who are below 60% of AMI (about 
$45,000) are more likely to struggle with housing payments. The area median income in Salt Lake 
City is nearly $20,000 less than the County. 

• In Salt Lake City, half of its renters are cost burdened—meaning they spend more that 30% of 
their income on housing (30% being the federal rule of how much of a person’s income should go 
towards housing). Nearly 25% of its renters are severely cost burdened—meaning they spend 
more than 50% of their income on housing costs (those in this category are usually spending 
upwards of 75% of their income on housing leaving them with a few hundred dollars per month 
for other essential costs). 

• Salt Lake City has approximately 12,000 renter households that make less than $20,000 annually 
and there is a gap of 7,500 rental units affordable to those households. 

• Stagnant wages mean that incomes have not kept up with housing costs. 
• Despite record apartment growth in the City, new construction has not met the needs of those 

needing an affordable place to live. Vacancy rates in the County have been well below 5% with 
Salt Lake City going as low as 2%. High rents and low vacancy result in few accessible units for 
low-income households. 

• Average year-over-year rent in the County increased 3.3% between 2000 and 2018 (increasing 
78% over the entire duration); however, from 2013 to 2018 rents increased 6.1%. 

• A single person household in Salt Lake County has an AMI of $51,690 (approximately $25/hour); 
the AMI for a family of four is $73,800. Based on 2018 rents, there is a $470 average monthly gap 
between affordable rent for a one-person household and a one-bedroom average rent plus 
utilities, and $610 average monthly affordable gap between affordable rent for a four-person 
household and three-bedroom average rent plus utilities. 

• The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics includes the following occupations in this salary range: 
community and social services; education, training and library; arts, design, entertainment, 
sports, media; construction; installation, maintenance and repair. Those occupations below this 
salary include: healthcare support; food preparation and serving related; building and grounds 
maintenance; and office and administrative support. This means that those who provide services 
to many in our communities, including teachers, librarians, social workers, administrative 
assistants are not able to afford to live in the communities where they work. 

• According to the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute, the zip code where the Richmond property is 
located is in the top 10 zip codes ranked by highest average apartment rent thus excluding 
affordable housing opportunities for who work and serve in that community. 

While our request to rezone the property is not based on design, we wanted to share with you some 
sample images of what the massing would look like, how we could mitigate a building being constructed 
on that property and what we can do to provide a “greening” effect on the building and property. The 
following images are not what the building will look like in terms of materials and perhaps even final 



shape—they are examples only. However, we wanted to show how we intend to step the building back, 
particularly from the west side of the property, so that it does not feel imposing on the surrounding 
properties. The renderings also show that the parking is on the north side of the lot and abuts the single- 
family homes. That parking will also be landscaped to provide a green screen between the homes and the 
apartments. (Please see the renderings attached.) 

 
In an effort to reduce its carbon footprint, the site itself will include a landscaping plan that includes an 
abundance of greenery. Trees, bushes, and other waterwise plants provide a softening to the site, but 
also increase privacy and are better for the air quality. To move this to an even more impactful level, 
CDCU and ajc architects are exploring ways to include greenery on the building itself. This has proven to 
be an effective way of reducing the building’s carbon footprint and provide a more attractive project to 
the surrounding community. 

 

This is an example of incorporating greenery on the side of the building to create a softer impact. 
 

 
Green roofs help reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect, a condition in which urban environments absorb 

and trap heat. 



 
 

Landscaping on terraces create private places for residents as well as a screen for surrounding neighbors. 
 

Another example of trees, bushes and other plantings on terraces to reduce the environmental impact as 
well as provide a greener exterior to the building. 

 
The Richmond parcel extends beyond a typical frontage with a narrow piece of land that runs towards 
Hudson. This parcel is an excellent opportunity for a community green space for the neighborhood but 
also softens the streetscape along 1300 East. There are many ways that CDCU is exploring to make this 
area a community asset such as providing garden beds, public art, seating areas and pathways. 

 
The rezone on 1300 East provides on opportunity to provide much needed affordable housing to working 
households. It provides them access to opportunities that aren’t found in lower-income neighborhoods, 
such as fresh, healthy food, transportation, employment opportunities and community cohesion. CDCU is 
also mindful of the impact that a multi-story building can have in a community but will design it in such a 
way that it does not feel imposing on surrounding neighbors and includes a more extensive landscaping 
plan to reduce its carbon footprint and provide a natural greenscape to those in the vicinity. 

 
Thank you for your time, Judi, and we look forward to future conversations. 
Mike 



ATTACHMENT D: Development Standards 
 

Current zoning standards: 
 

R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District 

Minim mn Lot Area MinimmnLot 
Width Maximum Heigl1t Minimmn Off- 

Stree t Parking 
 
 

7,000 sq ft for a single-family 
detached dwelling 

 
 

50 ft 

Pitched Roof: 28 ft or 
the average height of 

other principalbuildings 
on the block face 

 

2 spaces per 
dwelling unit 

  Flat Roof: 20 ft  

 
 

R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District 

Minimmn Yard Maximum 
Building 
Coverage Front Corn er Interi or Rear 

The minimum depth of the front 
yard for all principal buildings 
shallbe equal to the average of 

the front yards of existing 
buildings within the block face. 

Where there are no existing 
buildings within the block face, 

the minimum depth shall be 
twenty feet (20'). Where the 

minimum front yard is specified 
in the recorded subdivision plat, 
the requirement specified on the 
plat shall prevail. For buildings 

legally existing on April 12, 1995, 
the required front yard shall be 
no greater than the established 

setback line of the existing 
building. 

 
 

The minimum depth of the 
corner side yard for all principal 
buildings shall be equal to the 

average of the existing buildings 
on the block face. Where there 
are no other existing buildings 

on the block face, the minimum 
depth shall be twenty feet (20 '). 

Where the minimum corner   
side yard is specified in the 

recorded subdivision plat, the 
requirement specified on the  

plat shall prevail. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6 ft on 
one side 
and 10 ft 
on the 
other 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25 ft 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

40% 

 
 

Proposed zoning standards: 
 

R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District 

Minimmn Lot Area Minimmn Lot Width Maximum 
Height 

Minim mn Off- 
Street Parking 

5,000 square feet for newlots 
 

No minimum for existing lots 

 
50 ft 

 
45 ft 

1space per dwelling 
unit 
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R-MU-45 Residential/Mi-xed Use District 

Minimum Yard Maximun1 
Buildi ng 
Cove rage Front Corn er Interior Rear 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Minimum 5 ft, 
maximum 15ft 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Minimum 5 ft, 
maximum15 

ft 

No setback is required unless an 
inte1ior side yard abuts a Single- or 
Two-Family Residential District. 
When a setback is required, a 

minimum ten foot (10') setback 
must be provided, and the 

minimum side yard setback shall 
be increased one foot (1') for every 

one foot (1') increase in height 
above thirty feet (30 '). Buildings 
may be stepped so taller portions 

of a building are fa1t her away from 
the side property line. The 

horizontal measurement of the 
step shall be equal to the ve1tical 
measurement of the taller portion 

of the building. 

 
 
 
 

Rear Yard: 
Twenty five 

percent (25%) 
of lot depth, 
but need not 
exceed thirty 

feet (30'). 

 
 
 
 
 

20% of the 
lot area 
shall be 

maintained 
as an open 
space area 

 
 
 

Landuse comparison: 
 
 
 

ed elsewhere in this title 
Adaptive reuse of a landmark site 

 
ca 

 
 

p 

Alcohol, bar establishment (2,500 square feet 
or less in floor area) 
Alcohol, bre wpub (2,500 squarefeet or less in 
floor area) 

 
C9 

 
C9 

Animal, veterinaryoffice  C 

Alt galle1y  p 

Altisanfood production (2,500 squarefeet or 
less in floor area) 

 
P3 

Bed and breakfast inn  p 

Clinic (medical, dental)  p 

Commercial food preparation  p 

Community garden 

Crematorium 

C p 
 

C 
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Daycare center, adult  p 

Daycare center, child C  

Daycare, nonregistered homedaycare P22 p 22 

Daycare, registered homedaycare or 
preschool P22 p 22 

Dwelling, accessory unit p p 

Dwelling, assisted living facility Oarge)  p 

Dwelling, assisted living facility (limited 
canacitv) C p 

Dwelling, assisted living facility (small)  p 

Dwelling, grouphome 0arge)14  C 

Dwelling, grouphome(small)is p p 

Dwelling, manufactured home p p 

Dwelling, multi-family  p 

Dwelling, residential support Oarge)16  C 

Dwelling, residential suppo1t (small)17  C 

Dwelling, rooming (boarding) house  C 

Dwelling, single-family (attached)  p 

Dwelling, single-family (detached) p p 

Dwelling, twin home and two-family  p 

Eleemosynary facility C p 

Financial institution  p 

Funeral home  p 

Governmental facility C C 

Homeoccupation P24 p 24 

Laborat01y (medical, dental, optical)  p 

Library  C 

Mixed use development  p 

Mobile food business (operation on plivate 
property) 

 p 

Municipal service use, including City utility 
use and nolice and fire station C C 

Museum  p 

Nursing carefacility  p 

Office, excluding medical and dental clinic 
and office 

 p 
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Open space on lots less than 4 acres in size p p 

Park p p 

Parking, park and ride lot shared with existing 
use p p 

Parking, off site  C 
Place of worship on lots less than 4 acres in 
size C C 

Reception center  p 

Recreation (indoor)  p 

Restaurant  p 

Retail goods establishment  p 

Retail goods establishment, plant and garden 
shoowith outdoor retail sales area 

 p 

Retail service establishment  p 

School, music conservatory  C 

School, professional and vocational  C 

School, seminary and religious institute C C 

Seasonal fann stand  p 

Studio, art  p 

Temporary use of closed schools and churches  C23 

Thea ter, live performance  C,.3 

Thea ter, movie  C 

Urbanfarm p p 

Utility, building or stmcture Ps Ps 

Utility, transmission wire, line, pipeor pole Ps Ps 
 

QualifiJing provisions: 
1. Asingleapartment unit may belocated abovefirst floor retail/ office. 
2. Provided that no more than 2 two-family buildings are located adjacent to one another and no more than3 such 

dwellings are located along the sameblockface (withinsubdivisions approved afterApril12, 1995). 
3. Must contain retail component for on-sitefood sales. 
4. Reserved. 
5. See subsection 21A.02.050B of thistitlefor utility regulations. 
6. Building additions on lotslessthan 20,000 squarefeet for officeusesmay not exceed 50 percent of the building's 

footprint. Building additions greater than50 percent of the building's footprint or newoffice building construction are subject 
to a designreview. 

7. Subject to conformance to the provisions in section 21.A.02.050 of thistitle. 
8. Subject to conformance with the provisions of subsection 21A.24.010S of thistitle. 
9. Subject to conformance with the provisions in section 21.A.36 .300 , "Alcohol Related Establishments", of thistitle. 
10. In the RBZoning District, the totalsquarefootage, including patiospace, shall not exceed 2,200 squarefeet in total 

Totalsquarefootage will include a maximum 1,750 squarefeet offloor spacewithin a business and a maximum of 450 square 
feet in an outdoor patio area. 

11. Accessory guest or servant's quarters must belocated within the buildable area on the lot. 
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12. Subject to conformance with the provisions of section 21A.36.150 of this title. 
13. Prohibited within 1,000 feet of a Single- or Two-Family Zoning District. 
14. No large group home shall be located within 800 feet of another group home. 
15. No small group home shall be located within 800 feet of another group home. 
16. No large residential support shall be located within 800 feet of another residential support. 
17. No small residential support shall be located within 800 feet of another residential support. 
18. Large group homes established in the RB and RO Districts shall be located above the ground floor. 
19. Small group homes established in the RB and RO Districts shall be located above the ground floor. 
20. Large residential support established in RO Districts shall be located above the ground floor. 
21. Small residential support established in RO Districts shall be located above the ground floor. 
22. Subject to section 21A.36.130 of this title. 
23. Subject to section 21A.36.170 of this title. 
24. Subject to section 21A.36.030 of this title. 

(Ord. 14-19, 2019: Ord. 53-18, 2018: Ord. 23-18, 2018: Ord. 47-17, 2017: Ord. 46-17, 2017) 
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ATTACHMENT E: Analysis of Standards 
 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 
 

2  1A.50  0.   50 :  Adecision 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 malting a decision to amend the zoning map, the City Council should consider the 
following: 

 

Factor Finding Rationale 
1. Whether a proposed map 

run e mh n en t is co n s is t e nt with 
the purpos es , goals, objectives , 
and poli cies of the ci ty as 
state d throu gh its  vario us 
adop te d plrum in g do cum e nt s ; 

Partially 
complies 

The proposed zoning amendme nt is 
notconsistent with the future land use 
map in the Sugar House Master Plan. 
However,as discussed in 
Consideration #1 of this staff report, 
the proposed amendments are in line 
with the Sugar House Master Plan 
goals and policies related to increased 
housing variety and affordability as 
well as finding opportunities for multi- 
family housing where feasible. The 
proposed R-MU-45 zoning offers 
greater opportu nities for appropriate 
development th at will better engage 
the st reet and allows for more 
affordable housing units. The 
proposed zoning amendment is also in 
line with growth and housing goals 
outlined in the citywide master plan, 
Plan Salt Lake, and the city's !)-year 
hous ing plan, Growing SLC. These 
goals include increasing medium 
density housing and providing more 
housing types and options in terms of 
unit size and price while directing 
growth to areas with existing 
infrastructure. 

2 . Wheth er a propos ed map 
an1endn1ent furth ers th e 
spe cifi c plu·pos e s tat em ent s of 
the zonin g ordin ru1ce . 

Com plies TI1e proposal helps to foster the city's 
residential development by allowing a 
housing type that offers more options 
in terms oflocation and affordability. 
Because the proposed zoning district 
aims to reinforce the mixed-use 
character of the area and promote 
approp1iately scaled development that 
is pedestrian0 1i en t ed, the proposal 
helps to meet these goals. Moreover, 
the proposal helps to implement tl1e 
city's adopted plans as discussed 
above. 
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3. Tue extent to which a proposed 
map am en dm ent will affect 
adjacent properties ; 

Complies Consideration #2 of this staff report 
discussestheimpact the proposed 
development will have on the 
surrounding single-family residen tial 
structures and shows that the visual 
impact can be lessened bystepping 
back the building's facades. TI1e 
i mpact can also be lessened by the 
addition oflandscape buffers, limited 
available height and appropriate 
design. There is also discussion of the 
minimal impact to the other 
surrounding areas of this proposal due 
to the similar or more intense zoning 
of these areas. 

 
Consideration #3 of this staff report 
addresses the public comments 
received related to parking impacts on 
neighborhood. Parking impacts and 
the reliance on owning a motor vehicle 
can be lessened by the following 
factors: 

 
• The proposed development 

must meet the parking 
requirements for this zone 
and use and therefore, should 
provide adequate parking to 
serve the residents. 

• Transportation options can be 
found in the neighborhood, 
which include sidewalks, 
proposed bike lanes and a 
transit stop within walking 
distance of the proposed 
development. TI1e t ra ns it stop 
will give access to  UTA's 
t ra nsit network includi ng 
multiple bus routes, the S- 
Line and Trax. This will allow 
residents to travel to most 
areas within Salt Lake City 
including Downtown and the 
University of Utah. 

• The Brickyard Plaza Shopping 
Center is within walking 
distance of the proposed 
development and offers most 
daily needs including grocery 
shopping, retail  and 
entertain me nt. 
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4. Wh eth e r a propo s e d m a p 
an1endn1ent is co nsistent with 
the plu-pos es and provi s ion s of 
any appli cable overlay zoning 
disb i cts which may im po se 
additional standards; 

Com pli e s TI1e property is located within the 
Groundwater Source Protection 
overlay district. No negative impacts 
are expected as a palt of this project. 

5. The  adequacy  of  public 
facilities and services intended 
to serv e the subject pro perty , 
in cludi ng, but not lim ited to , 
roadw ays , parks and 
rec re atio nal fa cili tie s , poli ce 
and fir e prote ctio n , schools , 
ston nwater drain age syste1ns , 
water supplies , and 
wastewater and refuse 
coll ectio n. 

Complies No objections were received from other 
City depalt ments regarding this 
amendment or the proposed 
development. Prior to obtaining a 
building permit, the development will 
need to comply with all city 
regulations. Other city  depaltments 
and divisions provided preliminary 
comments, which are includedin 
Attachment G. 
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ATTACHMENT F: Public Process and Comments 
 

 

The following is a list of public meetings that have been held, and other public input opportunities, 
related to this project: 

 
Public Notices: 

 
− Notice of the project and request for comments sent to the Chair of the Sugar House 

Community Council on March 12, 2020 in order to solicit comments. The 45-day recognized 
organization comment period expired on April 27, 2020. 

 
− Early notification notices mailed on March 12, 2020 to property owners and residents within 

300 feet of the subject property. 
 

− Staff and the applicant attended a virtual meeting hosted by the Sugar House Community 
Council on April 16, 2020. The applicant discussed the project in detail, speaking about their 
ideas for building design and height, how they would handle the parking requirements, 
affordable housing and their projected timeline of the project. Staff answered questions 
related to the planning process. Concerns over parking and building height were the main 
topics of discussion. 

 
Public Hearing Notice: 

 
− Public hearing notice mailed on May 15, 2020. 

− Public hearing notice posted on City and State websites on May 15, 2020. 

− Sign posted on the property on May 15, 2020. 

Public Comments: 
 

• At the time of this publication, staff has received comments provided by Judi Short, Vice 
Chair, Sugar House Community Council. Those comments are attached below. 

• Any additional comments received after the publication of the staff report will be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission. 
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May 20, 2020 
 
 
 

TO: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
 

FROM: Judi Short, First Vice Chair and Land Use Chair 
Sugar House Community Council 

 
RE: 2960 Richmond Street Rezone 

 
Community Development Corporation of Utah, is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment for the parcels at 2960, 2964, and 2970 
Richmond Street, from R-1/7000 Single Family Residential, to RMU-45 Residential Mixed Use. This would allow for approximately 60 
mixed income housing units. The applicant argues that much of the surrounding development is moving towards higher density and 
this project is compatible with that growth and would help reach the housing goals of Salt Lake City. With all the new apartments in 
Sugar House, less than 100 are considered affordable. This would definitely help with that. 

 
It would also help with Salt Lake City’s housing goals to prioritize the development of new affordable housing with an emphasis on 
households earning 40% AMI and below. (Housing Plan: Growing Salt Lake 2017). For the 1000 plus housing units we have built in 
Sugar House in the last decade, fewer than 100 are what would be considered affordable. This just makes the housing situation worse. 
This area is in a high opportunity area. Generally, we oppose rezoning parcels from low density residential to multifamily housing 
because that seems in opposition to the Sugar House Master Plan (SHMP).  At the same time, this forwards part of the 
implementation of the SHMP, which calls for building affordable housing. 

 
This parcel has been underutilized for many years, and this area has many things going for it. This is on the edge of Sugar House, but 
still walkable or bikeable to the SHBD, or at the same time to the soon to come Millcreek City Center. We have asked the 
transportation staff to consider this particular area when it looks at transportation issues along Highland Drive from SHBD to  
Millcreek. I have asked Lynn Jacobs in Transportation to consider transit for Richmond as part of the study he is working on with 
Millcreek to facilitate transit between the two cities. People who work in Sugar House who make lower salaries ought to be able to live 
in our community, as we do. If we don't ever provide affordable housing, that will not happen. 

 
I’ve included the many comments from the community that we have received regarding this rezone. They are not happy. This 
building is much larger than they expected, with smaller setbacks overlooking their back yards. There is not enough parking. This is a 
neighborhood of single-family single-story homes, with no sidewalks and very narrow streets. It is the kind of street where if cars are 
parked on both sides, only one car can go down the middle. They know that not enough parking will be provided, and they also know 
there isn’t any parking to be had in the neighborhood. There is some bus service on Richmond. If you take your life in your hands, 
you can get to a rapid transit bus on Highland Drive. The Salt Lake City parking ordinance does our neighborhoods a disservice by 
keeping allowed parking low, without a robust transit system to back it up. In the core of the city people may be able to do without a 
vehicle, but it is much more difficult in the outlying areas of Salt Lake City and Sugar House. 

 
We are not happy with the choice we are asked to make. We desperately need affordable housing, and yet we hate to put it in the 
middle of a nice residential district. At the same time, affordable land is just not easily available to use for this type of housing. We 
did support the Salt Lake City RDA funding for this project, and realize that funding is a good part of what will make this project 
happen. An ordinary loan will be too expensive. 

 
Mike Akerlow has promised me that he will work with the neighbors and the community council to come up with a building that will 
serve all our needs. It might be that the building will have to be smaller, or have fewer units, to make that happen. As one example, 
we have suggested they forego the swimming pool and put more parking in that space. I’d like to suggest that if he cannot commit to 
do that, a rezone should not be granted. 
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COMMENTS FOR 2960 RICHMOND STREET 
 
 

From: George Chapman < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond St rezone Website Feedback 

 
Message Body: 
This project's rezoning should not be allowed. It increases traffic in and out of a street that could be a great bicycle path and was 
planned to be 10 years ago. Curb cuts decrease bicycling. 

 
The sidewalk standards for RMU should be increased to 10 feet minimum first. 

 
Until a safe bicycling and pedestrian path to Brickyard is built (sidewalk is below road!), this rezone should not occur. 

SLC Councilman Andrew Johnston asked for consideration for a safe passageway to Brickyard during vote. 

george chapman 4:32 PM (2 hours ago) 

 
During the loan application, the City Council was told, by me (you may have been there) that there is no safe pedestrian or bicycle 
path to Brickyard from there. Plus it destroys a potential 1300 E safe bicycle lane (on Richmond). During discussion on the loan (SLC is 
loaning them money to help build it), Andrew said that staff should recognize the pedestrian ssfety issue just after the Council 
approved it with a straw poll, legalized later that night? 

 

I am against more curb cuts. All traffic should come from side streets, not onto a 40mph dangerous road. George 
) 

 

From: Thea Brannon < > 
Subject 2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 

 
Message Body: 
Looks reasonable to me. 

 
 

Thanks for the information, sorry it took so long to get back to you. 
 

First, I am a property owner that is adjacent to the proposed zoning change land. I have concerns about the density of the project 
along with the parking for what could be both the rentals and business units. How small the property is and the access in and out just 
doesn't look very feasibly. 

 
The area is a "residential" area not commercial. What is built and proposed to be built on Millcreek City land, which is further south 
and east should not factor in Salt Lake Cities decision. 

 
The proposed zoning change is for land west of Richmond Street (1300 East) and north of the Brickyard shopping center. The "Wedge 
Development" that Millcreek is planning is further south and east of the residential area. I asked staff in Millcreek about the area of 
the proposed change late last year and was told that they had no interest in obtaining the property as it was residential. 

 
The size of the proposed development and the amount of land does not work. 

 
At this time with the COVID-19 problem I believe any type of decision should be delayed until the residents can be presented with a 
detailed view of the proposal by the developers and land owners. 

 
Thank you, 
Jerry Diana 

 
 

Hi Landon Clark 



I’m contacting you about the planning petition for zoning map amendment for 2960 Richmond St. I live at , this 
property is right behind my house. From the information that I have seen for the 60 unit housing development that would be a three 
story building. I’m concerned that the hight of the building and the added trafic would take away from the privacy and enjoy we have 
spending time in are back yard. We would no longer have the view of the large trees in the area and would just have a building with 
windows. We have already had a 3 story housing complex build across from this location that has almost completely blocked the view 
we had of the mountains, which has take away from the enjoyment of living in this area. Thank you 

 
Doug Fa 

 
 

Landon Clark, 

I am writing to ask when the Sugar House Community Counsel will review the rezoning of 2960 Richmond Avenue. 

Thank you, 
Chris Miller 

 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Jason Farley < > 
Date: Thu, Apr 2, 2020 at 10:21 AM 
Subject: Zoning Amendment 2960 Richmond 
To: <minnesotaute76@gmail.com>, Jason Farley < > 

 

I appreciate the document in my mailbox, here are my thoughts ( ) 
 

- Millcreek city center project coming 
- This is outside of that project's municipal boundary so likely these efforts are not synchronized. Current master plans need to be 
finalized and mostly completed, then put in place prior to other arbitrary projects for this area. 
- Demands on utilities with a 60 unit facility will impact this area greatly as well as the demands for this upcoming city center effort. 
- Impact of this build must be finalized before introduction of additional construction 
- Traffic Constraints (dangerous) 

- 60 units likely means minimum of 120 vehicles, this is a very dangerous amount of added traffic turning on an extremely busy street. 
- When cars travel southbound on Richmond they have have to slow significantly, traffic will become increasingly dangerous. 
- Cars travelling Northbound on Richmond have the issue of the road widening with a turn lane just after Elgin, and often the lack of a 
turn lane on Richmond when turning on Elgin has cars stopped for extended periods of time. 
- This is too much traffic volume for this area without serious mitigation. 
- Height of build 

- 2-3 story build would be my assumption, this will interfere with residential sight lines 
- Millcreek city center has considered this and it is a construction project away from individual homes where sight lines are not 
interfered with. 
- Dropping a build of this size in the middle of residences is not considerate of the feel of the neighborhoods. 

 
My input. 
Thank you 
Jason 

 

From: Chris Miller < > 
Subject: 2960 Richmond - Website Feedback 

 

Message Body: 
I am opposed to rezoning. This apartment complex would be an outlier in this neighborhood. 
Single Family Dwellings (single homes or townhomes) surround this parcel of land. 
A 2 story limit should be ensured. 
Also, the project places a large setback to the north but not the south. There should at a minimum have equal setbacks for the north 
and south and be placed more toward the middle of the property. 
Lastly, other construction projects on Elgin and Highland Dr have been billed as low income/affordable housing to get approval, yet 
rents are currently around $2000 or more. I question whether these promised goals for this project will be ensured. 
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Thank you 
Chris Miller 

 
Forwarded message - ----- 
Fro m: Addison Day > 
Date : Mon, Apr 13, 2020 at 1:31 PM 
Subject: 2960 S Richmo nd st re et comments 
To: minnesota ute76@ gmail.co m <min nesota ut e76@ gmail.com> 

 
 

Hi La ndo n, 
My  husband  and  I  are  young  homeowners  at  2968  Hudson  Circle.  We   have  some  concerns  about  the  rezoning   pla ns  at   2960 
Richmond  st reet.   We  are  concerned  about  the   added amount of traffic on the  already busy street of Richmond, so close  to  our  home. 
We also  feel  there are  many  large  apartment  com plexes  near  by and  that  this is an   unnecessary  project .  Last   ly,   we   are   concerned 
about the lower income leve led indiv id ua ls t hat w ill be lit e ral ly living in our backyard. We fee l we live in a nice neighborhood and 
don't want to see t his area decline. Thank you for taking our concerns into conside ratio n. 
Sincerely, 
Addie and Zack Day 

 
Fro m: Carol Harris > 
Subject: 2960 Richmond Ave Website Fe ed back 

 
I was directed to this link by a flyer rega rding the  proposed development at 2960 Richmond Ave. 
My property direct ly borders this proposed site at its southwest corner. 
I wo uld like more information about the proposed 60 unit mixed income housing as this will seve re ly impact my property. 
Thank you, 
Carol Harris 

 
 

Fro m: TIMOTHY R THOMAS > 
Subject:2960 Richmo nd Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Add ress] 
Message Body: 
My wife and I have lived in Hudson  Circle since 1992. We've watched  over the years as la rge  lots on  Elgin Avenue, Richmo  nd Street 
and Highland  Drive have been developed with 4 plexes, twin homes, condos and apartments. I know growth is inev  ita ble,  but   I do   n ' t 
t hink t hat every open lot should be built on. Within one mile of the proposed project on Richmond, there are at leas t 8 different 
apartment build ings, condos, twin homes, four plexes, etc. The traffic on Richmond and Highla nd Drive has really increased with these 
new developme nts. It 's taking away the charm and one -t ime slower pace of the area. I know none of my neighbors are in favor of this 
proposed project. Sixty units are just too many to  cram into that sma ll of an  area, let alone adding reta il and commercial  use. Not 
every available space needs to be develo pe d. Thank you. 

 
 

Fro m: Jerry Diana > 
Subject:2960 Richmo nd Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Add ress] 
Message Body: 
My concerns are the density of the  project, 60 units mean how many 1,2 or 3 bedroom apartments and hoe many parking places  are 
set for all those units? How do they get out on to 1300 E (Richmond)? Traffic is busy and crossing the so ut hbound traffic to go north 
will be a proble m.. Is t he re a se t bac k from the private properties that surround the project on three sides . The project is in a 
res ide nt ial area, not comme rcial or mu lt iunit area. The buildings on the north side of Richmond are in a  RMF-30 zone and they are not 
next to a residential area. 

 
The R- MU-45 a llows for not o nly res ide nt ial units, but also for retail, co mme rcia l and office space. That density with residents, and 
business will increase the traffic and how many parking spaces would be needed? 

 
The project should be scaled down to allow the area to remain reside  nt ial and  not  impact the  residents we ll  being or decrease the 
value of their homes. 
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Brandon Hill 7:11 PM (15 
minutes ago) 

to me 
 

First, I admire the efforts to add low-income housing in the area. However, I'm a little reluctant to make a commitment to the rezone 
without seeing designs that better reflect the concerns of the neighbors regarding the south side "wall", unknowingness of the start of 
the redevelopment of the Millcreek area/south property border, and parking. I think I'd be fine with the project if the designs better 
reflected these concerns. 
Otherwise, I'd totally sign off on it. 
Just my 2 cents... 
BH 

 
 

I have major concerns for the neighborhood with the plans for that development which would affect my decision to approve the 
zoning change. While I liked the idea of the "affordable housing" concept, I think the height of the building is not amenable with the 
neighborhood, nor is the number of automobiles that would pour onto Richmond St. Your idea of underground parking appealed to 
me because then they could have one drive in and out, thereby flattening the structure to 2 stories, and making it wider. Eliminate 
the swimming pool, which would be an unwelcome nuisance to the surrounding neighbors. Additionally that would then 
accommodate a garage entry from the rear. I have concerns that the city is slowly changing the nature of Sugarhouse neighborhoods 
with too many intrusive high density structures. 

 
To access public transportation the developers suggested the bus routes on Highland Dr. which would entail people crossing very 
busy Richmond St. A very dangerous idea as the 40mph spreed limit is routinely exceeded. 
Further, as mentioned at the meeting, parking would be an issue for the neighborhood with only one parking space per unit. 

 
I am particularly sensitive since we are having to face these unsightly homes being built on the Sperry property which are 
architecturally not in keeping with that of the neighborhood; their size alone overwhelms the nearby homes. It seems that the 
planning commission is totally insensitive to a historic area designation, somewhat intent upon transforming the Sugarhouse style and 
charm to accommodate builders. 

 
Sorry to sound so negative, 
Patsy McNamara 

 

Judi, I think I stated in what I sent to you that I would not be in favor of a rezone if that presentation from the builders is an 
example of what the neighborhood would be facing. 4 stories is just too overwhelming for the neighbors as well as the parking 
issue...... Better to protest now than risk the planning commission approving such a proposal...... 
P. 

 
 

Dear Judi: 
 

I am in favor of this project, however, I would like a fuller explanation for RMU rather than RMF, especially since there will be no 
mixed use. 

 
Lynn Schwarz 

 

From: Ron Carter < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Address] 
Message Body: 
Those are nice pictures. Low income housing will not maintain the greens and will become a big building in a rural area Please go with 
R2 or R4 max and throw in a playground for all the kids. 

 
 

From: Carol Harris < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 



Your Address: [Street-Address] 
Message Body: 
I attended the Zoom Meeting on 4-16-20. Thank you for the information shared there. I am very supportive of affordable housing for 
this area. 
However I have some questions and concerns: 
The original notification was for "60-unit mixed income housing development". But the drawings shared showed 80 units of 
affordable housing. This is a 25% increase in the scope immediately. 
This would require a 4 story rather than a 3 story building which would be very imposing on the surrounding single family 
homes. Painter Place contains 2 story duplexes so this building would be twice as tall. 
The apartment buildings across Richmond are all 3 stories which is a good height for this neighborhood. 
The 60 parking stalls seems problematic when there is no real parking available other than in the lot - both Hudson and Elgin are 
narrow streets and have no room for additional parking. 
Richmond is already a busy street and an additional 60-120 cars at peak traffic will be very congested and dangerous. 
There is an abandoned water canal on the south side of this property and I need to be assured that it will not be reactivated. 
Will there be a utility easement for the power lines on the west and the south sides of the property? So what will be the set back 
from the current fencing? 
Will there be solid tall fencing enclosing the entire property? The north east corner of my property is at the south west corner of the 
proposed development with the swimming pool or recreation area right next to me. I want to be sure that I am shielded for privacy 
and security. 
The water pressure in this area could be very adversely affected by an additional 60 to 80 households. What will be done to mitigate 
that impact? 
Thank you for your responses to these questions. 
I look forward to additional information and involvement as this greatly impacts my property and my life. 

 
 
 
 

From: Donna Riley < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Address] 
Message Body: 
There are several of the residents in the area of the proposed building permit listed that are concerned and interested in knowing 
more of what is being requested to change zoning for this area. Please send the information to hook up with the virtual meeting 
scheduled for April 20 at 6:00 p.m. 

 

From: Benny Keele < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Address] 
Message Body: 
I drive by this parcel regularly. I do have a few concerns. I would like the immediate neighbors to have the opportunity to see a design 
for the property before any decisions are made by the city. Issues like building height and structure placements on the parcel should 
be addressed before making decisions. I feel strongly that the ingress and egress should be made on Richmond. This would potentially 
lead to less traffic in the neighborhood side streets. In the future a Hawk pedestrian light would be a benefit for the residents in the 
area near this development. 

 
 

From: Paul Avery < > 
Subject: 2960 Richmond Drive Website Feedback 

 
Ridiculous! A 60 unit building to replace the 4 or 6 units that exist in that space. There are vacant apartment units right across the 
street from this location and more vacant units down the side street right next to that. Mixed-low income will definitely bring traffic, 
crime, and parking issues to say the least. This should not happen. Single family residential converted to a massive apartment building 
is an inappropriate use of this space to say the least. Consider the 400 unit building waiting to be finished in the Sugarhouse 
downtown area, there are plenty of available living spaces in this area. The added crime is my main objection as I live right around the 
corner from this, the recent homeless people wandering around, coming from the Sugarhouse area is bad enough, there is definitely 
more crime here mow than ever. Do not allow this re-zoning to happen. 



From: Susan K Anderson < > 
Subject: 2960 Richmond Drive Website Feedback 

 
60 units in what is now a non-commercial, residential area is too far a jump. My property backs onto these properties. Although the 
Richmond properties are in SLC, my property is in Millcreek. Because of the absolute proximity of the properties to Millcreek, will we 
have an opportunity to express concerns and/or support? 

 

From: Wanda Gayle < > 
Subject:2960 Richmond Rezone Website Feedback 
Your Address: [Street-Address] 
Message Body: 
Once again, a zoning request that does nothing to promote home ownership but does everything to promote corporate housing in an 
ugly and inappropriate development for the neighborhood. I am opposed to this request. 

 

From: SarahAnn Whitbeck < > 
Subject: 2903 Highland Drive Website Feedback 

 

Please send me the virtual meeting connectivity info. Thanks! 
 

From: Wanda Gayle < > 
Subject: 2903 Highland Drive Website Feedback 

 
 

I am opposed to the zoning change requested for this project. I've lived in Sugar House for 35 years so have seen the area change 
from a unique and intimate neighborhood to a place that prioritizes commercial businesses and apartment buildings. Please do not 
amend the SH master plan and SH zoning maps to make way for this or other ugly developments that do not promote home 
ownership. 

 
 

Soren Simonsen - My comments on the Richmond street project, as I related at the last meeting are: 
 

1. Have the building address Richmond Street, with a legitimate front porch or front porches of ground floor units at the east end, 
rather than just a generic building entry to a hallway. The character of the homes along Richmond (and all over Sugar House for this 
matter) where they all have front porches and stoops, is being completely missed with so many of these infill projects. If we are to 
maintain any sense of community character, we should ask the Planning Staff and Planning Commission to help make sure this aspect 
of community character is preserved, even as land uses evolve. I think this is often why people react with such angst about infill 
projects, because they often needlessly miss this important element of community character. 

 
2. I would like for the parking to be more hidden behind the building — the example we saw has essential a row of parking and a row 
of building, parallel to each other. If the building were to take an “L” shape, with a broader building facade toward the street, and 
then tuck more of the parking in an “L” shaped lot behind the building, it would do several things: first, hide more of the parking so it’s 
not visible from the street and doesn’t produce so much of a “gap” on the streetscape, more like a 20’ driveway opening rather than a 
60’ parking lot gap (this is an important concept for walkability); second, it would increase the rear yard set back so there are less eyes 
peering into side yard and back yard neighbors; and third, it would help address my comment in the prior paragraph by allowing 3 or 4 
units fronting the street each with a front porch or stoop that reinforce this aspect of community character, rather than a couple units 
with their side or rear toward the street with no character. 

 
 
 

As for the Richmond property, it would be great if they are actually going to include a high percentage of affordable housing. I too 
would like more details before supporting yet another construction project in the area. Thank you! Dayna McKee 

 



From: george chapman 
To: Earl, Christopher 
Cc: mike@cdcutah.org 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) For Planning Commission: against Richmond project rezone 
Date: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 6:32:14 AM 
Attachments: 1300 East Richmond St bike lane proposal -Reduced-Reduced.pdf 

 

This project is a disrespectful way of providing affordable housing in Sugar House. Despite 
significant efforts to use inclusionary zoning and require affordable housing in Sugar House 
developments (hundreds of millions of dollars in the last 10 years), only one development had 
a little bit of affordable housing. Despite our present efforts to provide significant affordable 
housing on Highland (like Millcreek is doing), SLC is suggesting a mixed use (including 
restaurants, retail and offices) medium density next to single family homes (no Millcreek is 
NOT thinking of rezoning to higher density on the block)! 

 
This project is disrespectful because it is dangerous and disrespectful to the potential low- 
moderate income individuals who may live there. They deserve more than to be shoehorned 
into the most dangerous street in Sugar House. The skinny sidewalk is literally inches from a 
high speed road, and, in walking to Brickyard, it is actually below the adjacent road! There 
have been several serious accidents on the road (due to speed). In other words, the only 
pedestrian and bicycling route to Brickyard is a killer (IT IS NOT SAFE). The proposal 
language is not true when it says that: "This will allow for safe pedestrian and bicycle access 
to these areas." Sidewalk widths in mixed use R-MU-45 should be 10 ft minimum and should 
be ABOVE THE ROAD. 

 
There is a plan for adding bicycle lanes (attached) which removes any on street parking. 
Adding another entrance/exit on Richmond (with 80 units) will significantly and negatively 
decrease safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and cars. There is a reason that there are no cars 
parking on Richmond now. Please check it out. On street parking should not be allowed on 
Richmond Street. 

 
This proposal DOES NOT FOLLOW Sugar House Master Plan policies (which state:) 
"support infill. ... while requiring appropriate design and location to minimize land use 
conflicts with existing single-family development." 
This proposal also states: "this zoning map amendment proposal does not coincide with the 
current future land use map for this area of Sugar House," 
The Sugar House Master Plan suggests 18 dwelling units per acre between Highland and 
Richmond AND this project is even higher density. If you really want a buffer and gradual 
zoning density increase, this project should be less dense since it is adjacent on most sides 
(including Hudson and Elgin) with single family homes now. Zoning should not have major 
transitions but be reasonable (don't put high density tall buildings next to single family 
homes). 

 
The proposal states that: "The R-MU-45 zoning district can act as a buffer between the 
surrounding lower density zoning and the more intense zoning of the Brickyard area" This is 
not a gradual zoning change or buffer! It is the exact opposite of a "buffer" from the island 
between Richmond and Highland. This is a single family home area and a much better and 
respectful area for affordable homes would be to the east between Richmond and Highland 
Drive. This will destroy the privacy of adjacent single family homeowners whose backyards 
will be visible from the 4 story buildings. If you want to "Direct new growth toward areas 
with existing infrastructure and services that have the potential to be people-oriented.", SLC 
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should focus on Highland Drive which has the 15 minute bus. Crossing Richmond is also 
dangerous, despite crosswalks. 

 
 
 
 

note t at I would like to speak against this project but would appreciate it if you would add the 
above to the repo1ifor the Planning Commission 



Public Utilities – 

Transportation – 

ATTACHMENT G: Department Review Comments 
 

 

The following comments were received from other City divisions/departments with regards to the 
proposed development: 

 
Zoning – (Greg Mikolash at Gregory.mikolash@slcgov.com or 801-535-6181) 
Building Services finds no zoning related issues associated with this proposed zoning amendment. 

 

No comment provided. 
 

Building Code – (Jason Rogers at Jason.rogers@slcgov.com or 801-535-7642) 
Proposed commercial construction multi- family apartment complex if zoning approved will have an 
intended 3-4 story apartment complex consisting of approximately40 unit. IBC2018/NEC 2017/ 
IFC2018 /ADA compliance/ Energy codes, parking site plan to be imposed for a Code Review if 
structure is allowed in area. 

 
Fire – (Doug Bateman at Douglas.bateman@slcgov.com or 801-535-6619) 
No fire related issues to the rezone. However, the proposed site plan has emergency vehicle access 
and fire department access issues. 

 
Engineering – (Scott Weiler at Scott.weiler@slcgov.com or 801-535-6159) 
No objections. 

 

No comment provided. 
 

Police – (Scott Teerlink at scott.teerlink@slcgov.com or 801-799-3631) 
Our only concern with rezoning is the traffic impact to the area, especially on Richmond St during the 
construction. 

 
Sustainability – Vicki Bennett at Vicki.bennett@slcgov.com or 801-535-6540) 
No comments from Sustainability – looks good. 
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3. PLANNING COMMISSION 
C. Agenda/Minutes 

May 27, 2020 



SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
AMENDED 

This meeting will be an electronic meeting pursuant to Salt Lake City Emergency 
Proclamation No. 2 of 2020 (2)(b) 

May 27, 2020 at 5:30 p.m. 
(The order of the items may change at the Commission’s discretion) 

 
This Meeting will not have an anchor location at the City and County Building. Commission 
Members will connect remotely. We want to make sure everyone interested in the Planning 
Commission meetings can still access the meetings how they feel most comfortable. If you are 
interested in watching the Planning Commission meetings, they are available on the following 
platforms: 

 
• YouTube: www.youtube.com/slclivemeetings 
• SLCtv Channel 17 Live: www.slctv.com/livestream/SLCtv-Live/2 

If you are interested in participating during the Public Hearing portion of the meeting or provide 
general comments, email; planning.comments@slcgov.com or connect with us on Webex at: 

 
• http://tiny.cc/slc-pc-05272020 

 

Instructions for using Webex will be provided on our website at SLC.GOV/Planning 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:30 PM 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR MAY 13, 2020 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

1. ADU Conditional Use at approximately 2174 South 1900 East - Antonio Padilla, property 
owner, is requesting Conditional Use approval for a 750 square foot accessory dwelling unit 
(ADU) to be located in the basement of a new home proposed at approximately 2174 S 1900 
E. The property is zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential, where ADUs must be 
processed as a conditional use. The property is located within Council District 7, represented 
by Amy Fowler. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at (801) 535-7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com) 
Case number PLNPCM2020-00064 

 
2. ADU Conditional Use at approximately 567 E Hollywood Ave - Tom Candee, architect 

representing the property owner, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an 803 square 
foot accessory dwelling unit (ADU) to be located in the basement of a new home proposed at 
approximately 567 E Hollywood Avenue. The property is zoned R-1/5,000 Single-Family 
Residential, where ADUs must be processed as a conditional use. The property is located 
within Council District 5, represented by Darin Mano. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at (801) 535- 
7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00104 
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ivide the property to create 29 residential three-st 
bject to the following applications: 

3. Maplewood Addition Street Closure & Subdivision Amendment at approximately 6780 
W North Temple - Corbin Bennion, the engineer representing the School and Institutional 
Trust Lands Administration, the adjacent property owner, is requesting to close the streets 
dedicated in the Maplewood Addition subdivision located north of Interstate I-80 and west of 
the Salt Lake International Airport. The subdivision was platted in 1911 but never developed 
as intended. The applicant would like to close the streets to incorporate it into the adjacent 
parcel. This request is being referred to the Planning Commission for a second hearing due 
to a noticing error. The subject property is located in the M-1 (Light Manufacturing) zoning 
district and Council District 1, represented by James Rogers. (Staff contact: Mayara Lima at 
(801) 535-7118 or mayara.lima@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2019-00567 & 
PLNSUB2019-00755 

 
4. Azure Place Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 637 

North 300 West, 641 North 300 West and 642 N Pugsley Street - Paul Garbett of Garbett 
Homes, the property owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at 637 
N 300 West, 641 N 300 West and 642 N Pugsley Street. The request is to consolidate the 
three parcels and subd ory townhomes. The 
proposed project is su POSTPONED 

 

I. Planned Development – The Planned Development approval is needed to address the 
lack of street frontage, to modify the rear yard setback from 20 feet to a setback of 13.5 
feet next to building one and for ten additional parking spaces from what is allowed in 
the MU (Mixed Use) zoning regulations. Case number PLNSUB2020-00074 

 
II. Preliminary Subdivision - A preliminary plat is necessary to consolidate the existing 

three parcels and create individual new lots. Case number PLNSUB2020-00073 
 

The site is located within Council District 3, represented by Chris Wharton. (Staff contact: 
Katia Pace at (801) 535 6354 or katia.pace@slcgov.com) 

 
5. Zoning Map Amendment at approximately 2960, 2964 & 2970 S Richmond Street - Mike 

Akerlow, with Community Development Corporation of Utah, property owner, is requesting a 
Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the properties at approximately 2960, 2964 and 2970 S 
Richmond Street from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to R-MU-45 
Residential/Mixed Use District. The applicant would like to rezone the properties to redevelop 
them as a multi-family residential development which would consist of 60 to 80 residential 
units. The proposed development would include market rate as well as affordable residential 
units. The property is zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential. The property is located 
within Council District 7, represented by Amy Fowler. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at (801) 535- 
7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00108 

 
6. Telegraph Exchange Lofts Rezoning, Master Plan Amendment & Planned Development 

at approximately 833 & 847 South 800 East - Micah Peter of Clearwater Homes, the 
property owner, is requesting a Master Plan Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment, and 
Planned Development approval to construct a twenty-three (23) unit residential development 
called the Telegraph Exchange Lofts at 833 & 847 South 800 East. The proposal involves 
two (2) properties, one of which would be rezoned. A total of six (6) residential lofts would  
be developed within the existing Telegraph Exchange Building and an additional seventeen 
(17) new 3-story townhouse units would be added to the site. A total of 47 parking spaces will 
be provided. The proposed project is subject to the following petitions: 
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I. Master Plan Amendment - The petitioner is requesting to amend the future land use 
map in the Central Community Master Plan from low-density residential to medium/high 
density residential for the parcel at 833 South 800 East. Case number PLNPCM2019- 
01110 

 
II. Zoning Map Amendment - The petitioner is requesting to amend the zoning map 

designation of the property at 833 South 800 East from R-2 Single and Two-Family 
Residential to the RMF-45 – Moderate/High Density Residential Zoning district. Case 
number PLNPCM2019-01111 

 
III. Planned Development –Planned Development approval is needed to address various 

yard setbacks to property lines for the proposed multi-family development. Case 
number PLNSUB2019-01112 

 
The property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin Mano. (Staff contact: 
David Gellner at (801) 535-6107 or david.gellner@slcgov.com) 

 
 

For Planning Commission agendas, staff reports, and minutes, visit the Planning Division’s website at 
slc.gov/planning/public-meetings. Staff Reports will be posted the Friday prior to the meeting and minutes will be posted 
two days after they are ratified, which usually occurs at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Planning 
Commission. 



SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation 

No. 2 of 2020 (2)(b) 
Wednesday, May 27, 2020 

 
A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting was called to 
order at 5:30:26 PM. Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings are retained for a period 
of time. 

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

 
Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Michaela Oktay, Planning Deputy Director; Nick 
Norris, Planning Director; Paul Nielson, Attorney; Wayne Mills, Planning Manager; Chris Earl, Principal 
Planner; Mayara Lima, Principal Planner; David Gellner, Principal Planner, and Marlene Rankins, 
Administrative Secretary. 

 
Michaela Oktay, Planning Deputy Director, provided participation information. 

 
APPROVAL OF THE MAY 13, 2020, MEETING MINUTES. 5:32:20 PM 
MOTION 5:32:33 PM 
Commissioner Lyon moved to approve the May 13, 2020, meeting minutes. Commissioner Scheer 
seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Lyon, Paredes, Scheer, Urquhart, and Young- 
Otterstrom voted “Aye”. Commissioner Barry abstained from voting. The motion passed 6-1. 

 
REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:34:44 PM 
Chairperson Bell stated she had nothing to report. 

 
Vice Chairperson Scheer stated she had nothing to report. 

 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 5:34:54 PM 
Michaela Oktay, Planning Deputy Director stated she had nothing to report. 

 
7:05:50 PM 
Zoning Map Amendment at approximately 2960, 2964 & 2970 S Richmond Street - Mike Akerlow, 
with  Community  Development  Corporation  of  Utah,  property  owner,  is  requesting  a   Zoning   
Map Amendment to rezone the properties at approximately 2960, 2964 and 2970 S Richmond Street 
from R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to R-MU-45 Residential/Mixed Use District. The 
applicant would like to rezone the properties to redevelop them as a multi-family residential development 
which would consist of 60 to 80 residential units. The proposed development would include market rate 
as well as affordable residential units. The property is zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential. The 
property is located within Council District 7, represented by Amy Fowler. (Staff contact: Chris Earl at (801) 
535-7932 or christopher.earl@slcgov.com) Case number PLNPCM2020-00108 

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

 
The Commission and Staff discussed the following: 
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• Clarification on why an RMF-30 was not considered 
• Height limit for R-1/7,000 
• Clarification on why there’s no Master Plan amendment along with this request 
• What assurances are in place to make sure affordable housing is built 
• Plans for Millcreek 

 
Mike Akerlow, applicant, provided further details. 

 
The Commission and Applicant discussed the following: 

• Suggestions were given regarding lighting 
• Clarification on whether the applicant has received any comments from the public regarding the 

density and the proposal of 80 units 
 

PUBLIC HEARING 7:40:27 PM 
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing; 

 
Judi Short, Land Use Chairperson Sugar House Community Council, stated the community council is 
really pleased to see an affordable housing plan but raised concern with the amount of housing that is 
being proposed. 

 
Cheryl Rasmussen – Raised concern with parking and the amount units proposed. 

 
George Chapman – Stated his opposition of the request. He also stated this plan discourages bicycle 
lanes. 

 
Doug Fay – Stated his opposition of the request. He also raised concern with the height of the proposal. 

Zachary Dussault – Stated his support of the proposal. 

Chris Miller – Stated his opposition of the proposal. He also provided an email comment that was read 
stating his concerns regarding parking, density, maintenance, green space, Trax being dangerous, and 
affordable housing. 

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

The Commission and Staff further discussed the following: 
• Traffic study and whether it will show current function status 
• Dimensions of the property 
• Clarification on whether it’s within the budget to partially cover some of the parking 
• Reason for zoning request 
• Clarification on why the applicant decided not to pursue a Master Plan Amendment when 

recommended by staff 
• Clarification on what percentage of the units will be in the 40-60 AMI category 
• How the applicant has reached out to the community and neighbors regarding the request 

 
MOTION 8:22:47 PM 
Commissioner Bachman stated, based on the information listed in the staff report, the information 
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, I move that the Commission 
recommend that the City Council approve the proposed zoning map amendment, as presented in 
petition PLNPCM2020-00108 with the added recommendation: 
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1. That the City Council discuss the idea of a development agreement 
 

Commissioner Lee seconded the motion. Bachman, Barry, Hoskins, Lee, Urquhart, and Young- 
Otterstrom voted “Aye”. Commissioners Lyon, Paredes, and Scheer voted “Nay”. The motion 
passed 6-3. 

 
The meeting adjourned at 9:48:59 PM 
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4. ORIGINAL PETITION 
Petition PLNPCM2020-00108 



Zoning Amendment Application/ Project Description 
 

Address: 
 

2960, 2964, and 2970 South Richmond Street, Salt Lake City, UT, 84106 
 

Purpose of Amendments: 
 

Rezone parcel #16-29-2 77-028-0000, #16-29-2 77-014-0000, and #16-29-277-029-0000 from R-1-7000 to 
RMU-45. 

Description of proposed use of property being rezoned : 
 

Once these parcels are rezoned to RM U-45, CDCU will construct a 3-4 story apartment building with 
approximately 55 affordable rental units. 

Reasons why the present zoning may not be appropriate for the area: 
 

• The subject property is within 0.5 miles of numerous office, retail, and commercial 
developments, including Brickyard, and .25 miles from a high frequency bus line . Rezoning the 
property to RMU-45 is consistent with the plans of Millcreek City which are underway to 
develop this area as its city center. Rezoning the subject property to provide higher density 
housing furthers the City's goals of creating more walkable neighborhoods. 

• The subject property is located across the street from newly constructed townhomes located at 
2966 S Richmond View CT and is located in a neighborhood that has a mixture of single-family 
homes and multi-unit housing. Although the property is surrounded to the north and south by 
single-family homes the variety of  housing options located in this area  provides that this is not 
an outlier in the neighborhood. To address the concerns that often accompany  density  
increases, such as height and impact to the surrounding properties, CDCU is designing the 
structure to  be constructed  on the south side with a setback  on the north. This will mean that 
the building will not be against the rear yards of  the  homes to  the north. The building will also 
be designed in such a way that the upper levels step back slightly so that it does not significantly 
impose on the surrounding pro pertie s. 

• The proposed rezone addresses several key objectives in Plan Salt Lake, Growing SLC, and the 
Sugar House Master Plan: 

o In the Growth section of Plan Salt Lake, it states, "Locate new development in areas with 
existing infrastructure and amenities, such as transit and transportation corridors." 
Following, in the Housing section, it reiterates, "Promote  high density  residential  in 
areas served by transit." The Richmond site, located on 1300 East, is located within .25 
miles of high frequency bus transit and .5 miles of amenities such as a grocery store, 
ret ail , off ice, health care facility, banks , and .7 miles from the Imperial community park. 

o A key objective in the Growth section of Plan Salt Lake is to "promote infill and 
redevelopment of underutilized lan d." The current property is only partially developed 
(half is vacant and the remaining half has two buildings of twin units and an accessory 
building) and is clearly underutilized. 

o In the Housing sect ion of Plan Salt Lake, it states development in the city should: 
■ "Ensure access to affordable housing citywide (rental and very low income)." 

This project would meet the goals of the new Administration and the City 



Council by creating the first affordable housing development in the City's 
designated Areas of Opportunity. It is also important to note that with the 
exception of Liberty Village, no new affordable housing has been constructed on 
the east side with the concentration of it being built downtown and on the 
westside of Salt Lake Cit y. 

■ "Enable moderate density increases within existing neighborhoods where 
appropriate."  While this property has single family buildings to  the north, it 
abuts a medium-density development in Millcreek City of 6 two-story twin 
homes. It is also across the street from new medium-density development with 
two new townhome projects either recently completed or under construction. 
Within approximately a half mile to the south, there are several new higher 
density commercial and residential developments that are either completed or 
under construction. Millcreek City is also proposing higher density development 
in the Brickyard area as part of its city center redevelopment. 

o Goal 2 in the Growing SLC Housing Plan is to "increase housing opportunities and 
stability for cost-burdened households." This proposal further meets that goal by 
directly addressing another key objective in the plan: 

■ "Prioritize the development of new affordable housing with an emphasis on 
households earning 40 percent AMI and below." The proposed multi-family 
development will be submitted as a 9% low-income housing tax credit project. If 
awarded, those credits will be used to subsidize rents to meet this objective. 
The project will likely include a mix of incomes ranging from below 40% of area 
median income to market rent as this is preferred for thoughtful and strategic 
community development. 

o The current zoning is not sufficient to meet affordable housing intentions of the Sugar 
House Master Plan. 

■ Under the section "Increasing Housing Opportunities" on page 3, it states, "sites 
identified for new housing opportunities through mixed-use development are 
located in the business district as well as the island between Richmond and 
Highland Drive;" and, "the Sugar House Community encourages increasing 
opportunities for affordable  housing. This housing should be evenly distributed 
in the community, both area-wide and within individual developments." 

■ Sugar House has gone through an unprecedented development phase over the 
last five years, however, with the exception of Liberty Village, no new affordable 
housing has been constructed. Property for redevelopment is scarce and when 
available  is usually at a price that makes it  difficult, if not impossible, to 
construct affordable housing. This property is on the edge of the  "island" 
between Highland and Richmond and is an excellent  location to  meet the goal 
of the Sugar House Master Plan to bring affordable housing to the  community. 
Its proximity to transit, retail, food, and other vital uses provides a clear path to 
opportunity for those who are low and moderate income . 

o The current zoning prohibits the City from reaching its goals, funded by the City Council, 
to create affordable housing in areas of opportunity. 



■ In her role as a City Councilwoman, Mayor Mendenhall set aside $4.5 million to 
create affordable housing in areas that have greater access to opportunity. 
These areas are determined through an analysis of several key components 
including education, health living, transportation, economic development and 
more. The current zone significantly reduces the number of units that can be 
constructed but by rezoning the property, the new apartments will provide 
housing to approximately 55 low- and moderate-income households and access 
to vital necessities that will help build resiliency and personal financial and 
physical healt h. 



Three Parcels: 
028: 0.65 acres 
014: 0.56 acres 
029: 0.21 acres 
TOTAL: 1.42 acres 
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April 7, 2020 
 

Judi Short 
Sugar House Community Council 
Land Use and Zoning Committee 

 
Judi, 

 
We look forward to meeting with you and members from your community council next week to discuss 
the rezone of the property located at 2960 Richmond (1300 East). As a reminder, we are seeking a rezone 
the property to RMU-45 from R-1-5000 and construct rental apartments. We will be seeking Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits to provide the equity for the project and will be applying for the 9% allocation from 
the Utah Housing Corporation. The criteria for the 9% tax credits encourages a mix of incomes in 
apartment buildings so these units will consist of everything from very low-income to market rate. This is 
the best approach for good community development in that it avoids an overwhelming amount of very 
low-income housing in a community (thus avoiding the “projects” seen in communities decades ago) and 
instead creates housing for households of all incomes. 

 
The current zoning is not sufficient to meet affordable housing objectives of the Plan Salt Lake, Growing 
SLC (City Housing Plan) and the Sugar House Master Plan. 

 
• Under the section “Increasing Housing Opportunities” on page 3 of the Sugar House Master Plan, 

it states, “sites identified for new housing opportunities through mixed-use development are 
located in the business district as well as the island between Richmond and Highland Drive;” and, 
“the Sugar House Community encourages increasing opportunities for affordable housing. This 
housing should be evenly distributed in the community, both area-wide and within individual 
developments.” 

• Sugar House has gone through an unprecedented development phase over the last five years, 
however, with the exception of Liberty Village and perhaps some in Wilmington Gardens, no new 
affordable housing has been constructed. Property for redevelopment is scarce and when 
available is usually at a price that makes it difficult, if not impossible, to construct affordable 
housing. This property is on the edge of the “island” between Highland and Richmond and is an 
excellent location to meet the goal of the Sugar House Master Plan to bring affordable housing to 
the community. Its proximity to transit, retail, food, and other vital uses provides a clear path to 
opportunity for those who are low and moderate income. 



I want to highlight some data regarding affordable housing and why it is so desperately needed—and 
perhaps even more so given the current pandemic and economic situation. 

 
• To determine the affordability of housing in a city, county or state, we look at income levels (Area 

Median Income or AMI) based on HUD data. Residents who are below 60% of AMI (about 
$45,000) are more likely to struggle with housing payments. The area median income in Salt Lake 
City is nearly $20,000 less than the County. 

• In Salt Lake City, half of its renters are cost burdened—meaning they spend more that 30% of 
their income on housing (30% being the federal rule of how much of a person’s income should go 
towards housing). Nearly 25% of its renters are severely cost burdened—meaning they spend 
more than 50% of their income on housing costs (those in this category are usually spending 
upwards of 75% of their income on housing leaving them with a few hundred dollars per month 
for other essential costs). 

• Salt Lake City has approximately 12,000 renter households that make less than $20,000 annually 
and there is a gap of 7,500 rental units affordable to those households. 

• Stagnant wages mean that incomes have not kept up with housing costs. 
• Despite record apartment growth in the City, new construction has not met the needs of those 

needing an affordable place to live. Vacancy rates in the County have been well below 5% with 
Salt Lake City going as low as 2%. High rents and low vacancy result in few accessible units for 
low-income households. 

• Average year-over-year rent in the County increased 3.3% between 2000 and 2018 (increasing 
78% over the entire duration); however, from 2013 to 2018 rents increased 6.1%. 

• A single person household in Salt Lake County has an AMI of $51,690 (approximately $25/hour); 
the AMI for a family of four is $73,800. Based on 2018 rents, there is a $470 average monthly gap 
between affordable rent for a one-person household and a one-bedroom average rent plus 
utilities, and $610 average monthly affordable gap between affordable rent for a four-person 
household and three-bedroom average rent plus utilities. 

• The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics includes the following occupations in this salary range: 
community and social services; education, training and library; arts, design, entertainment, 
sports, media; construction; installation, maintenance and repair. Those occupations below this 
salary include: healthcare support; food preparation and serving related; building and grounds 
maintenance; and office and administrative support. This means that those who provide services 
to many in our communities, including teachers, librarians, social workers, administrative 
assistants are not able to afford to live in the communities where they work. 

• According to the Kem C. Gardner Policy Institute, the zip code where the Richmond property is 
located is in the top 10 zip codes ranked by highest average apartment rent thus excluding 
affordable housing opportunities for who work and serve in that community. 

While our request to rezone the property is not based on design, we wanted to share with you some 
sample images of what the massing would look like, how we could mitigate a building being constructed 
on that property and what we can do to provide a “greening” effect on the building and property. The 
following images are not what the building will look like in terms of materials and perhaps even final 



shape—they are examples only. However, we wanted to show how we intend to step the building back, 
particularly from the west side of the property, so that it does not feel imposing on the surrounding 
properties. The renderings also show that the parking is on the north side of the lot and abuts the single- 
family homes. That parking will also be landscaped to provide a green screen between the homes and the 
apartments. (Please see the renderings attached.) 

 
In an effort to reduce its carbon footprint, the site itself will include a landscaping plan that includes an 
abundance of greenery. Trees, bushes, and other waterwise plants provide a softening to the site, but 
also increase privacy and are better for the air quality. To move this to an even more impactful level, 
CDCU and ajc architects are exploring ways to include greenery on the building itself. This has proven to 
be an effective way of reducing the building’s carbon footprint and provide a more attractive project to 
the surrounding community. 

 

This is an example of incorporating greenery on the side of the building to create a softer impact. 
 

 
Green roofs help reduce the Urban Heat Island Effect, a condition in which urban environments absorb 

and trap heat. 



 
 

Landscaping on terraces create private places for residents as well as a screen for surrounding neighbors. 
 

Another example of trees, bushes and other plantings on terraces to reduce the environmental impact as 
well as provide a greener exterior to the building. 

 
The Richmond parcel extends beyond a typical frontage with a narrow piece of land that runs towards 
Hudson. This parcel is an excellent opportunity for a community green space for the neighborhood but 
also softens the streetscape along 1300 East. There are many ways that CDCU is exploring to make this 
area a community asset such as providing garden beds, public art, seating areas and pathways. 

 
The rezone on 1300 East provides on opportunity to provide much needed affordable housing to working 
households. It provides them access to opportunities that aren’t found in lower-income neighborhoods, 
such as fresh, healthy food, transportation, employment opportunities and community cohesion. CDCU is 
also mindful of the impact that a multi-story building can have in a community but will design it in such a 
way that it does not feel imposing on surrounding neighbors and includes a more extensive landscaping 
plan to reduce its carbon footprint and provide a natural greenscape to those in the vicinity. 

 
Thank you for your time, Judi, and we look forward to future conversations. 
Mike 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5. MAILING LABELS 



Name Address City State Zip 
NOAH WALDMAN 1171 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
MATTHEW E JUSSILA; SHARILYN M JUSSILA (JT) 13633 S ANNABERG WY RIVERTON UT 84065 
EDWARD M ASHTON; BECKY J ASHTON (JT) 1186 E ZENITH AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
DIANE B HUDSON 373 ESSLINGER DR GURLEY AL 35748 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 8667 S 2200 W WEST JORDAN UT 84088 
JASON WATERMAN; JUSTIN WATERMAN (JT) 1246 E ZENITH AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
MARY T ANDERSON 1252 E ZENITH AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
BLANKEVOORT FAMILY TRUST 11/05/2018 PO BOX 58643 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84158 
PINE SISKINS LLC 532 S ANGEL ST LAYTON UT 84041 
JONATHAN HARRISON; VARSHA IYER (JT) 1185 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 1203 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
EILEEN P AVERY; PAUL R AVERY (JT) 1217 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
LESLIE A WOODS 1229 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
DEREK A ROWE; KAREN G ROWE (TC) 379 AEW/JA APO AE 09309 
IVAN ZAHRADNIK; ADINA ZAHRADNIK (JT) 1214 E ZENITH AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
1237 HUDSON TRUST 06/24/2019 1237 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
JJR FAM TRUST 2961 S HUDSON CIR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
SW TR 1182 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
RICHARD J FARLEY 1186 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
JOSEPH T JR GEORGE 1200 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
ANDREW D EDWARDS 1539 E TOMAHAWK DR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84103 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 1216 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
CHRISTOPHER MILES 540 ALCATRAZ AVE #111 OAKLAND CA 94609 
2012 DKF TRUST 4944 S 5020 W SALT LAKE CITY UT 84118 
REES MOORE; SUE ANN SMITH (JT) 1230 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
MICHAEL M HAHN; DAWN B HAHN (TC) 2965 S HUDSON CIR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
CAROL DEVERAL DIANA; TONY JERALD DIANA (JT) 6512 S VINECREST DR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84121 
SHANNON A SCHMIDT 2969 S HUDSON CIR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED 3320 S OAKWOOD ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED PO BOX 9121 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
TRUST NOT IDENTIFIED PO BOX 9121 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109 
LAM S PROP REV TRUST 15019 GUADLUPE DR RANCHO MURIETA CA 95683 
DEBRA S WESTLAKE-MATHEWS 11048 LYNN LAKE CIRCLE TAMPA FL 33625 
STAR TEAM PROPERTIES LLC 1257 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
PAULA GONZALES 1263 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
DE LA CRUZ; AQUILES H 1269 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
MARK W SARGENT; LOUISE M SARGENT (JT) 1275 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
SUGAR HOUSE POST #3586 VETERANS OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 2920 S HIGHLAND DR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
GOLDBERG ESTATES PROPERTIES LLC PO BOX 900517 SANDY UT 84090 
SANDRA GOLDBERG TRUST 06/02/2006 PO BOX 900517 SANDY UT 84090 
BRANDON S KISER 1268 E HUDSON AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
ANDREW M WALLMAN; KATHLEEN K WALLMAN (JT) 2970 S HIGHLAND DR SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
RICHMOND PLACE PUD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 10757 S RIVER FRONT PKWY SOUTH JORDAN UT 84095 
Current Occupant 1182 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1208 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1240 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1252 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1258 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1181 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1233 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1204 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1220 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1226 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2967 S HUDSON CIR Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2969 S HUDSON CIR Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2964 S RICHMOND ST Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2960 S RICHMOND ST Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2970 S RICHMOND ST Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1270 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1245 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1286 E ZENITH AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1254 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1278 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2966 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2968 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 



Current Occupant 2970 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2972 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2974 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1264 E RICHMOND VIEW PL Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1266 E RICHMOND VIEW PL Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1272 E HUDSON AVE Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2971 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2973 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2975 S RICHMOND VIEW CT Salt Lake City UT 84106 
RILEY, DONNA J 1171 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
LEE, BRIGITTE R; JT ET AL 1159 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
ANDERSON, SUSAN & HUFF, LAURA E; TRS 1189 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
ARB LITTLE WHITE HOUSE LLC 3320 S OAKWOOD ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84109-3044 
RICHMOND, A SERIES OF J.J. JONES INVESTM PO BOX 1770 SALT LAKE CITY UT 84110-1770 
CHAVIRA, ELSY 3004 S RICHMOND ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-3006 
ELLEFSEN, GIANNI 3010 S RICHMOND ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-3006 
PENNING-HARRIS, CAROL J & HARRIS, DAVID 1175 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2523 
CARTER, RONALD K & RONALD M; JT 1183 E ELGIN AVE MILLCREEK UT 84106-2523 
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 1530 S WESTTEMPLE ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84115-5223 
CASSIDY, JAMES P JR & PAMELA B; JT 1221 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-3013 
RUSSELL J STEWART LIV TR; STEWART, RUSSE 1207 E PAINTER WY MILLCREEK UT 84106-2945 
MILLER, CHRISTOPHER & DOHERTY, REBEKAH; 1215 E PAINTER WY MILLCREEK UT 84106-2945 
HARDMAN, PAISLEY 1217 E PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2945 
KAMINSKI, KAREN E 1208 E PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2945 
LI, WENHUA & WANG, LESI; JT 1210 E PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2945 
CHOW, KEITH TRAN, VALERIE 1216 E PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2945 
SUGARHOUSE MANAGMENT LLC 900 DARTMOUTH NE ALBURQUERQUE NM 84106 
EHRGOTT, DREW & VILLAREAL, SARINA; JT 3010 S PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-2942 
STEPHENSON, SUSAN & CHRIS; JT 1219 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-3013 
PAINTER, ROY W; TR ET AL 1215 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-3013 
PAINTER PLACE PUD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 4208 W NIKE DR # H WEST JORDAN UT 84088-5947 
REYNOLDS, BRETT 574 E AUTUMN BRANCH WY DRAPER UT 84020-6606 
SOUTH, JENNIFER L 1235 E ELGIN AVE MILLCREEK UT 84106-3037 
K.B.I.K. HOLDINGS LLC 1232 W PITCHFORK RD MURRAY UT 84123-7670 
BRICKYARD LOFTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 3002 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
CUSHNIR, COURTNEY L 2992 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
SUMMER HEIGHTS, LLC 2994 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 2996 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 2998 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
PALMER, DAVID 3004 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 3006 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
ADAMS, JASE 3008 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BALLINGER, ALEX J; JT BALLINGER, SHANNON 2991 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
RICHARDSON, REBEKAH M; JT FELLENZ, JACOB 2993 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 2995 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
TUFEKCIC, AIDA; JT TUFEKCIC, BEHUDIN; JT 2997 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 3003 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
GODDARD, GRAYDON 3005 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
BRICKYARD LOFTS, LLC 3007 S ELGIN HILL CT SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108-1438 
Current Occupant 3001 S RICHMOND ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108 
Current Occupant 1225 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108 
Current Occupant 1218 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84108 
Current Occupant 3008 S PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1207 E PAINTER WY SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1173 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
Current Occupant 1179 E ELGIN AVE SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
Current Occupant 3000 S RICHMOND ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
Current Occupant 2996 S RICHMOND ST SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106 
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