Staff Report

BUILDING SERVICES, CIVIL ENFORCEMENT

To: Appeals Hearing Officer
From: Nicholas Rush, Legal Investigator / nicholas.rush@slc.gov or 801-535-6689
Date: October 8t, 2026

Hearing Date: October 15, 2026

Re: PLNAPP2026-00626

Appeal of Administrative Decision

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 852 S West Temple St

PARCEL ID: 15-12-276-030-0000

ZONING DISTRICT: MU-5

APPELLANT: Scott English on behalf of GPWT LLC, the property owner

ISSUE:

Whether staff erred in issuing a Notice and Order to the property owner for a fence exceeding the
maximum permitted height along the front property line when the fence was constructed prior to such

owner’s period of ownership.

STANDARD OF REVIEW:

This is an appeal of an administrative decision pertaining to an enforcement of Salt Lake City’s zoning
code, which is found in Title 21A of the Salt Lake City Code (“City Code”). The appeals hearing officer,
established pursuant to Section 21A.06.040, is the City’s designated land use appeal authority on appeals
of administrative decisions, which include enforcement actions. With respect to zoning enforcement
actions, City Code provides that “[t]he responsible party shall have the right to contest the notice and
order at an administrative hearing in accordance with Chapter 21A.16.” City Code § 21A.20.030.H. In

accordance with Section 21A.16.030.A, an appeal made to the appeals hearing officer shall identify “the
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decision appealed, the alleged error made in connection with the decision being appealed, and the
reasons the appellant claims the decision to be in error.” The appeals hearing officer’s review of the
administrative decision is de novo. City Code § 21A.16.030.1.1. It is an appellant’s burden to prove that

the decision made by the zoning administrator was incorrect. City Code § 21A.16.030.J.

CIVIL ENFORCEMENT DECISION:

Civil Enforcement determined that the fence along the front property line is approximately 6 feet 8 inches

tall, in violation of Section 21A.40.120.E.1.A, which limits front fence heights to 4 feet.

BACKGROUND/TIMELINE:

July 7, 2011 -- Subject property sold to Eden Real Properties, LLC

(likely) 2020 -- Fence constructed

May 18, 2021 — GPWT, LLC purchases 850 S West Temple and 856 S West Temple, the abutting properties
immediately to the north and south of the subject property (Tax Parcels 15-12-276-028, 15-12-276-029,
and 15-12-276-031). (Exhibit 7)

March 6, 2025 — Prior owner is cited by Civil Enforcement for the over-height fence.

August 21, 2025 — Prior owner applies for a variance to keep the over-height fence (PLNZAD2025-00845).
December 3, 2025 — Public hearing notice mailed to GPWT, LLC (Exhibit 8)

December 8, 2025 — Public hearing notice sign posted at the subject property

January 12, 2026 — Variance application denied (Exhibit 5)

April 16, 2026 -- Subject property sold to the current owner GPWT, LLC (Exhibit 9)

May 19, 2026 —_ A new enforcement case was opened following change in ownership. Previous
enforcement was documented under case HAZ2026-00123, and a new warning letter was requested
citing over height fence and both front yard and park strip violations.

May 21, 2026 — Civil Enforcement issues a warning letter to GPWT, LLC

June 9, 2026 -- Civil Enforcement met with the property manager Scott English to discuss the
outstanding zoning violations. The property manager was advised that the front-yard fence could not
exceed four feet, at least 33% of the park strip must contain live vegetation, and rock coverage in the park
strip and front yard was limited to 20%. The denial of the previous owner’s variance petition was also
discussed.

July 2 and 8, 2026 — The property was reinspected and determined that it remained out of compliance.
July 15, 2026 — Civil Enforcement mails and posts the Notice and Order at the property. (Exhibit 1)

July 24, 2026 -- GPWT, LLC appeals the Notice and Order.



APPLICABLE ORDINANCES:

21A.40.120: REGULATION OF FENCES, WALLS AND HEDGES:

E. Height Restrictions and Gates:

1. Fences and walls shall comply with the following regulations:

a. Except as permitted in subsection 21A.24.010.P and 21A.40.120.E.4 of this code a fence or wall
located between the front lot line and front building line of the facade of the principal structure that

contains the primary entrance shall not exceed four (4) feet in height.
21A.40.120: REGULATION OF FENCES, WALLS AND HEDGES:

C. Building Permit Required:

1. A building permit shall be obtained prior to construction of any fence that does not exceed six feet (6')
in height and is not made of concrete or masonry or does not require structural review under the
Uniform Building Code regulations. The permit is to ensure compliance with adopted regulations.

2. A building permit and fee are required for fences and walls which exceed six feet (6") in height and all
fences or walls of any height that are constructed under the International Building Code. The permit is to
ensure compliance with all Zoning Ordinance standards and requirements (location, height, types of
materials) as well as to ensure the structural integrity of the pilasters and foundation system which will
be verified by plan review and site inspection.

3. The application for a permit must include plans identifying the location and height of the proposed
fence or wall. If the fence or wall is constructed of masonry or concrete of any height or exceeds six feet
(6" in height, construction details showing horizontal and vertical reinforcement and foundation details
shall be shown on the plans.

4. The building permit fee for a fence will be a general permit fee based on construction costs or
valuation of the work as shown in the consolidated fee schedule.

5. Construction of any fence in the following districts shall also comply with the additional fencing
regulations found in the following subsections of this title:

a. FP Foothills Protection District (21A.32.0401);

b. H Historic Preservation Overlay District (21A.34.020E); and

c. Foothill Residential FR-1, FR-2 and FR-3 Districts (21A.24.010P).



APPEAL.:

The subject property is a ten-unit multifamily dwelling located in the MU-3 Mixed-Use District. The
property is subject to the fence-height restrictions set forth in Section 21A.40.120.E.1.A, which provides:
“Fences and walls shall comply with the following regulations: A. Except as permitted in subsection
21A.24.010.P and 21A.40.120.E.4 of this code, a fence or wall located between the front lot line and front
building line of the facade of the principal structure that contains the primary entrance shall not exceed
four (4) feet in height [...]”. The black iron 6’ 2” vertical-picket fence extends east to west across the edge

of the front lot line of the property, approximately five and one-half feet behind the sidewalk (Exhibit
2,3).

The appellant contends that the Notice and Order issued on July 15, 2026, cannot be sustained based on
“the timing of the fence’s construction, the subsequent change in ownership, and the unresolved question
of whether the fence should be considered a legal nonconforming structure.” The appellant further asserts
that the fence serves an “important security function” because the subject property is located along a

“high-traffic urban corridor.”

The fence does not qualify as a legally noncomplying structure.

The appellant contends that the fence was constructed by a prior owner of the subject property sometime
between 2019 and 2020. While the appellant does not furnish any evidence establishing this broad
installation timeframe, the City acknowledges that Google imagery reflects that the fence was installed
sometime after May 2019, and likely no earlier than 2020 given the state of neighboring construction, but
before July 2021 (Exhibit 4). Based solely on the passage of time, appellant appears to suggest, without
support, that the fence could be considered legally nonconforming. Section 21A.62 of the City Code
defines a “noncomplying structure” as: “Buildings, structures or property improvements which were
legally established on the effective date of any amendment to this title or [are] recognized to be in legal

existence according to the provisions of Chapter 21A.38.”

When the fence was constructed, the property was zoned FB-UN2, which imposed no minimum front-
yard setback. Under the ordinance then in effect, the four-foot height limitation applied only within a
required front-yard area. Because the FB-UN2 district required no front yard, a fence up to six feet in
height could be located along the front lot line, subject to obtaining the required permit. Per Section
21A.40.120.C, “It is unlawful to erect or construct any fence without a permit from Salt Lake City Building
Services”. The City’s legislative records establish that Section 21A.40.120.C was in existence by 2011 and

was amended and reenacted through Ordinance No. 54 of 2014, effective September 8, 2014. Therefore,

the permit requirement was in effect before the fence’s alleged construction in 2019 or 2020. However, as

no permits were ever attempted or issued, the fence was never “legally established” as the code requires


https://www.slcinfobase.com/Ord_by_Chron_2010-2019/default.htm

for a noncomplying structure. The appellant does not dispute that no permit was issued for the fence.

Accordingly, the fence cannot qualify as a legally noncomplying structure.*

Purchasing a property does not relieve the new owner of responsibility for existing code

violations.

The appellant appears to argue that it should not have to correct the over-height fence violation because it
was not the property owner when the fence was installed. Nothing in City Code relieves a new property
owner of the obligation to correct an existing violation merely because the owner did not create it. Section
21.20.030.A permits enforcement against the property owner whenever any provision of Section 21A is
violated. Subsection F requires the responsible party to correct the violations and request a compliance
inspection. Those obligations properly rest with the current owner, who controls the property and has the
present ability to bring it into compliance. Further, it would be impracticable and unduly burdensome to
require a former owner, who no longer holds title to or any legal interest in the property, to make material

alterations to it.

To relieve GPWT LLC of its obligation to comply with the City’s zoning ordinances merely due to a change
in ownership would operate to require cities to not only identify violations before a property owner has
the chance to sell their property but also would unreasonably put the onus on the City to force a property
owner to fix those violations before the property was sold. There is simply no legal support for such a
regime. Furthermore, such an approach would vastly incentivize some property owners to illegally
perform construction or other development work if the City had no enforcement recourse the moment a
deed was signed conveying the property to any other person or entity. As the record in this matter
reflects, the City did attempt to get the prior owner to correct the violation and allowed her time to try
and legalize the over-height fence through a variance application. The City’s enforcement efforts should

not be blocked because of appellants’ inadequate due diligence before purchasing the property.

The property owner had actual or constructive notice of the violation prior to purchasing

the property.

GPWT LLC owns two apartment buildings - one directly north of the subject property and another
directly south - comprising approximately 145 units in total. In connection with the prior owner’s
variance application notice was posted at the subject property notifying the general public of the
opportunity to participate in the associated public hearing. Furthermore, on December 3, 2025, notice

was mailed to the appellant notifying it of the public hearing regarding the variance request. Finally,

1 The property owner cannot cure the noncompliance now merely by obtaining a building permit since the zoning code changed
in September 2021 and no longer allows any fence in this location above 4 feet in the property’s zoning district. See generally
Harper v. Summit County, 2001 UT 10 (if a structure is an authorized use and otherwise complies with the provisions of a local
government’s code and would have been a proper candidate for a building permit, then a violation for failing to obtain one before
construction can be remedied by the subsequent issuance of the permit).
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notice was also posted on the Utah Public Notice website regarding the hearing considering the variance.
See Exhibit 8. This notice clearly identifies that the existing fence was noncompliant and needed to be
reduced to four feet. Utah courts have held that zoning ordinances are still enforceable when a property
owner buys with knowledge of a zoning issue. See Chambers v. Smithfield City, 714 P.2d 1133 (UT 1986).
Since appellant purchased the property with notice of the noncompliant fence there is no equitable theory
on which it should be able to rely — and appellant does not articulate one — to keep the over-height fence

notwithstanding its illegality.

Appellant should also not be relieved of complying with the City’s zoning ordinances based on its
ignorance of the law. Generally, ignorance of the law is not a defense to legal culpability. See State v.
Stewart, 2910 UT 39. GPWT LLC, as a sophisticated purchaser experienced in real estate and pertinent
zoning matters should have conducted reasonable pre-purchase due diligence to identify the existing
violation and require the prior owner to correct the same before purchasing the property. Any failure by
the prior owner of the property to disclose the pending enforcement case to appellant is a private civil

matter.

The utility of the fence to the property owner is irrelevant to the legality of the City’s

enforcement decision.

Finally, the appellant appears to argue that the over-height fence should be allowed to remain because it
provides important security benefits. The variance application by the prior owner raised issues similar to
those presented in this appeal, principally concerning security. As the Hearing Officer explained on page
four of the variance decision “transient and unhoused individuals occupy numerous public and private
locations throughout Salt Lake City and the areas surrounding the Subject Property. Additionally,
Applicant provided no evidence to support that a four-foot fence is less effective at deterring trespass than
a six-foot fence.” The same is true in this matter: the appellant has provided no evidence to support why a
four-foot fence (or other security measures) could not provide equivalent benefits. In any event, the
appellant’s asserted security concerns are irrelevant to the issue of whether Civil Enforcement properly

applied City Code in citing appellant for the over-height fence.

Conclusion

Based on substantial evidence in the record, none of which is materially disputed by the appellant, Civil
Enforcement correctly identified the over-height fence installed on the subject property. Appellant was
warned and eventually formal enforcement through a Notice and Order was issued. Despite providing the
appellant with time to cure the violation, the appellant has not done so. Appellant has failed to articulate
a basis under Utah law to keep the over-height fence. Therefore, Civil Enforcement requests that the
Notice and Order be upheld.



NEXT STEPS:

If the administrative decision is upheld, the fence must be shortened to four feet, re-located behind the
facade of the principal structure, or removed. If the administrative decision is overturned, the property
owner may keep the six-foot fence in its current location. Any decision on this appeal can be appealed to

Third District Court within 30 days of the decision.

EXHIBITS:

1. Notice and Order

2. Fence Photo/Location 7/8/26

3. Fence Height 9/10/26

4. Google Imagery May 2019/July 2021

5. Variance Decision

6. Staff Report Excerpt Variance

7. Deed to GPWT, LLC for 850 and 856

8. Public Hearing Mailing List/Agenda

9. Deed of Subject Property to GPWT, LLC
10. Appellant Petition




EXHIBIT 1: Notice and Order

ERIN MENDENHALL DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY
Mayor and NEIGHBORHOODS
Building Services
NOTICE AND ORDER
ZONING
July 15, 2026
GPWT LLC

Attn: John A Quinn
4000 Industrial Way
Benicia CA 94510

Property located at 852 South West Temple Street, Salt Lake City, Utah
Parcel No.: 15-12-276-030 Case No.: HAZ2026-02121
USPS Tracking #: 9114 9022 0078 9711 7389 13

NOTICE: Natice is hereby given that the subject property was found to be in violation of Title 21A of the Salt Lake City Code which
was enacted to maintain the life, health, safety, and general welfare of the inhabitants of Salt Lake City. This Notice is issued
following an inspection conducted on July 8, 2026, which identified the following viclations:

Ordinance Reference Description of Viclation Daily Fine
21A.40120.E1.a Please cut down front yard $50 per day
It is unlawful to erect any fence or wall in violation of the standards set forth | fence to meet 4 feet in height

below: requirements.

Standards for residential zoning districts:
(1) A fence, wall or hedge located between the front property line and
front building line of the facade of the principal structure that
contains the primary entrance shall not exceed four (4) feet in

height.
21A.48.080: GENERAL STANDARDS: Rock used in the front yard is $50 per day
B. General Landscaping Standards: limited to 20%.

3. Mulch: Mulch shall be:
f. Rock used as a mulch material is limited to 20% of an area
where landscaping is required by this chapter.
21A.48.060: LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS: Park strip requirements: $50 per day
B. Park Strip Standards:Street Trees: Minimum of 1 street tree A minimum of 1 city tree
planted on center between back of street curb and the sidewalk. | (Contact Urban forestry 801-
Additional street trees shall be provided (Street trees shall be an | 972-7818,
appropriate species chosen from the Urban Forestry Street Tree | urban.forestry@slc.gov).

List based on park strip size, shall have sufficient separation Minimum of 33% of the area
from public utilities, and shall be approved by the Urban Forestry | should have vegetation.
Division.) Rock is limited to 20% of the
Vegetation: Minimum 33% coverage. area..

Impervious Surfaces: The combination of all paving materials
shall not exceed 20% of the total strip area.

ORDER: You are hereby ordered to cure the zoning violations within thirty calendar (30) days from the date of this Notice and
Order. IF YOU FAIL TO COMPLY WITH THIS NOTICE AND ORDER AND/OR FAIL TO REMEDY THE VIOLATIONS AS SET
FORTH IN THIS NOTICE AND ORDER THE CITY WILL PURSUE LEGAL REMEMDIES, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO:
-- Record, with the Office of the Salt Lake County Recorder, on the title of the property a Certificate of Noncompliance detailing
the aforementioned violations

-- Assess DAILY civil penalties, in an amount specified herein, pursuant to Salt Lake City Ordinance Title 21A.20.050.

- Declare property a nuisance and issue an administrative citation per 11.18.070.

APPEAL PROCESS: Any person having any record, title, or legal interest in this property may contest the legitimacy of the
zoning violations for which they were cited (but not the amount of the fine). An appeal may be filed with the Salt Lake City
Planning Division within 10 days from the date of this notice. The Appeal of Administrative Decision application may be obtained
online at https://www.slc.gov/planning/applications/. The fee for filing an appeal is $316.

SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION
340 SOUTH 200 EAST SUITE 400 WWW.SLC.GOV
P.O.BOX 145481, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114-5481 TEL 801.535.7225 FAX 8015356597



EXHIBIT 1: Notice and Order (continued)
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EXHIBIT 2: Fence Photo/Location 7/8/26
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EXHIBIT 2: Fence Photo/Location 7/8/26 (continued)

Primary fagade of principal |.
structure.
6' fence allowed left of this
line.

6' Fence
Location

Max. 4' Fence
_ Allowed to
| right of this line
= T —

11



EXHIBIT 3: Fence Height 9/10/26
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EXHIBIT 4: Google Imagery May 2019/July 2021
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EXHIBIT 5: Variance Decision

SALT LAKE CITY LAND USE APPEALS HEARING OFFICER
REQUEST FOR VARIANCE

CASE NO. PLNZAD2025-00845
APPLICANT/PROPERTY OWNER: EVE SILVER

HEARING HELD: DECEMBER 18, 2025

DECISION ISSUED: JANUARY 12, 2026

On December 18, 2025, a hearing was held on this matter. Eve Silver appeared as the
Applicant. Kathrine Paskar, City Attorney, represented the City, Ailin Leon, Associate Planner,
appeared and gave testimony on behalf of Salt Lake City (the “City™).

After reviewing the evidence submitted, testimony provided, and arguments presented, the
following findings of fact and conclusions of law are adopted:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Eve Silver is the owner of certain real property located at approximately 852 § West
Temple, more particularly described as Salt Lake County Parcel ID No. 15-12-276-030-0000 (the
“Subject Property”). The Subject Property 1s in the MU-5 Zone.

2. In approximately 2019 or 2020, the Applicant hired a contractor to mstall a 6-foot
fence. The contractor did not obtain the necessary permits. At the time the fence was installed, 6-
foot fences were allowed if they obtained a permit.!

3. The Applicant’s fence is located on the east side of the Subject Property and
generally aligns with the two front fagade lines of the two adjacent buildings. The fence 1s set back
approximately 5 feet 6 inches from the sidewalk, the building is set back approximately 30 feet
from the sidewalk.

! Applicant requests a variance and accordingly the analysis in this memorandum decision is
limited to whether the Applicant 1s entitled to a variance. However, during the oral argument, on
numerous occasions Applicant argued in essence that the fence should be considered a legal
nonconforming structure, and on that basis, should be allowed to remain. A request for a
determination of whether the fence is a legal non-conforming structure is a separate analysis and
is not the same as a request for a variance. Whether or not the fence is a legal nonconforming
structure 1s not properly before the Hearing Officer at this time, nor has it been adequately briefed
by the parties. Accordingly, this memorandum decision does not address whether the fence could
remain as currently constructed as a legal non-conforming structure.
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EXHIBIT 5: Variance Decision (continued)
I

CASE NO. PLNZAD2025-0000845
MEMORANDUM DECISION

4. The properties immediately adjacent to the Subject Property to the north and south
are located approximately 4 feet from the sidewalk. Both neighboring buildings are taller than the
structure on the Subject Property.

5. Other properties in the vicinity of the Subject Property, such as 840 S West Temple,
are similarly situated to the Subject Property. For example, 840 S West Temple 1s also flanked by
tall buildings and 1s set back from the sidewalk approximately the same distance as the building
on the Subject Property. The neighboring buildings to 840 S West Temple are also approximately
the same set back from the sidewalk as the buildings which neighbor the Subject Property.

6. The property located at 840 S West Temple has a four-foot fence on the east side of
the property.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. To obtain a vanance, the applicant must meet all requirements in See Utah Code

Ann. Section 10-9a-702 (3)* and Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.18.060. Applicant has failed to
meet each of the enumerated standards and a variance cannot properly be granted.

2 The Applicant bears the burden of demonstrating that the standards have been met
and that the variance 1s justified. The Applicant has not met this burden.

DISCUSSION

To obtain a variance, an applicant has the burden of proving that all the conditions
justifying a variance have been met. See Utah Code Ann. Section 10-9a-702 (3) and Salt Lake City
Code Section 21 A.18.060. Salt Lake City Code Section 21A.18.060 sets forth five standards, each
of which must be established by the Applicant in order to quahfy for a vanance. Specifically, the
Applicant must prove the followmg:

1. Literal enforcement of this title would cause an unreasonable hardship for the applicant
that 1s not necessary to carry out the general purpose of [Title 21 A]:

2. There are special circumstances attached to the property that do not generally apply to
other properties in the same zoning district;

3. Granting the variance 1s essential to the enjoyment of a substantial property right
possessed by other property in the same district;

4. The variance will not substantially affect the general plan of the city and will not be
contrary to the public interest; and

5. The spirit of this title is observed and substantial justice done.

2 During the pendency of this application, certain sections of the Utah Land Use and Management
Act were renumbered. This memorandum decisions uses the citations of sections before they were
renumbered for consistency with the submission of the Parties.

2
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EXHIBIT 5: Variance Decision (continued)

CASE NO. PLNZAD2025-0000845
MEMORANDUM DECISION

Salt Lake City Code § 21A.18.060.A. An applicant must establish all these standards. Accordingly,
the failure to prove even one of the requirements precludes an applicant from qualifying for a

variance. The Applicant is unable to establish all the required standards.

1. Applicant Has Not Established an Unreasonable Hardship

The first standard Applicant must establish 1s that the literal enforcement of this title would
cause an unreasonable hardship. The Applicant asserts safety and security concerns related to
crime and trespass by transient and unhoused individuals onto and across the Subject Property if a
6-foot fence 15 not allowed.

In determining whether enforcement of zoning requirements would cause unreasonable
hardship, “the appeals hearing officer may not find an unreasonable hardship unless:

1. The alleged hardship is related to the size, shape or topography of the property for

which the variance 1s sought; and

2. The alleged hardship comes from circumstances peculiar to the property, not from
conditions that are general to the neighborhood.™

Salt Lake City Code § 21A.18.060.B (emphasis added). Further, hardships which are self-imposed
or economic in nature do not constitute an undue hardship. Salt Lake City Code § 21A.18.060.C.
The Applicant fails to establish the criteria necessary for the alleged hardship to qualify for a

Vvariance.

A. The Alleged Hardships Do Not Relate to the Size, Shape, or Topography of the
Subject Property

The Subject Property does not have unique characteristics that significantly differ from
neighboring parcels. Indeed, the Subject Property is a similar size to neighboring parcels. The
Subject Property is also not unique in shape. The Subject Property is rectangular. The Subject
Property also does not have unique topography, there are not rivers, streams, chiffs, grading, or
other topographical conditions which significantly differ from the surrounding parcels. Indeed, all
parcels in the area are relatively flat. Additionally, other properties in the vicinity are also similarly
flanked by taller buildings which are situated closer to the sidewalk.

The safety and security concerns do not relate to the size, shape, or topography of the
Subject Property. Applicant argues that the structures on the neighboring properties result in her
property being used as a corridor for individuals between West Temple and Jefferson Street. This,
however, 1s at best a tangential connection to the characteristics of the Subject Property. The issues
of safety and security are general to the neighborhood and are not unique to the Subject Property.
At least two other parcels are similarly situated.
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EXHIBIT 5: Variance Decision (continued)

CASE NO. PLNZAD2025-0000845
MEMORANDUM DECISION

B. The Alleged Hardships Do Not Come from Circumstances Peculiar to The Subject
Property, But Rather Arise from Conditions That Are General to the
Neighborhood

The alleged hardships are not related to the circumstances peculiar to the Subject Property
but rather relate to the conditions that are general to the neighborhood. First, the hardship described
by the Applicant relating to safety and crime are conditions general to the neighborhood. Applicant
failed to establish how that hardship is unique to the Subject Property. Transient and unhoused
individuals occupy numerous public and private locations throughout Salt Lake City and the areas
surrounding the Subject Property. Additionally, Applicant provided no evidence to support that a
4-foot fence 1s less effective at deterring trespass than a 6-foot fence.

2. Applicant Did Not Established That Special Circumstances are Attached to the
Property.

The Second Standard requires that the Applicant establish that there are special
circumstances which attach to the Subject Property that do not generally apply to other properties
in the same zone.

In determining whether there are special circumstances attached to the property ...
the appeals hearing officer may find that special circumstances exist only if:

1. The special circumstances relate to the alleged hardship; and

2. The special circumstances deprive the property owner of privileges
granted to other properties in the same zoning district.

Salt Lake City Code § 21A.18.060.D (emphasis added). Applicant has failed to establish any
special circumstances relating to the Property which relate to the alleged hardships. Additionally,
the applicant failed to establish that there were special circumstances which deprive the Applicant
of the privileges granted to other properties in the General Commercial Zone. Specifically, as noted
above, there are no special characteristics of the Subject Property which differ from its neighbors.
It is of a similar size, shape, and topography as the surrounding properties. Additionally, as
described by the City, other surrounding properties would be required to meet the same
requirements related to the height of the fence. Further, at least one other property, 840 S West
Temple, has a 4-foot fence.

J. Applicant Has Not Established That Granting the Variance Is Essential to The

Enjovment of a Substantial Propertv Right Possessed by Other Property in The Same
District

As noted above, other surrounding properties would be required to meet the same
requirements related to the height of the fence, and one currently does. The Applicant has not
shown that other properties have rights which the Applicant is deprived of due to the restrictions
on fence height.
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EXHIBIT 5: Variance Decision (continued)

CASE NO. PLNZAD2025-0000845
MEMORANDUM DECISION

As the Applicant has failed to meet at least two of the required standards and the failure to
establish even one necessitates the denial of the request for a variance, the remaining standards are
not addressed.

DECISION

For the foregoing reasons, the Applicant’s requests for a variance relating to the height of
the fence is DENIED.

This decision may be appealed to the Third District Court within 30 days of the date of this
decision.

Dated this 12th day of January 2026

/s/ Clayton H. Preece
Clayton H. Preece
Appeals Hearing Officer
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EXHIBIT 6: Staff Report Excerpt Variance

STANDARD A.3

A. 3: Granting the variance is essential to the

enjoyment of a substantial property right

possessed by other property in the same district;

+ Safety and security are substantial property
rights

+ However, alternative methods exist for
security, such as defensive landscaping and/or
security cameras, to help prevent trespassing

Salt Lake City ~ Planning Division @ www.sle.gov/planning
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EXHIBIT 7: Deed to GPWT, LLC for 850 and 856

13668776
5/18/2021 1:44:00 PM $40.00
Book - 11176 Pg - 4464-4467

Mail Recorded Deed and Tax Notice To: RASHELLE HOBBS

GPWT LLC, a Utah limited liability company Recorder, Salt Lake County, UT
4000 Industrial Way COTTONWOOD TITLE

Benicia, CA 94510 BY: eCASH, DEPUTY - EF 4 P.

COTTONWOOD

File No.: 141636-BHB

SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED

021 Opportunity Fund, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, as to Parcel 1 and OZ2 Opportunity Fund,
LLC, as to Parcels 2 and 3

GRANTOR(S) of Lindon, State of Utah, hereby Conveys and Warrants against all who claim by, through,
or under the grantor to

GPWT LLC, a Utah limited liability company
GRANTEE(S) of Benicia, State of California

for the sum of Ten and no/100 ($10.00) DOLLARS and other good and valuable consideration, the
following described tract of land in Salt Lake County, State of Utah:

SEE EXHIBIT A ATTACHED HERETO
TAXID NO.: 15-12-276-028, 15-12-276-029 and 15-12-276-031 (for reference purposes only)

SUBJECT TO: Property taxes for the year 2021 and thereafter; covenants, conditions, restrictions,
reservations and easements of record; and all applicable zoning laws and ordinances.

Page 10of 4
Ent 13666776 BK 11176 PG 4464
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EXHIBIT 7: Deed to GPWT, LLC for 850 and 856 (continued)

Dated this 18th day of May, 2021,

G221 Opportunity Fund, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company

BY: OZi Management, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company
ts: Manager

BY: OZ Development, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company
Its: Manager

BY:%%i_
cott Chappell, Manager

022 Opportunity Fund, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company

BY: 02l Management, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company
Its: Manager

BY: OZ Development, LLC, a Utah limited
liability company
Its: Manager

Scolt Chappell! Manager
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EXHIBIT 7: Deed to GPWT, LLC for 850 and 856 (continued)

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE

On this 18th day of May, 2021, before me, personally appeared Scott Chappell, proved on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed to this document, and acknowledged
before me that he executed the same on behalf of 021 Opportunity Fund, LLC, a Ulah limited liability
company.

20, L

Notary/Public

5. RYLEE JADE BLICKENSTAFF
Q’r’ﬂﬁ-\ Notary Public - State of Utah
g Tk

'l b Comm. No. 702905
L @ F S My Commission Expires on
AT Oct 16, 2022

—— .

STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE
On this 18th day of May, 2021, before me, personally appeared Scott Chappell, proved on the basis of

satisfactory evidence to be the person whose name is subscribed to this document, and acknowledged
before me that he executed the sgme as on behalf of 0Z2 Opportunity Fund, LLC.

e

Notary Public

T, RYLEE JADE BLICKENSTAFF §
(?’i‘r\l Notary Public - State of Utah §
\Ea%j 2 Comm. No. 702905

s’

\\'://I;*E My Commission Expires on

£ Oct 16, 2022

_—— -

Page 3 of 4

BK 11176 PG 4466
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EXHIBIT 7: Deed to GPWT, LLC for 850 and 856 (continued)
.

EXHIBIT A
Legal Description

PARCEL 1:

The South 31 feet of Lot 32, all of Lot 33, in Block 1, WALKER'S SUBDIVISION of Block 5, Plat "A", Salt
Lake City Survey, according to the official plat thereof on file and of recard in the office of the Salt Lake
County Recorder.

PARCEL 2

Lot 34, and the North 1 foot of Lot 35, Block 1, WALKER'S SUBDIVISION of Block 5, Plat "A", Salt Lake
City Survey, accerding to the official plat thereof as recorded in the office of the Salt Lake County
Recorder,

PARCEL 3:
The South half of Lot 36 and the North half of Lot 37, Block 1, WALKER'S SUBDIVISION of Block 5, Plat

"A", Salt Lake City Survey, according to the plat thereof as recorded In the office of the Salt Lake Caounty
Recorder.

23



OWN_FULL_NAME

MATTHEW R MATEUS (JT); TAMARA L

MATEUS (JT)

LOGAN RUSSELL

JOHNSON BROTHERS INVESTMENTS,
LLC

JEFFERSON AND NINTH LLC
CHRISTOPHER J TALVY

MARY S NEUERBURG

HAT TRICK, LLC

JEFFERSON WALKWAY HOME OWNERS

ASS0OCIATION

ADAM D & REGINA T FERGUSON
TRUST 07/16/2021

JEFFERSON 838 LLC

JEFFERSON COURT CONDOMINIUM
OWNERS' ASSOCIATION

DEBORAH SMITH

THERESA D DAENITZ TRUST
01/29/2009

DALLIN G BASSETT (JT); RYANN C
NELSON (JT)

FREDERICK C FEDERER

JACKETTA PROPERTIES LLC
MICHAEL G MURLEY

BIRCH CREEK RANCH CO
OSWALDO ROBLES OCEGUEDA (JT);
MARIA D OCEGUEDA (JT)

ERIK DAENITZ (JT); AMY CARON (JT)
ERIK DAENITZ (JT); AMY CARON (JT)

AMY CARON (IT); ERIK DAENITZ (JT)
STRASSER ORGANIZATION, INC.
126 WEST 900 SOUTH, LLC

SIXTH WEST PROPERTIES LLC

TWR WEST TEMPLE LLC

ABIGAIL CARDON (JT); RYAN CARDON

(IT); TB & SC CARDON SPOUSE'S TR
GPWT LLC

EDEN REAL PROPERTIES, LLC

CW THE WHITNEY QOZB, LLC

OWN_ADDR

826 S JEFFERSON ST
846 S JEFFERSON ST

3188 S ORCHARD DR
3852 EEVELYN DR
868 S JEFFERSON ST
870 S JEFFERSON ST
160 W 900 S

PO BOX 58232

162 KAHA ST
815 E EMERSON AVE

2121 E GREENBRIAR WY

850 S JEFFERSON ST
4757 PACE DR

813 5JEFFERSON ST
4230 S ACHILLES DR
80905 1700 E

827 SJEFFERSON ST
RR BOX 470

831 S JEFFERSON ST
833 SJEFFERSON ST
833 SJEFFERSON ST

851 S JEFFERSON ST
1935S900E

1332 S COLONIAL DR
1831 S CONNOR ST
2133 W 24255

661S1175W

4000 INDUSTRIAL WY
4800E 2875 N

610 N 800 W
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EXHIBIT 8: Public Hearing Mailing List/Agenda

OWN_CITY

SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY

BOUNTIFUL
MILLCREEK
SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY

SALT LAKE CITY

KAILUA
SALT LAKE CITY

SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY

PARK CITY

SALT LAKE CITY
MILLCREEK
SANDY

SALT LAKE CITY
TROUT CREEK

SALT LAKE CITY

SALT LAKE CITY

SALT LAKE CITY

SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY
SALT LAKE CITY
WOODS CROSS

CEDAR CITY
BENICIA
EDEN
CENTERVILLE

OWN

STATE OWN_ZIP

uTt
uTt

uT
uTt
ut
uTt
uTt

uT

HI

ut

uTt

uTt

ut

uT

uTt

uTt

ut

ut

uTt

uTt

ut

uTt

ut

ut

uT

uTt

ut

uT

84101
84101

84010
84124
84101
84101
84101

84158

96734
84105

84109
84101

84098

84101
84124
84093
84101
84083

84101

84101

84101

84101
84105
84108
84108
84087

84720
94510
84310
84014



EXHIBIT 8: Public Hearing Mailing List/Agenda (continued)

Descriptionddgenda;

SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING DIVISION
APPEALS HEARING AGENDA
Thursday, December 18, 2025, at 5:00 PM

This meeting will not have an anchor location at the City and County Building. Appeals
Hearing Officer, Staff, and Appellant will connect remotely. A public hearing will not be held.

If you are interested in attending the Appeals Hearing meeting virtually, joinus on Zoom at:
https:/bit ly/slc-appeals-1 2182025

To submit evidence regarding an item on the agenda, please email the staff contact listed for
that item or to planning.comments@slc.gov prior to 5:00 PM the day before the hearing is
scheduled.

1. Appeal of a Building Permit at Approxzimately 1072 S Bonneville Or - Peter Fillmore, on
behalf of Oak Hill Gardens Condominium Association, is appealing the issuance of building
permit BLD2024-07923 for the above-stated address. The scope of work for the permit
included a sport court, patio, stairs, and a wall to separate the upper and the lower yard. The
subject property is located in the R-141 2,000 {Single-family Residential) District, within Council
District &, represented by Dan Dugan. (Staff contact: Noah Elmore at 801-535-7971 or
noah.elmore@slc.gov) Case Number: PLNAPP2025-00978

Give Feadback

2. Appeal of an Administrative Interpretation at Approximately 613 E 2rd Ave - David
CeVecchio, property owner, is appealing an Administrative Interpretation (PLNZADZ2 025
00767) for a non-conforming use atthe above-stated address. The Administrative
Interpreation is concerning a short-term rental use. The subject property is located in the SR
1A (Spedal Development Pattern Residential) District, is located within Council District 3,
represented by Chris Wharton, (Staff contact: Noah Elmore at 801-535-7971 or
noah.elmore@slc.gov) Case Number: PLNAPP2025-00938

3. Variance Request for Fence Height at Approximateby 852 S West Temple - Eve Silver, the
property owner, is requesting a Variance from 21A.40.120.E.1 to retain an existing &-foot-tall
fence in the area of the property between the primary fagade of the structure and the front

property line, for property at the above-listed address. Standard 214.40.120.E.1 limits fence

height in the applicable zone to 4 feet in height when located between the primary facade of
the principal structure and the front property line. The property is in the Mixed Use 5 {(MU-5)
zoning district, and is located within Coungil District 5, represented by Darin Manao. (Staff

hitpsitwww.utah.govipminisitemap/notica/ | D4 2957 himil 25
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EXHIBIT 8: Public Hearing Mailing List/Agenda (continued)

Contact: Ailin Leon at 801-535-7768 or ailinleon@slc.gov) Case Number; PLNZAD2025-00845

Agenda iterns may not be heard inthe order listed. The Appeals Hearing Officer reserves the
right to change the order of agenda items as deemed necessary. Please contact the Staff for
information or visit the Planning Division website at www.slcgov.com/planning/planning-
public-meetings for copies of the Appeals Hearing Officer meeting/hearing agendas, staff
reports and decisions. Staff reports will be posted the Friday prior to the meeting.

Motice of Special Accommodations (ADA):

The City Hall 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 Merili Carter at 801-535-775% or relay service 711.

Motice of Hectronic or Telephone Participation:

MNA

Meeting Information

Give Feadbec

Meeting Location;

451 South State Street
Roorm 326
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

: Show in Apple Maps ]| Show in Google Maps ]

Contact Mame:

Aubrey Clark

Contact Ernail:

aubrey.clark@slegow

Motice Posting Details

Motice Posted On:

December 04, 2025 12:30 PM

itz iwnni Litah govipm/sibemaginobioai 042057 imi us

26



EXHIBIT 9: Deed of Subject Property to GPWT, LLC

14529748 B: 11635 P: 9673 Total

Pages: 3

04/16/2026 11:40 AM By: EMehanovic Fees: $40.00

MAIL TAX NOTICE TC: Return To: PIONEER TITLE AGENCY

Rashelle Hobbs, Recorder, Salt Lake County, Utah

Grantee(s) 1188 W 10400 SSOUTH JORDAN, UT 840952600

4000 Industrial Way
Benicia, CA 94510

Pioneer File No. 640-268400316

WARRANTY DEED

Eden Real Properties, LLC, a Utah limited liability company, GRANTORS for and in consideration of TEN
DOLLARS ($10.00) and other good and valuable consideration, hereby CONVEY and WARRANT to

GPWT, LLC, a Utah limited liabilty company,

as GRANTEE(S), the following described real property situated in Salt Lake County, State of Utah, to-wit:

See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof,
Tax Parcel No.: 15-12-276-030

Subject to current general property taxes.
Subject to easements, conditions, covenants and restrictions of record.

Dated this I IQ day of April, 2026.

Eden _gaIP perties, LLC

ger

Eve Ellzabeih Silver, Kﬂanager

Deed (Warranty)
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EXHIBIT 9: Deed of Subject Property to GPWT, LLC (continued)

Warranty Deed
(Continued)
STATE OF UTAH )
. s8.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )
‘ . ) 2
Onthis _ [& day of /4 Pre { | 202, personally appeared before me Adam Lex

Silver and Eve Elizabeth Silver, Managers of Eden Real Properties, LLC, a Utah limited liability company,
the sig?'(s) of fhjzzr;\‘fiinstrument, who duly acknowledged to me that he/she/they, executed the same.

NotAry Public, 'State of Utah
My Commission Expires: ?’/é,/wg?

(SEAL) ALLAN BOLDT
NOTARY PUBLIC-STATE OF UTAH
5] COMMISSION# 738557
COMM. EXP. 08-06-2028
Deed (Warranty) 640-268400316

14529748 B: 11655 P: 9674 Page 2 of 3
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EXHIBIT 9: Deed of Subject Property to GPWT, LLC (continued)

Warranty Deed
(Continued)

EXHIBIT "A"

The Nerth one-half of Lot 36, and the South 32 feet of Lot 35, Block 1, Walker's Subdivision of Block 5,
Plat "A", Salt Lake City Survey, according to the official plat thereof, filed in Book "A" of Plats at Page 104
of the Official Records of the Salt Lake County Recorder.
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition
I ———————————————

Appeal of Administrative Decision

852 South West Temple
GPWT, LLC

Dear Appeals Hearing Officer,

On behalf of GPWT, LLC, we respectfully submit this appeal regarding the Motice of
Violation issued July 8, 2026.

This appeal is not intended to dispute the City's commitment to protecting the integrity of
its zoning ordinances. Rather, the purpose is to request an opportunity for additional review
based upon the unique history of this property, the change in ownership, and the
longstanding existence of the front security fence.

The current ownership did not install the fence, did not participate in the original permitting
process, and inherited an existing improvement that has remained in place for nearly six
years. Since acquiring the property, ownership has invested significant resources to
improve the safety, security, and appearance of the property while working cooperatively
with the City.

The Appellant fully intends to address the landscaping deficiencies identified in the Notice
of Violation and has already initiated discussions with both a landscape architect and the
City’s Urban Forestry Division to develop a compliant landscape plan.

The enclosed exhibits provide the property's history, photographs, documented security
improvements, and operational costs incurred to maintain a safe environment for
residents.

We respectfully request the opportunity to present this information during the appeal
process and work collaboratively toward a reasonable resolution.

Respectfully,

John Quinn
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

The following information and evidence may have been relied upon by the City to
support its decision:

The Motice of Violation issued on July 8, 2026, determined that the existing front fence
exceeds the maximum permitted height of four (4) feet under the current Salt Lake City
zoning ordinance and therefore constitutes a zoning violation requiring correction. The City
also determined that the property contains landscaping improvements that do not comply
with the current landscaping standards regarding rock coverage, vegetation, and park strip
requirements.

The Appellant acknowledges the City's findings regarding the landscaping deficiencies and
intends to work cooperatively with City staff to bring those items into compliance. This
appeal is focused primarily on the existing front fence and the unigue circumstances
surrounding its construction, ownership history, and continued use.

The fence was constructed by the previous property owner during approximately 2019-
2020, concurrent with the redevelopment and construction of the surrounding Greenprint
Woest Temple apartment communities. Based upon the City's prior findings, six-foot fences
were permissible under the zoning ordinance at the time of installation, provided the
appropriate permits were obtained. Although the previous owner failed to obtain the
required permit, the fence has remained in place for nearly six years without modification
and has become an integral part of the property's design and operation.

In April 2026, ownership of the property transferred to John Quinn through GPWT, LLC. The
current ownership neither designed nor constructed the fence and had no involvement in
the permitting decisions made by the previous owner. The current owner inherited an
existing site condition that has remained in place for several years and is now being
required to correct circumstances that were created prior to acquisition of the property.

The information and evidence relied upon cannot fully sustain the decision because
the following relevant facts and circumstances should also be considered:

The current owner respectfully submits that the appeal should consider the unigue factual
history of this property, including the timing of the fence's construction, the subsegquent
change in ownership, and the unresolved question regarding whether the fence should be
considered a legal nonconforming structure. The prior variance proceedings specifically
noted that the issue of whether the fence qualifies as a legal nonconforming structure was
not before the Hearing Officer and therefore was not decided.

The Appellant respectfully requests the opportunity for this issue to be fully considered.
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

The existing fence also serves an important security function for this property. Unlike a
typical residential front yard fence, the fence controls direct access from West Temple to
the residential entrances of a multifamily apartment community. The property is located
within a high-traffic urban corridor where unauthorized access, trespassing, vandalism,
and criminal activity have presented ongoing operational challenges.

Ownership of the adjacent Greenprint West Temple apartment communities has
experienced significant costs associated with trespassing, vandalism, unauthorized
occupancy, illegal dumping, property damage, and increased security measures. During
the past several years, ownership has incurred more than $30,000 in additional expenses
related to repairs, enhanced security, cleanup efforts, access control improvements, and
preventative measures necessary to maintain a safe environment for residents. These
ongoing conditions have also negatively impacted on residents’ satisfaction and retention,
with residents expressing concerns regarding safety and, in some cases, requesting early
lease terminations.

The existing six-foot fence functions as one component of a broader security strategy that
includes controlled access, upgraded rear entrances, recurring courtesy patrols, enhanced
cleaning, and ongoing property maintenance.

The Appellant is not seeking to avoid compliance with the City's zoning regulations. To
the contrary, the Appellant is committed to working collaboratively with the City to
resolve the outstanding issues. The landscaping deficiencies identified in the Motice of
Violation will be addressed by reducing decorative rock coverage and installing additional
trees, shrubs, and vegetation necessary to comply with current code requirements.

Since receiving the Naotice of Violation, ownership has proactively contacted a licensed
landscape contractor to prepare a code-compliant landscape improvement plan and has
initiated discussions with Salt Lake City's Urban Forestry Division regarding required park
strip tree species and placement. Although those plans are not yet finalized, ownership
remains committed to bringing the landscaping into compliance as quickly as reasonably
possible.

The Appellant respectfully requests that the City consider the complete history of this
property, the change in ownership, the longstanding existence of the fence, its important
role in protecting residents and the property, and the unresolved question regarding its
legal status before requiring removal or modification of a site improvement that has existed
for nearly six years.
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

For these reasons, the Appellant respectfully requests that this appeal be accepted and
that the matter be scheduled for hearing so the Appellant may fully present the evidence
and work collaboratively with the City toward an equitable resolution.

Exhibit A

Property History and Timeline

852 5. West Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah

Duater Event

2019-2030 Previous camer ingtalls the essting 8-foot arnamantal
steel fence during the redevelopment of the surmounding
Greerprint Wesl Temgale apariment commusites,

2019. 2025 Fence remains in place for approximately six years.

2025 Previous cwnar apglies for a variance after the City
identifies the permitting issue,

January 12, 2028 Varance demed.

Agrii 202% Property purchaseo oy Johmn Juinn arsd sransfernsd i
GPFWT, LLC.

July B, 2026 Salt Luks City cordusti inipestion and idtusd Notice of
Wiolatiom

Cusrent GPWT, LLC fies Appeal of Decisicn.

Ownership Transition

Signifecance

The fence was installad when Salt Lake City allowed &-foot front fences with an approved
permit. The required permit was not cbtaned by the pravious awner,
D) damarsasir Dacision - PLNZADRH

The fence became an established part of the property’s design and dadly operation without
medificatan

The request sought a variance based primarily on security concems and was denied. The
Hearing Officer specifically stated that the issue of whether the fence gualified as 8 legal
nonconfarming structure was nok befane the Heanng Oificer and was not decided.

1Y Hansassum Disios - FLHTAO0N

The Hearing Officer determned the vanance standards were not met but expressly declined

to decide the logal nonconformirsg isspe. () Memenndun Secias - SUATAnI

Currens oWNErship did ot CONSINUCT The Temoe, dio NOT parcKipate in the origing permiing

process, and inheriled a0 existng sibe impronemenl

Cusrant canier i cited for condilieni that ariginated under previcul Swhsribig,

Current owner seeks addibaral review and an cppartunity to work collaboratively with the
City while addressing landscaping complance and evaluating the fence's slafus.

GPWT, LLC respectfully notes that current ownership inherited an existing improvement
that had been in place for nearly six years prior to acquisition. The current owner neither
designed, installed, nor permitted the fence and was notinvolved in the previous variance
proceedings. Upon acquiring the property, ownership became responsible for an existing
condition created by prior ownership.
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

A
LY rAGE rary '!:.n |
Eamp LT 8 Fanp ear

Figure 1. The subject property is situated between two larger apartment buildings owned
and managed by GPWT, LLC. The fence serves as the controlled pedestrian entrance to the
property from West Temple.

Current Owner's Position

* o Willing to fully comply with landscaping requirements.

« ' Willing to work collaboratively with Planning Staff.

* ' Reguests additional consideration regarding the existing fence.

« ' Requests opportunity to present evidence regarding the property's history and current operational
needs.
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

Exhibit B- Photos of the Current Fence

EXHIBIT B — PHOTOS OF THE CURRENT FENCE

852 5. West Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah
- T - i A

P et

_-"'?'“!lm LTI u

within the property and areund the building.

The fence provides controlled pedestrian access, enhances security, and helps prevent unsuthorized entry, trespassing, and activity
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

Exhibit C

EXHIBIT C
GPWT — REAR ACCESS SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS

Remaval of Vulnerable Gates and Instalfation of Secure, Enclosed Doors

Tt Fesar CCES ganes: o Grosrgwing Waesn Temple (52 5. Wost Templs) wene DonsTant targers for vandalbern, forced enory, and unaurhorized socess.
T aatebrorss pngeing salely S Leciufity B, all e GRS wilte Mevoraed and repdaced wilh wolid doors Bhd §lucco 1o anchn he halbaigs
and prevent trespassing, sleeping, and other unlawiul actiity.

AN thies raf gates removed and replaced with salid doors e stoses
10 ESTWIRNTE UMEATIOHNREE BCOREE AN T GV TRERIENT S31eTy
PROJECT COST SUMMARY (Esisras Sinmiuee Eapersssi I
pad - - BECURITY IMPACT

e b e Camtpla

o D irws wirarsie: mry o

T Frmm e p— w1 rr— e

o B vprddsine, Doy demuom, s urastonad Kb
o g ety b ety ] el B g Caw ey

mAEm  UER e AP by Py S | S e Bk s CAR§ gt T8
W TEE A s Py Tt LD TAF D fe v e L 08
SR GETETEN CEEE A b W 15 S e B st e s i g 4 LT

i b THC Vet Ml F

[PPSR P " —
L S SCHULITY SIET RSt P of the
. aiss — with repairing dumage,

TOTAL COET FOR REAR SECURITY IMPROVEMENTS: §19,554.432
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EXHIBIT 10: Appellant Petition (continued)

EXHIBIT D
ONGOING SECURITY AND CLEANING EXPENSES

Last 12 Moniths of Oparating Expenses Incurred to Adoness Sofety snd Cleaniiness
These recuiring sxperses roflect the increased costs necessary o malntain 2 safe. clean. and weoure envinnment at GPWT properties

i B orgoang ATTREE, G and trasp ]
URITY PAT 2. COMMON Al

Ity daradiy DDl iR SR gulB mrreioning of The MDD * InCTeassd Chearare Beduandy i retpsred et 10 Urditherized aooei |
detery ith: o schwity snd (] * irssh. swrwialam, teohaguis, snd uraanitary condidsone beft behind o |
Iostmrang, snl prientiad bty * roemTaan s, ey, frash rooma, s sroend he peopenTy |

[ [ T esimed Das L e = e
Ao Tha Pramsctio, Gemag LI imssay 39 Fammnga = e e N TS S P S —— Famrgeen . |
g Th Premcnor, Gerg LU Pebmamrs M formargre ar Lot WO AP wends  PROSDE LLE o wes cew 8 1154700 3 Fapargee ) namo |
Aimicn Ths Pramcmoe, e LU Wwnh B2Y Errerga= ar Lo TOMMI AP st Bry Mavieg LU Hetey Boe TS ] . ma |
o T Svwmecmom Gron LoD Ak LIS e s T WUV AP mvoes - Vs Susd Mesienrg LUG: Hetey oe LS ] s [LIES :

A 11t T, Gk L Sy T30 L s s mmm L T I T ismst = it saur
e - The Premoton, G LU s 18 g ah o PRI AT e ek Rend Mg LS Hallas e 200 Gy . mn |

A i - Vo Pt s g LU Sy TR5 o s wh mamm T A - PRORDR LD S e i 4 1 Cami ) [
A b Thoe Fabmsars v LU Rt 5075 Lo wa wmm TGO A e - A S Uy L sy Somm RS iprargeay v win !

A min T B s G LT St S0 p— ww monoe T A s - PROEAMDE LD s wup e LIS LIS Creee . 0 ki

A Trs PrI, G UL D N g are oo JOMME AT e s e M ols Meler B 32008 Gy = s
Al i+ i Prumacinn (it LA Hamaaiar S FA—— a - T T TrCum—— T T ° A i, tams |

ISR T A ——— Pa— ap i SR AP —— L il Wt (L by e B RO s e Lot
TOTAL SOOUSSTY PATROL EXPIMSE Lsr 17 thesstial $6.000.00 TOTAL COMBMON AREA CLEANING EXPUMSE (st of s s10.040.00 |

+ ‘ AVERAGE MOMTHLY CLEANMG EXPENSE

mﬁmz-llil:lm SUMMARY SECURITY PATROL SERVICES COMMON AREA CLEANING SERVICES TOTAL ANNUAL COST
asr WM

frmoriaqreapriaraped fremrmiptureok $6,000.00 [ Jl $10,049.00 Bl $16,049.00

bosterirg vandlaburn, e melated sl st

MOTE, Thote soptnpis da ot ki sdfiion s sosns s st 80 o ponsged Lok grrss, dooss, lghiiog, shesmop o biah ooy
incidert-related repains and sarvoes.

ettt remenval, entea janitatial Sopobes, o albar
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	ISSUE:
	Whether staff erred in issuing a Notice and Order to the property owner for a fence exceeding the maximum permitted height along the front property line when the fence was constructed prior to such owner’s period of ownership.
	STANDARD OF REVIEW:
	CIVIL ENFORCEMENT DECISION:
	Civil Enforcement determined that the fence along the front property line is approximately 6 feet 8 inches tall, in violation of Section 21A.40.120.E.1.A, which limits front fence heights to 4 feet.
	BACKGROUND/TIMELINE:
	July 7, 2011 -- Subject property sold to Eden Real Properties, LLC
	(likely) 2020 -- Fence constructed
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