
 

PLANNING DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
 
To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission 
From: Ben Buckley, Principal Planner, Benjamin.buckley@slc.gov  
Date: September 9, 2026 
Re: PLNPCM2026-00369 – 1395 W Van Buren Zoning Map Amendment 

 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESSES: 1379 W Van Buren Ave, 1395 W Van Buren Ave, and 1384 W 

Harris Ave 
PARCEL ID: 15-15-277-047, 15-15-277-050, 15-15-277-059 
NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN: Westside Plan 
CURRENT ZONING: R-1/7,000 – Single-Family Residential District 
PROPOSED ZONING:  RMF-30 – Low Density Multi-Family Residential District 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 2, Alejandro Puy 

 
REQUEST 
Jonathan Marsh, one of the property owners and representing the other property owners, is requesting 
approval from the City to amend the zoning map for the properties located at 1379 and 1395 W Van 
Buren Ave and 1384 W Harris Ave from the R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to the RMF-
30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District. If approved, the property owners intend to construct 
infill, affordable, for-sale housing on the property. 
 
This request came before the Planning Commission on July 8, 2026, at which time staff recommended 
approval with conditions. During the meeting, the applicant proposed an alternative set of conditions 
of approval that conflicted with staff’s original recommendation. Following the public hearing, the 
Planning Commission voted 3-1 to table the request, allowing the applicant and staff time to discuss 
the conditions of approval. The Planning Commission Staff Report of July 8, 2026, may be 
found here. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Based on the information and findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning 
Commission forwards a positive recommendation with the following conditions: 

1. The development shall be limited to the density authorized by the RMF-30 zoning district 
(21A.24.120). Increases to density via the Affordable Housing Incentives (21A.52.050) shall not 
be granted. 

2. 50% of the units or lots shall be for sale at 80% Area Median Income or less. 25% of the units 
or lots shall be for sale at 100% Area Median Income or less. The remaining 25% of the units or 
lots shall be for sale at 120% Area Median Income or less. 

3. No new unit shall have fewer than two bedrooms. 
4. The maximum height of new construction shall not exceed 30’. No flat roofs shall be permitted. 
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5. The overall lot coverage of the development shall not exceed 40%. 
6. Parking shall be provided at the established rate of the zoning district per 21A.44.040. No 

reductions shall be granted. 
7. The side and rear yards shall include a 10’ wide landscape buffer per 21A.48. The site shall also 

provide the greater of one tree per unit or the landscape buffer tree standard per 21A.48. 
8. The developer shall provide tenant relocation assistance to tenants displaced by the demolition 

of the residential dwelling unit at 1395 W Van Buren as specified in subsection 21A.50.050.D. 
In addition, the developer shall be subject to the housing unit replacement provisions in 
21A.50.050.E.  

9. If the existing home at 1379 W Van Buren is demolished, it shall be subject to 21A.50.050.D. 
and 21A.50.050.E. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  

A. ATTACHMENT A: Updated Materials 
B. ATTACHMENT B: Comments Received Since July 8, 2026 

 

BACKGROUND 
The primary issue the applicant identified with staff’s recommended conditions at the July 8th meeting 
was that they wanted flexibility to pursue the Affordable Housing Incentives, if necessary, and concerns 
with the feasibility of requiring all units to be two or more bedrooms. Since that meeting, and following 
discussions with the applicant, the conditions now presented are largely the same as what staff 
originally proposed.  
 
No specific development plans have been submitted. However, a revised narrative has been provided 
by the applicants that outlines their intended development and building elevations. In addition to 
retaining the owner-occupied home at 1379 W Van Buren, the applicant now intends to build within 
the scope of the RMF-30 district, without seeking additional density through the Affordable Housing 
Incentives, and has agreed to 100% of units being at least two bedrooms. However, the affordability 
threshold has been reduced slightly, as described below. The applicant has also agreed to development 
standards that are stricter than what the RMF-30 district would require, like reducing lot coverage 
from 50% to 40%. The intent of these additional standards is to ensure compatibility with the 
surrounding neighborhood while minimizing impacts of new development. 
 
Additionally, staff had originally proposed requiring guest parking spaces. The applicant raised 
concerns about the feasibility of this and suggested limiting lot coverage instead. Planning staff has no 
concerns about this alternative, as each unit will still be required to meet the parking requirements of 
the RMF-30 zone, and no reductions will be granted, as reflected in the proposed conditions of 
approval. 
 
Proposed Community Benefit 
A notable modification has been made to recommended condition #2 regarding affordable housing, 
the applicants’ proposed community benefit. The proposal has gone through various iterations:  

1. Initial proposal 
a. 100% of units at 80-100% Area Median Income (AMI) 
b. 100% of units would be two or three bedrooms 

2. Proposal at Planning Commission 
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a. 20% of units at 60% AMI 
b. 60% of units at 80% AMI 
c. 20% of units at 100% AMI 
d. 60% of units would be two or more bedrooms, 40% would be one bedroom 

3. Current proposal 
a. 50% of units at 80% AMI 
b. 25% of units at 100% AMI 
c. 25% of units at 120% AMI 
d. 100% of units would be two or more bedrooms 

 
In exchange for a commitment to 100% two- or more bedroom units, the applicant is proposing to sell 
25% of the new units at 120% AMI to allow the project to be financially feasible. While only 75% of units 
will be affordable under the new proposal, staff determined that the proposal still complies with 
Community Benefit A as the project will provide affordable, for-sale housing that includes at least two 
bedrooms. If the applicant were to utilize the Affordable Housing Incentives instead, only 50% of the 
units would need to be affordable at 100% AMI. The project includes an additional 25% at or under 
that threshold. 
 
Development Potential 
The R-1/7,000 zoning district has development standards such as lot area (7,000 sq. ft. per lot) and lot 
width (50ft per lot) that would allow the property owners to split the subject parcels into three 
conforming lots through the subdivision process. With the Affordable Housing Incentives (AHI) 
applied to those three lots, up to 12 units could be developed through the subdivision and AHI 
processes, both of which allow for administrative approval. While the lot area is enough to 
accommodate seven single-family lots, this would require planned development and subdivision 
approvals due to lot width and street frontage limitations. In addition, AHI would allow up to four units 
per lot with a maximum of 28 units across the seven potential 7,000 sq. ft. lots. In total, the properties 
could accommodate anywhere from three to 28 dwellings if all development requirements, such as fire 
access, can be met. It is important to note that the affordability requirements under AHI terminate 
after 30 years. 
 
Under the requested RMF-30 zoning, between 1,500 square feet and 2,000 square feet of lot area is 
required depending on the building type. The district does not have a lot width minimum. This means 
that the properties could accommodate between 26 and 35 units, depending on the building type, plus 
one bonus unit for retaining the existing single-family home on 1379 W Van Buren. A planned 
development may be necessary to create lots without street frontage.  
 
Planning Commission Discussion and Public Comments  
At the July 8th Planning Commission meeting, many public comments were made. The comments 
centered around a few main topics: 

1. Parking and traffic: many neighbors are concerned about parking and an increase in traffic. 
Recommended Condition #6 addresses parking concerns in that the development will need to 
provide parking at the established rate of the zoning district with no reductions or 
modifications. For single-family attached units, the established rate is two parking spaces per 
dwelling, regardless of bedroom count. Multi-family units with two or more bedrooms require 
1.25 spaces per dwelling unit. Transportation did not have any concerns with the proposed 
development. 
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2. Utilities: as mentioned in the staff report and discussed during the meeting, utilities have been 
a major concern of the neighborhood. Public Utilities has made comments that the 4” water 
main will very likely need to be replaced to at least an 8” main. It should be noted that the cost 
of the replacement, even downstream replacement, will be the developer’s cost to bear. The 
cost will not be passed on to the neighbors. 

3. Loss of green space: many commenters mentioned how they would hate to see the loss of green 
space. However, it should be noted that the subject properties are private property, and the use 
and redevelopment of the properties are at the owners’ discretion. Because the properties are 
private, the public holds no right to access or utilize the green space. 

4. Trash: some concerns were raised by Planning Commission and the public about the potential 
of having numerous trash cans lining the street from the development. A development of this 
size would need to provide private trash pickup and could not utilize the city’s cans, meaning 
there would be no cans from the development on the street. 

 
Planning Commission’s main concerns were about the differing set of proposed conditions of approval 
staff’s recommended conditions for providing guest parking. After discussion amongst staff and the 
applicants, the applicants largely agreed with conditions similar to what staff initially proposed. Staff 
believes the original staff report's discussion of this zoning map amendment remains accurate and 
applicable when reviewing the proposal's compliance with general plan adherence, standards of 
approval, and community input. Please see the staff report for more information. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
The City Council has the final decision-making authority on all zoning map amendments. The 
zoning ordinance authorizes the Planning Commission to make recommendations to the City 
Council on zoning amendments. The Planning Commission may provide a positive or negative 
recommendation for the proposal and can request that changes be made to the proposal. 
 
The recommendation and any modifications requested will be sent to the City Council, who will 
hold a briefing and an additional public hearing on the proposed changes. The City Council may 
may adopt the proposed amendment, adopt the proposed amendment with modifications, or deny 
the proposed amendment. 
 
If ultimately approved by the City Council, the changes would be incorporated into City zoning 
map. 
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THE GLEN 

POCKET COMMUNITY  

NARRATIVE 

Zoning Map Amendment — R-1/7,000 to RMF-30 

1379 & 1395 W Van Buren Avenue · Glendale · Salt Lake City, Utah 

 

Introduction and Request 

This rezone is not a request for more density. The site can already be developed under the 

existing R-1/7,000 zoning — including through the City’s Affordable Housing Incentives — at a 

home count identical to what is proposed here. The applicant is not asking the Commission for more 

homes. The applicant is asking for a zoning framework that allows those homes to be better 

planned and permanently affordable, and is excited to be bound to both. 

Better site planning. RMF-30 lets the homes be configured around a shared common green 

rather than strung along a private alleyway with no common green spaces. It allows a broader mix of 

home sizes, cleaner site circulation and pedestrian connections, larger side yards, landscaped 

buffers at the property lines, and an urban forest requirement. The existing zoning facilitates none 

of this. Under R-1/7,000 there is no open space standard, no landscape buffer standard, no tree 

standard, and no home size mix — a existing zoning project could deliver a worse-planned site with 

the same number of homes. 

Significantly improved affordability and attainability. The Affordable Housing Incentives 

applied to the existing zoning require half the homes at 100% of Area Median Income (AMI) for 30 

years, with the rest at market rate. Technically, using market-standard-terminology, 100% AMI is 

not Affordability, but rather Attainability.  Under our proposal, every home is owner-occupied 

deed restricted for sale in perpetuity — Half at 80% AMI or below – meeting the definition of 

affordable homeownership , and a quarter at 100% AMI or below, and a quarter at 120% AMI or 

below meeting attainability homeownership definitions. There is no market-rate component and no 

expiration date. These are for-sale, wealth-building homes at a depth and duration of affordability 

and attainability the existing zoning cannot produce. 

Our goals for this pocket neighborhood are: building a community-oriented environment that is 

compatible with the surrounding homes, that is timeless in design and durable in construction, that 

is economical to build and maintain, and that is healthy for the homeowners and the planet. 
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What Existing Zoning Already Allows 

We feel the commission should evaluate this request against what can already be built on this site. 

The land size permits 7 PUD lots to be created.  Under the existing R-1/7,000 zoning, including 

Affordable Housing Incentives (Salt Lake City Code § 21A.52.050), the site could be developed up to 

28 homes. 

The existing entitlement would allow a development pattern with fewer limitations on landscaping 

and site design than the proposed conditioned rezone. It would allow buildings up to 28 feet in 

height at 40% lot coverage, with side yard setbacks as little as 6 feet, no required landscaping 

buffers, and no minimum or maximum home size. Parking would be required at only one stall per 

home — 28 stalls in total — regardless of how many bedrooms each home contains. The affordability 

obligation is modest: half the homes at 100% of Area Median Income (AMI), restricted for only 30 

years, with the remainder at market rate. In short, the existing outcome is a development that is 

large in population, thin in parking, minimal in landscaping, and only briefly and shallowly 

affordable (attainable). 

Responding to Neighbor’s Concerns 

The applicant has met with neighbors and has heard three concerns consistently: the water line to 

the neighborhood, parking, and neighborhood character. Each is a legitimate concern, and each is 

addressed by a binding condition rather than by assurance. 

The water line. Neighbors have raised the age and capacity of the water line serving this block. 

The applicant agrees, and is paying to fix it. This project will fund and construct a full 

replacement of the water line at an upsized diameter, at a size and scope set by the Salt 

Lake City Department of Public Utilities, and will dedicate the completed line to the City. The added 

capacity stays in the ground and serves the surrounding properties permanently — it does not serve 

only this site. This is a concern that is resolved at the developer’s expense. 

Parking. Neighbors are concerned about on-street parking pressure. This rezone doubles the 

parking required on this site. Under existing R-1/7,000 with the Affordable Housing 

Incentives, the site would be required to provide one stall per home — 28 stalls — no matter how 

many bedrooms each home contains. Under the proposed conditions, parking is provided at the full 

RMF-30 district rate under § 21A.44.040 — two stalls for every home of two or more bedrooms — 

with no reductions granted and any Affordable Housing Incentive parking reductions 

expressly waived. More than double the parking is provided on site, which means less parking 

pressure on Van Buren Avenue than the as-zoned alternative would create. 

Neighborhood character. Neighbors are concerned that a multi-family zone means buildings 

that do not belong on this street.  This is completely understandable considering the massing and 

designs of recent projects in the area. The conditions are written to prevent exactly that. Height is 

capped at 30 feet with pitched roofs only; flat roofs are prohibited — the residential roof 

form of the surrounding blocks, and only two feet of pitch above what R-1/7,000 already permits. 

Lot coverage is held to the same 40% as the existing zone. Side yards are 10 feet — 66% 

larger than the 6-foot minimum available today — and the site adds 10-foot landscaped side and 

rear buffers plus at least one tree per home. The architecture is drawn from the existing Glendale 

housing fabric and is expressly not intended to replicate the townhome products built elsewhere in 

the area. In building height, bulk, setbacks, architecture, landscaping, and materials, these homes 
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are held to the character of the neighborhood — and they are held there by agreement, not by good 

intentions. 

What This Means for Existing Neighbors 

Beyond addressing concerns, this project delivers concrete value to the households already living on 

and around Van Buren Avenue. 

A stronger property tax base for schools and infrastructure. Two aging essentially vacant 

parcels become a pocket neighborhood of well-built, individually owned homes. The resulting 

increase in assessed value — up to a hundredfold increase in property tax revenue from this land — 

flows to the school district and to the municipal capital program that funds streets, sidewalks, parks, 

and utilities on the west side. Neighbors get the benefit of that revenue without any increase in their 

own assessments driven by this project. 

Starter homes for their children — and a place to downsize. Within a quarter mile of this 

site, 80% of the housing stock is three-to-five-bedroom homes and there are no one-bedroom 

homes at all. A family that has lived in Glendale for thirty years currently has no smaller home to 

move into and no entry-level home to point an adult child toward. This project creates both, at 

prices tied to what a working household actually earns, and keeps them at those prices permanently.  

And, the cool thing with the downsizing opportunity this community provides, it opens up the large 

empty-nest homes for large families to move into the neighborhood to continue the cycle of raising 

families in Glendale. 

Investment that supports surrounding property values. Research on affordable housing 

consistently finds a neutral-to-positive effect on nearby property values, and affordable 

homeownership in particular has been shown to raise perceived values by signaling long-term 

community investment. That effect is amplified here: the alternative is not open space, it is either 

continued deferred maintenance on aging parcels or an as-zoned project with less landscaping, half 

the parking, and no design commitments. A well-planned pocket neighborhood with permanent 

owner-occupants, a common green, an urban forest, and a new water line is the outcome that best 

protects what neighbors have already invested in their own homes. 
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Community Benefits 

In weighing a requested zoning map amendment, the City looks for identifiable public benefit — 

commonly in the form of open space, affordable or accessible housing, public infrastructure 

improvements, community facilities, or transportation improvements.  Code 21A.50.050.C.1 lists 

the following Community Benefit Criteria in considering a rezone request.  We are providing 

benefits in:  a. Housing & c. Open Space. 

Code 21A.50.050.C.1 Community Benefit. Each petition for a zoning amendment that 

is initiated by a private property owner shall identify a community benefit(s) provided by the 

proposal that would not otherwise be provided without the amendment as provided for in 

this section. 

1.​ The proposed community benefit(s) shall be within any of the following categories: 

a.​ Providing housing that aligns with the current or future needs of the community as 

determined by the general plan. Needs could include the level of affordability in 

excess of the number of dwellings that exist on the site, size in terms of number of 

bedrooms, or availability of housing for purchase; 

b.​ Providing commercial space for local businesses or charitable organizations; 

c.​ Providing a dedication of public open space; 

d.​ Providing a dedication or other legal form of protection from future development of 

land that is adjacent to a river, creek, wetland, floodplain, wildlife habitat, or natural 

lands; 

e.​ Preserving historic structures not otherwise protected; 

f.​ Expanding public infrastructure that expands capacity for future development. 

Open Space The conditioned rezone dedicates common space equal to or exceeding 10% of the 

property — at least 5,400 square feet of usable green space — together with a nature walk loop 

around the circumference of the pocket neighborhood. The existing R-1/7,000 zoning contains no 

open space requirement whatsoever, and a PUD-AHI development would deliver none. The open 

space proposed here is not a residual setback area; it is the organizing element of the site plan, with 

home clusters oriented toward it and pedestrian-activated alleys connecting to it. Because it is 

carried in the development agreement rather than left to the site plan stage, it is a benefit the 

Commission can rely on. 

Affordable and Accessible Housing Every new home in the pocket neighborhood would be 

deed restricted for ownership in perpetuity as well as allocated for a mix of workforce family 

incomes.  The pocket neighborhood will have 50% at or below 80% AMI, 25% at or below 100% 

AMI, and 25% at or below 120% AMI. None of it is market rate. The mix is also built around stage of 

life, blending multiple home sizes including accessible homes and dynamic house plans so that 

households can remain in this community as their circumstances change rather than being sized or 

priced out of it. That is the home stock the Westside most conspicuously lacks: not simply houses, 

but homes a working household can buy and keep as their needs change. 

*Tax Basis for Future Improvement A Community Benefit that is not on the official list, but 

should be considered, is the development of vacant land into tax-generating primary residences.  

The proposed homes would increase the tax base for these parcels by nearly 1000% - providing 

substantial benefits to the school district & city funding - a boon to the neighborhood in 

infrastructure & services.  And potentially lowering the need for bonding or tax increases. 

 

 
PLNPCM2026-00369 9 September 9, 2026



 
Consistency with the Westside Master Plan 

The Westside Master Plan identifies a housing stock that is roughly 89% detached single-family and 

calls directly for greater housing diversity — including cottage developments and other small-scale 

housing types — while protecting the character of stable, low-density blocks. The Plan finds 

“opportunity for incremental additions to density… within the Glendale and Poplar Grove 

neighborhoods,” and asks that new housing be compatible in building height, bulk, setbacks, 

architecture, landscaping, and building materials. 

The conditioned RMF-30 proposal is precisely that incremental, compatible addition. We propose 

that height is held to 30 feet with pitched roofs only — the residential roof form of the surrounding 

blocks — and lot coverage is held to the same 40% as the existing zone. Side yards are 66% larger 

than the 6-foot minimum available today, and the site adds 10-foot landscaped side and rear buffers 

and an urban forest requirement of at least one tree per home. This pocket community will be an 

area that properly evokes the namesake - The Glen.  A community space requirement of at least 10% 

of the property secures the common, usable green space that motivated this application and in 

addition we’re planning to do a “nature walk loop” around the entire circumference of the pocket 

neighborhood. These are the compatibility measures the Westside Master Plan asks for, made 

binding through the development agreement. 

Consistency with Housing SLC (2023–2027) and the Affordable Housing 

Incentives 

Housing SLC, the City’s five-year housing plan, sets targets that include 10,000 entitled units, of 

which 4,000 are affordable, and — critically for this application — homeownership and 

wealth-building opportunities for at least 1,000 low-income households. The plan is explicit that the 

City’s affordability gap cannot be closed with rental homes alone; households need attainable paths 

to ownership.  The most recent update provided on this goal is that the city has just over 150 

wealth-building homes in progress in the first half of the initiative.  Less than 15% Progress towards 

the city’s goal at the mid-point.  With the proposed conditions, this rezone would increase that 

progress by almost in a single project. 

This proposal goes materially beyond both Housing SLC’s baseline expectations and the Affordable 

Housing Incentives ordinance. Where § 21A.52.050 requires 30 years of affordability, every home in 

this pocket neighborhood is deed restricted in perpetuity. Under the rezone, 50% of the homes 

will be sold at or below 100% AMI, 25% at or below 100% AMI, and 25% at or below 

120% AMI, all deed restricted in perpetuity. There is no market-rate component, and the 

affordability outlasts by an indefinite margin the 30-year floor the ordinance requires — for-sale, 

wealth-building homes at the depth of affordability Housing SLC prioritizes. 
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The Demographic Case: Matching Homes to Households 

Salt Lake City’s household composition has diverged sharply from its housing stock. Citywide, the 

average household is 2.14 people; 30% of households are single-person and 56% are non-family 

households. Children under 18 are 16.4% of the population (4.7% under five), residents over 65 are 

12.5%, and only 30% of households include children. Yet within a quarter mile of this site, the 

housing stock is 80% three-to-five-bedroom homes, 15% two-bedroom, and 0% one-bedroom. The 

neighborhood offers essentially nothing for the majority of the city’s starter-home households — 

singles, couples, and small families.  In order to address the critical short-fall in starter homes, while 

providing much-needed income-restricted larger homes, the community will include all two or 

more bedroom homes.   

Housing Loss Mitigation and Anti-Displacement 

Consistent with Housing SLC’s emphasis on preventing displacement, the applicant has 

incorporated the City’s housing loss mitigation framework into the proposed conditions. Tenants 

displaced by demolition of the dwelling at 1395 W Van Buren will receive relocation assistance per § 

21A.50.050.D, and the project is subject to the housing unit replacement provisions of § 

21A.50.050.E — obligations that extend to 1379 W Van Buren should that home also be demolished, 

which is not intended to happen. The Glen Pocket Neighborhood replaces 1 existing aged dwelling 

with permanently affordable, for-sale homes. 
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Benefits of the Conditioned Rezone Over Existing Zoning 

 

Standard 
PUD + AHI​

Existing R-1/7,000 

Limited Rezone​
RMF-30 + Conditions 

Building height 28 feet 
30 ft, pitched roofs only; ​

flat roofs prohibited 

Lot coverage 40% 
40% ​

(20% Reduction) 

Side yards As little as 6 feet 
10-foot minimum ​

66% larger 

Landscape 

buffers 
None required 

10-foot landscaped side and rear 

buffers per Ch. 21A.48 

Urban Forest No requirement 
Greater of 1 tree per home or Ch. 

21A.48 buffer tree standards 

Parking 
1 stall per home​

(28 total) 

2 stalls per 2+ bedroom home 

per § 21A.44.040;​
(Minimum of 56) 

Community ​
Open Space 

No requirement 10% of the property — 5,400 sqft 

Home Sizes No minimum home size All 2 Bedrooms or Larger 

Affordability None 50% at or below 80% AMI; 

Attainability 

Half the homes at 100% AMI for 

30 years; ​
Other half full market rate 

​
25% at or below 100% AMI;  ​
25% at or below 120% AMI; ​

 in perpetuity 

Approximate 

Price Point 
$444K+ $305K+ 

Approximate 

Household​
Income Range 

$136,200+ $90,800+ 

Number of 

Homes 
28 

Limited to ​
Same Number​

(20% Reduction) 
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Design Intent 

The proposed RMF-30 rezoning provides an opportunity to prioritize the best in community and 

home design principles for a traditional pocket neighborhood. The planning and architecture plans 

are designed to draw from history and local context to blend with the existing neighborhood. ​
​
We DO NOT want to replicate the recently built townhomes in the area! 

​
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New Urbanism & Transect-Based Planning. ​
This approach leads with the premise that neighborhoods should be walkable and diverse in both 

building type and household type. The design isn't meant to be a stylistic dressing, but the 

organizing logic for the whole site plan. 

 

Site Organization & Planning 

The site plan design focuses on shared open space to promote common circulation and interaction 

between residents. Each home cluster orients to pedestrian-activated European-style alleys with 

dual four-foot sidewalks or towards the nature walk loop to provide walkability throughout the 

neighborhood, while also providing privacy buffers to surrounding neighbors. 

 

 

 

 

 

Home Mix & Stage of Life Housing Design​
The Site & its home type mix aims to create within an existing neighborhood the unique opportunity 

to offer different home sizes including accessible designs, letting people stay in the same larger 

neighborhood as their household changes, rather than being pushed out. Regardless of home size, 

the architecture speaks to a cohesive & holistic approach to the neighborhood, both new and old.  

 

Open Space & Landscape Framework​
Within the RMF-30 zoning, the district exists to "reinforce the walkable nature of… neighborhoods." 

Porches engaging the street/common green, short walking distances between homes and the shared 

green, and minimized curb cuts are all designed to fit within the intent of the application.  
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Preliminary Common Green & Open Space Concept. 

Subject to change/approval due to design standards, site plan approval process, etc.  

Architectural Character & Materiality​
The design language seeks to be a deliberate continuity with the existing Glendale housing fabric. 

This is in response to the Westside Master Plan's compatibility criteria (height, bulk, setbacks, 

architecture, landscaping, materials).  

 

Preliminary Street View Elevation on Van Buren Ave. 

Subject to change/approval due to design standards, site plan approval process, etc.  
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Construction Detail  

The Pocket Neighborhood will feature all the technology and techniques to achieve a high 

performing extremely energy efficient community with high quality homes. The following will be 

included in our homes. 

Each home will be pre-wired for solar​
Making it easy and inexpensive for our customers to install solar or subscribe to a solar panel 

provider. They will also have the option to set up back up battery storage within their own homes. 

2x6 exterior wall construction​
 By using 2’x6’ exterior walls instead of conventional 2’x4’ walls, and spacing studs 24” on center 

(instead of the standard 16” apart) we’re able to make significant gains in insulation. Wood is a poor 

insulator, so by incorporating these innovations we’re able to include more insulation and give 

homebuyers a higher performing house.  

LowE Windows​
Each home comes with Low-Emittance (low-E) windows. Low-E windows allow visible light to enter 

our homes while restricting summer heat from entering. During the winter months, the windows 

keep cold air outside while reflecting the heat produced from the home back into the home, keeping 

your home cooler in the summer and warmer in the winter.  

Air Duct Sealing​
All air ducts are sealed with an advanced sealant to provide a flexible air-tight seal. Advanced 

sealants can bend and flow while maintaining a durable bond.  

Smart Thermostats​
A smart thermostat allows the adjustment of the temperature of the home to be as efficient as 

possible. All   homes are equipped with programmable thermostats as a standard feature.  

Electrical Services​
The homes will not have gas services, but have fully electric appliances, HVAC, & plumbing systems. 

Individually tested and rated homes​
Through the use of these techniques the homes built in the pocket neighborhood will have a 

superior HERS index score. The HERS score is the industry standard measure the energy efficiency 

of homes. Each home we build is tested and verified by an independent 3rd party rater. This ensures 

that we hold ourselves accountable to the claims that we are making. We anticipate the homes will 

have scores in the 40’s-50’s. A score of 0 means you are a zero energy home and are producing as 

much energy as you are consuming. A typical home built to code will score in the 80-100 range. 

When compared to a new home of similar size, ours would be almost twice as efficient, and 

compared with existing homes in the area, 4X as efficient. 
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Affordability 

It may seem counterintuitive to introduce deed-restricted affordable homeownership as a way to 

stabilize the west side or create economic mobility for residents.  Studies have shown that even 

extremely low-income rentals have a zero or positive impact on surrounding home values. 

(Assessing the Impact of Affordable Housing).   

Affordable Homeownership has been shown to have an even larger positive impact on the 

surrounding neighborhood by improving perceived property values and showing community 

long-term investment. (Who Wants Affordable Housing in their Backyard? An Equilibrium 

Analysis of Low Income Property Development).  And this is on top of the economic benefits to a 

neighborhood for the development of vacant or blighted land.​
​
This pocket neighborhood is designed to maximize the positive impacts and, against existing 

practice, do so without any subsidy from the government in a sustainable impact model. The 

homeowners will have several benefits to their family in addition to the benefits to the wider 

neighborhood: 

Workforce Stabilization and Longevity​
Building homes for the local workforce is critical to bolstering economic activity for local businesses.  

Homeownership ensures that there is limited turnover to deal with - homeowners move far less 

than other housing types, and affordable homeowners even less. 

Economic Stimulation​
The local neighborhood economy is stimulated with additional homeownership opportunities.  It 

provides additional customers for local businesses as well as up to a 100-fold increase in property 

tax revenues for the municipality to make local investments when compared with vacant land. 

Family Stability & Outcomes​
Affordable rental homes are important as a social-good.  But to create family stability, 

homeownership is the clear pathway.  Affordable Homeowners stay in their homes for the long-term 

- integrating into the community through work, service, and raising children.  Affordable 

homeownership has been shown to increase school performance, higher education attainment, 

health outcomes, and generational wealth. 

Family Economic Opportunity​
Affordable homeownership provides significantly improved economic outcomes for the families it 

serves.  After the initial income qualification families are able to improve their earning potential - 

something affordable rentals actually discourage.  Families are qualified at and only pay up to 30% 

of their income towards their housing costs.  This differential - market rate extracts up to 50% - 

immediately puts monthly money into their pockets to use for school costs, healthcare, food, and 

emergencies.  Homeownership provides a savings-model for these families.  Every mortgage 

payment includes a principal payment that is saving up money for these families in the form of 

equity in their home - completely absent in affordable rentals.  And that initial and growing equity is 

able to grow along with the market.  The deed-restricted-sales-price of the homes are tied to the 

earning potential of the AMI at the time of sale.  This means, if the county’s economy grows and 

wages rise, the owners can sell their homes for that much more in the future, if needed or desired, 

giving them capital investment wealth. 
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Conclusion 

The proposed RMF-30 rezoning establishes a zoning framework that aligns with the long-term 

planning goals for the Glendale neighborhood. While the property could be developed under 

existing zoning, the applicant's analysis demonstrates that RMF-30 allows for a more thoughtful 

neighborhood design with improved site organization, greater usable open space, stronger 

landscape and buffering standards, needed home sizes, and permanently affordable homeownership 

opportunities. 

 

The proposed RMF-30 zoning, together with the commitments outlined above, maintains 

compatible height and lot coverage while delivering concrete community benefits: dedicated 

common open space secured by agreement rather than left to promise at a later stage; and 

permanently affordable homeownership for every home on the site — 50% at 80% AMI, 25% at 

100% AMI, and 25% at 120% AMI.​
 

The rezone advances the Westside Master Plan’s call for compatible, incremental housing diversity 

and directly serves Housing SLC’s affordability, homeownership, and anti-displacement goals.  

 

The applicant respectfully requests a positive recommendation. 
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Proposed Development Agreement Conditions 

The applicant has worked with the city’s planning staff to identify the following commitments to 

demonstrate compatibility with the surrounding Glendale neighborhood and to ensure the RMF-30 

zoning results in the planning outcomes described above. The final form and mechanism for 

implementing these commitments will be determined in coordination with Salt Lake City. 

 

1.​ 50% of the homes shall be restricted for sale at 80% AMI or less, ​
25% of the homes shall be for sale at 100% AMI or less, and ​
25% of the homes shall be at 120% AMI or less.  

2.​ All will Be 2-Bedroom or larger 

3.​ AHI shall not permit bonus density. 

4.​ The maximum height from finished grade shall not exceed 30 feet for a pitched roof. Flat roofs 

are not permitted. 

5.​ Overall lot coverage shall be restricted to 40%. 

6.​ The side and rear yards shall include a 10-foot-wide landscape buffer per Chapter 21A.48. 

7.​ The site shall provide the greater of one tree per home or the landscape buffer tree standards per 

Chapter 21A.48. 

8.​ Parking shall be provided at the established rate of the zoning district per Section 21A.44.040, 

with no reductions granted. 

9.​ The developer shall provide tenant relocation assistance to tenants displaced by the demolition 

of the residential dwelling unit at 1395 W Van Buren as specified in subsection 21A.50.050.D, 

and shall be subject to the housing unit replacement provisions of subsection 21A.50.050.E. 

10.​If the existing home at 1379 W Van Buren is demolished, it shall likewise be subject to 

subsections 21A.50.050.D and 21A.50.050.E. 
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UTAH HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
MINORITY LEADER ANGELA ROMERO​

DISTRICT 25​
 

PO BOX 25732, SALT LAKE CITY,  ​ ​ ​ ​                                      DISTRICT 25, SALT LAKE COUNTY  
UTAH, 84125​ ​                ​                                                                                                            ​ ​ ​
​                  
 
TEL: 801-722-4972 ​                                          ​ ​                                                        ANGELAROMERO@LE.UTAH.GOV 

 

 

Dear Salt Lake City Planning Commission, 

I am writing regarding the rezoning request for 1379 and 1395 W. Van Buren Ave. and 1384 W. 
Harris Ave. I will always support efforts to expand affordable housing opportunities in our 
community, but I have heard several concerns from neighbors near the proposed site. 

Concerns have been raised about the scope of the project, including the potential strain on street 
parking and the possibility of increased utility costs for existing residents. While I have been 
assured that utility costs associated with the development will not be passed on to the 
surrounding community, I believe it would be beneficial to address these concerns directly and 
clarify any misinformation so residents have accurate information about the project. 

I encourage you to address the concerns raised by neighboring residents during the Planning 
Commission's review of the application. The recommendations made in the staff report are a step 
towards listening to the community, especially regarding building height and parking needs. I 
hope that the planning commission will ensure their incorporation into the project. Thank you for 
your consideration.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

​
Angela Romero ​
Utah House of Representatives Minority Leader ​
House District 25 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Cindy Spangler 
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2026 9:56 AM
To: Planning Public Comments; Buckley, Benjamin
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Public Comment on PLNPCM2026-00369 – Please enter into the official record

 

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and City Council, 

Today I realized that our Glendale community has not made a good argument of why we are so opposed 
to this applicant's project. When we express our concerns about traffic, parked cars, and the impact on 
the existing neighbors, you look at this as an isolated, single request for a rezone. 

We talk about walkability in the neighborhood, and yes, within a 10-minute walk I can be on the Jordan 
River Parkway or at a new regional park. But that walkability cuts both ways. Right now, in that same 10-
minute walk, I can walk to three active rezoning requests. In 10 minutes, I can walk to three built, rezoned 
complexes. The Glendale community is experiencing a massive amount of change and a lot of growth, 
but without any of the economic growth or small business support you would expect to see with so many 
new housing developments. Salt Lake City has endless incentives for affordable housing, so why aren't 
there incentives for small business growth in our area? We are told it's a chicken-and-the-egg dilemma, 
but at what point is enough residential density enough to finally support true economic development? 

If you review the lots along Van Buren Ave, you'll see that there are at least another 10 deep, oversized 
parcels where investors—just like these applicants—can come in and use Affordable Housing Incentives 
or rezoning to drastically change the single-family character of this community. We aren't just opposing 
this single project; we are opposing a precedent that signals the beginning of the end of our 
neighborhood as we know it. 

One of our community members spoke about how the council would feel if this was happening in their 
own neighborhoods—something I don't think some council members truly understood. Let me reframe 
that question: What if why you chose to settle, invest, and make a home in a place was changed without 
your consent? What if where you bought a home so that you could have community—a specific 
community of gardeners, beekeepers, and canners—changed because one rectangular lot at a time, 
they became medium-density housing? 

The Westside Master Plan explicitly states that adding multi-family density to single-family zones should 
be reserved for lots with "unique shapes" where the impact is naturally negligible. Page 5 of the staff 
report openly admits these properties do not have a unique shape. If this is approved despite failing that 
core metric, it just makes it easier and easier for investors to take away our chosen community. To take 
away what we love about Glendale. 

Urban strategist Majora Carter advocates that true neighborhood revitalization relies on talent 
retention—giving hard-working, existing families the spatial stability to stay and grow deep roots. This 
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proposal does the opposite. I want to comment directly on the feasibility of this affordable housing and 
the proposal that these homes are great starter opportunities. Have you considered what happens when 
a single person or a couple purchases an affordable house with strict deed restrictions? What happens 
when they decide to grow their family? Because they can only sell at a capped percentage of AMI, and 
because broader housing costs will continue to outpace AMI, they will be completely trapped. They lose 
the opportunity to create true generational wealth and are forced right back into looking for another 
subsidized unit. This doesn't help families stay in a community long-term. 

Furthermore, Glendale is facing this onslaught of development at a time when we have a severe 
structural vacuum—our community council currently lacks active, formal leadership and representation 
to advocate on our behalf. We have no institutional voice to counter the well-funded narratives of outside 
investors. Pushing through a high-density, precedent-setting rezone while our neighborhood is 
functionally unrepresented violates every standard of procedural equity. 

While I appreciate the city's and the applicant's efforts to address housing, this proposal provides policy 
handouts to investors rather than providing incentives and protections to the residents working hard for a 
better life. 

I request that these comments be entered into the official administrative record for PLNPCM2026-00369. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Spangler 

 Glendale Resident 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From:
Sent: Monday, July 13, 2026 12:49 PM
To: Buckley, Benjamin
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Support for Van Buren and California Ave rezone requests

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at 
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 
 
Caution: This is an external email. Please be cautious when clicking links or opening 
attachments. 
 
 
Hi Benjamin – 
 
I wanted to reach out and offer my support for the rezone applications at 1379,1395 W Van 
Buren & 1384 W Harris and 1469 W. California Ave. 
 
I’m a Glendale homeowner. And these are both reasonable proposals that will help combat the 
biggest issue facing our city: housing affordability. 
 
Thanks for your time, 
Jackson Murphy 

 
 
Best, 
Jackson 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: cassie Anderson 

Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2026 12:17 PM

To: Planning Public Comments; Buckley, Benjamin; Mayor

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Petition number: PLNPCM2026-00369

 

 

Dear Commissioners, 

 

 

My name is Cassie Harrison and I am writing to you today as a 

resident and homeowner in the Glendale neighborhood. My husband 

and I recently purchased our first home in this neighborhood,

 investing not just our financial resources, but our 

future into this specific community. I am writing to formally express 

my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of our area to low-

density family housing. 1379 and 1395 w Van Buren and 1384 W 

Harris.  

While I understand the complexities of city planning and 

development, I am deeply concerned about the negative impacts this 

specific zoning change will have on our established neighborhood. We 

chose to invest in this area precisely because of its unique character, 

architectural harmony, and existing density structure. Altering the 

zoning rules threatens to significantly compromise the aesthetics and 

historical feel that define our community. 

Furthermore, as first-time homeowners, we are incredibly concerned 

about the financial implications of this decision. A sudden shift to 

low-density family housing risks disrupting the local housing market 

equilibrium and negatively impacting property values for existing 

homeowners who have worked hard to buy into this neighborhood. 
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A vibrant city relies on maintaining the distinct identity and stability 

of its residential pockets. I respectfully urge the commission to reject 

this rezoning proposal and protect the architectural integrity and 

property values of our community. 

Thank you for your time, your consideration of my feedback, and your 

ongoing service to our city. 

 

Cassie Harrison 
 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Del English 

Sent: Monday, July 20, 2026 4:59 PM

To: Planning Public Comments

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Housing project in SLC on Van Buren Avenue

 

Please say no to the housing project in our area that is trying to build a 24 unit housing complex on Van 

Buren Avenue. We need a few single family dwellings there not a big complex right in the middle of 

family housing and near a school that already makes those streets too busy.   

There are already too many apartments and condos in our area. Water would be a problem , and garbage 

pick up would be a problem. We are against this project, Del and Pam English.  
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: David Lykins 

Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2026 6:51 PM

To: housingoptions; De Leon, Alicia

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Van Buren Ave,  Harris-Development-Expanding Housing Options 

 

HI, 

 

I thought the Mayors initiative for Expanding Housing Options sounded like a good plan, allowing homeowners 

to add a second home on their property.  Until the Marshes a couple who are developers,  took these new 

rules and submitted their plan to the Glendale Community Council, and said we can now build up to 28 to 34 

homes because we own an acre and a half of land and the city per their new zoning laws allows this.  The 

Glendale Community Council voted against this development.  

 

The Marshes came into the neighbor bought a beautiful brick home, proceeded to demolish a beautiful brick 

home and detached garage, that was on 3/4 of an acre and then proceeded to buy backyards from two 

homeowners thus giving them one and one half acre of land to build up to 34 housing units .  These new 

zoning rules do not care about existing neighborhoods, they are pretty words that allow developers who do 

not live or care for a neighborhood to come in, do whatever they want because they have money. They then 

build and take their money and run, leaving the residents to live with what the city has allowed to happened.  

Your new zoning plan and Housing Options are destroying our neighborhoods here in the Glendale area.  

 

West Van Buren Ave in the Glendale area is an area of established homes and families. There is no way that 

putting a pocket community of 24 to 36 homes,  into a block keeps the qualities of a neighborhood.  Large 

townhomes that overlook neighbors' yards and into neighbors' windows, excessive cars, one bedroom homes 

with one bathroom- that do not allow for family growth in a family neighborhood, each home with two cars, 

dumpsters for garbage pick up behind other neighbors homes and all the problems associated with dumpsters 

in a family neighborhood. 

 

Marshes informed the Glendale Community Council that they were only letting the Community Council know 

out of courtesy; this is their property and the city of Salt Lake allows this.  The developers, the Marshes, 

completely ignored "while still preserving the character and unique qualities of each neighborhood",  off of 

your website.   

Lastly and maybe just as important it has been  commented that what the city has chosen to do in the 

Glendale neighbor is just turning Glendale into Little Los Angeles.   

 

The neighborhood and Glendale will continue to fight this at the planning commission meetings to keep our 

neighbor from becoming Little Los Angeles.   

 

Thank you, 

Frances Lykins 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Lani Whitaker 

Sent: Sunday, August 30, 2026 12:53 PM

To: Buckley, Benjamin; De Leon, Alicia; Puy, Alejandro; Lolohea Jr, Vili; Gilmore, Kristina

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Van Buren Ave / Harris Ave Proposed Zoning Amendment

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

I truly hope this is concerning to someone.  I just want to voice my opinion on the proposed zoning 

amendment at Van Buren Ave / Harris Ave.  I hope during the time since the last meeting with the planning 

commission on July 8th, 2026 that members of the commission have taken the time to visit the site in 

question and the surrounding neighborhood.  At the time of the last meeting, commissioner Sullivan was the 

only person who had taken the time to visit the area.  In doing so, she was able to understand our concerns as 

a neighborhood and was in agreement with those of us who are opposed to this rezoning amendment.  I 

appreciate her taking the time to see for herself how this would impact this neighborhood.  I actually feel that 

it should be a requirement of all commissioners to put eyes on the sites in question.  In my opinion, if any 

commissioner chooses not to do that, they are falling short in their duties and doing a disservice to their 

community. 

 

I just want to try and explain once again how important it is to keep this neighborhood as single family 

homes.  Especially on small side streets within the neighborhood.  Me and my family have chosen to live in this 

neighborhood because it is single family homes.  Homes with yards and neighbors who enjoy spending time in 

their yards, gardening, and getting to know their neighbors.  If we wanted to live in a high-density 

neighborhood with no yards, we would have purchased our homes in that type of neighborhood.  But we 

didn't.  We specifically chose this type of neighborhood.  We chose this specific street.  It's not right, and it's 

not fair for Salt Lake City, Mayor Mendenhall, the planning board, the planning commission and the city 

council to take that away from us and completely change this neighborhood.  

 

I have always loved living in Salt Lake City.  I have lived here for 54 of my 57 years.  I even work for the 

city.  But this experience has opened my eyes, and I have become very disappointed in this city and those who 

are making decisions.  I hope that the decision will be made to keep this street as single family homes.  Those 

of us who live here deserve to have the neighborhood we chose to live in and not have it changed in this 

way.  Money, tax dollars, and greed should not be the most important factor. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Lani Whitaker 

Salt Lake City, Utah  84104 

 

Sent from Outlook 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Shellee Getts 

Sent: Monday, August 31, 2026 10:01 PM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Glendale Van Buren Rezone

 

As a resident of the Glendale area since 1959, on the same street, I have seen a lifetime of changes in our 

area.  Some have been good, but certainly a lot have not benefited our area or the residents. 

This area was designed and built as a single-family home area.  The area was full of families with children 

in almost every home.  Children played outside all day, into the evening.  The street lights were our sign 

that it was time to go in.   

Since that time as a child, I wanted my children to enjoy that same lifestyle.  Times have changed, and we 

could no longer let our kids play all over the neighborhood, with everyone looking out for each other.  If 

my children wanted to play out front, I would be out with them for safety and protection.  This was mainly 

due to the growth that the area had gone through since I was a child.  The streets were no longer quiet, as 

the number of cars, motorcycles, etc. had soared.  And daily I have cars go down my street, speeding at 

no less that 40-50 miles an hour.  And now, as a grandmother, I fear for the children of our area.   

The city has grown, our neighborhoods are bursting at the seams, and the number of cars on the road is 

astronomical.  Cars line the streets.  Cars fill driveways.  The homeless are living in cars, RV's, trucks all 

over our neighborhood.  What has this caused??  Very narrow streets where you have issues having two 

cars pass each other!! 

The lanes on California Avenue have gone from 4 lanes (two each way) to 2 lanes (1 each way).  This is a 

major roadway that is heavily congested!!  The crossing guard on California has been hit 4 times!! 

900 West, just like California Avenue, has been reduced to only 2 lanes (one each way).  Again, heavily 

congested, major roadway. Both reduced to accommodate bike lanes!!  Bike lanes that are rarely, if ever 

used!! 

I have sat in the turn lane on 900 West, turning west on California Avenue, and have had to sit through 5 

light patterns at 4:00 pm!! 

In the last year, on 900 West, between 1700 South and California Avenue, there have been two large 

developments of townhomes.  Obviously, this has greatly increased the population of our area, along 

with the number of cars that are parked on the street, and increased traffic on 900 West. 

There is another HUGE development of townhomes/apartments going in between these two 

developments on 900 West, but this development has access from both 900 West and 1000 West.  This 

one alone is now going to add a huge amount of traffic to 1000 West.  All of these developments are 

wedged in between single-family homes. 

There is also townhomes being built on Navajo Street and Glendale Drive.  This, the last time I heard, was 

to be upwards of 50+ townhomes!!  Directly across from an elementary school. 

Have you been at this location during drop-off or pick-up at the school??? Cars are double and triple 

parked in every direction.  Then add in at least 50-100 more residents, their cars, and their comings and 

goings as well.  This is a disaster waiting to happen, and it's all due to the city's poor planning, and greed 
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to get as much in property taxes as possible.  But will it be worth it when a child is hit and killed due to 

this greed and poor planning?? 

This area is already so packed; it is a total lack of respect to the residents of this area, to expect that we 

should just turn and look the other way, just so developers can build and make more money,  The 

developers walk away, moving onto the next neighborhood destroying development, and leave our 

neighborhood congested even more than it is now, nowhere for the children of the neighborhood to play 

without having to travel, and the life we expected when purchasing our single-family homes.  

These developments tend to become nothing but rentals, and then our neighborhood becomes transient 

rather than homeowners who work hard and have worked hard to have the single-home environment for 

their family.   

These developments need to stop ruining neighborhoods.  If developers want to build those type of 

dwellings, then they need to build out west where they can build those type of environments, and not 

think they can come in and ruin the neighborhoods that want the "neighborhood" life. 

The city needs to be responsible to the citizens who have purchased these single-family homes, and 

keep our neighborhoods as single-family homes, and keep the developers out!  The rights of residents 

need to come before developers who have no stake in the neighborhood!! 

KEEP OUR NEIGHBORHOODS AS THEY ARE!! 

 

 

--  

As I get older, I just prefer to knit. - Tracy Ullman 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Jessie Lynn 

Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2026 6:29 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Van Buren and California Rezone

 

Benjamin,  

 

Thanks you for collecting commentary.  

 

 

As a resident of the Glendale neighborhood, I am concerned about and opposed to the multilevel 

townhomes/condos/apartments that are being built in the area. My primary concern is parking and 

pedestrian safety. I've seen how these types of buildings are packed into small spaces without additional 

planning and space for a parking lot. The garage in the floor plan is not sufficient and cars end up lining 

the street making it hard for the established neighbors to find parking. Small children run in and out of 

these parked cars and onto the street and it is a safety issue. I'm especially concerned about the traffic 

and pedestrian safety near Mountain View and near DIA where a building project has already been 

approved and is partially completed. Thank you for including my comments in the collection.  

 

Jessie Leavitt  

1014 S 1500 W, Salt Lake City, UT 84104 

801-857-7742 

 You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important   
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Kevin Bell 

Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2026 8:15 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Van Buren rezone

 

Zoning is a contract that a person makes with the city.  You don't invest half a million dollars in an area 

that isn't what you want.  Changing zoning after citizens have invested in a lifestyle and a breach of trust 

at least, much less a breach of a standing contract.  

 

Maybe put in a 7-11 next to the Mayor's house next? 

 

Kevin Bell 

 

 You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important   

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

From:

Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2026 4:57 PM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Zoning Map Amendment 1379,1395 W Van Buren & 1384 W Harris

Attachments: PW Consolidated Comments - EHO.pdf

 

Good afternoon, Benjamin. 
 
For reasons similar to my opposition to the Expanding Housing Options proposal (see attached), I oppose the Zoning Map 
Amendment 1379,1395 W Van Buren & 1384 W Harris. 
 
 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Peter Wetzel 

 
 

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

From: Peter Wetzel 

Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2026 9:18 AM

To: 'housingoptions@slc.gov'

Subject: Comments on Proposed Expanding Housing Options

I recently read in Building Salt Lake and other publications about the Salt Lake City Expanding Housing Options 
Proposal.  Reading these articles prompted me to:   

1. Visit the SLC Planning Division website on the subject and study the information offered. 
2. View the video of the February 17, 2026, City Council Working Session in which the Planning Division made a 

presentation on the proposed ordinance modification. 
3. Attend a Planning Division information session Thursday, March 12 at the Sorenson Unity Center where I was 

able to ask SLC Planning Manager John Anderson questions.  I also attended Planning Division Information 
sessions March 25 and April 13. 

 
The proposal includes multiple elements, some worthy of consideration.  The Small Lot Development element, however, 
I oppose.  My initial (and still developing) reasons are as follows: 

1. Increased density and loads on infrastructure capacity will have unknown and unstudied consequences to storm, 
sanitary, water, electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications systems. 

2. With the potential for a property to grow from one household to three or four households, property values will 
drop, as the tranquility attribute of the neighborhood will be diminished.  An academic argument is made for the 
loss of property value, or “Welfare Loss” by Joseph Gyourko and Sean E. McCulloch in their 2024 paper “The 
Distaste for Housing Density,” NBER Working Paper. 

3. Once developers determine the “formula” for profiting from the ordinance, tear downs will become the norm and 
despite the ordinance provision that provides a bonus dwelling for retaining the existing dwelling, construction of 
the allowed higher-density structures will follow. 

4. The new structures will have a natural inclination to become rentals, and since non-owners lack a long view (for 
the neighborhood), the neighborhood will lose its existing character and property values will decline further as 
documented by Gyourko and McCulloch in the above referenced report. 

5. Despite the one off-street parking place per dwelling requirement, street parking, already a problem, will increase 
as will infractions against SLC Municipal (street parking) codes. 

6. SLC currently has a problem with nuisance properties (discussed during the February 17 City Council 
meeting).  This proposal will expand that problem with infractions against SLC Municipal codes (noise, outdoor 
storage, improper use, etc). 

7. Despite the city literature stating that the character and unique qualities of each neighborhood will be 
preserved, changes that will increase density and building height, reduce front yard setbacks, without regulating 
(aesthetic) design and material selections (which would be a difficult undertaking), the construction of a single 
triplex on a block where a 70 to 100 year old existing home once stood will irreversibly compromise the character 
and unique qualities of a block.  Allowed to be implemented city-wide, it will leave the city’s fabric incongruous 
and aesthetically marred. 

8. Although the city staff report cites that a similar approach (constructing smaller homes) in Durham, NC and 
Portland, OR yielded a 40% lower purchase price than that of larger homes (obviously), the staff reports no 
statistics on the long term effects (existing home values, parking, civil code infractions, crime, or the difficult to 
measure element of quality of life) of this approach on the established neighborhoods in which it was 
implemented. 

9. There are 703 R-1-7000 properties which represents 30% of the overall affected properties.   Because the R-1-
7000 square footage maximizes the number of Small Lot Dwellings allowed to be built, i.e. - 1 dwelling per 2,000 
sf, the R-1-7000 properties, disproportionately to the other zoning classifications will be identified by developers 
as optimum for redevelopment (with triplexes). 

10. Why is Salt Lake City pursuing a central planning solution for a perceived problem that will ultimately be corrected 
by market forces?  See the following:  

a. SLC apartment vacancy rates 
i. 2021 – 2% 
ii. Current – 7-8% 
iii. Context 

1. Low (rate) - < 3% 
2. Optimum (rate) – 5–8% 

measure element of quality of life) of this approach on the established neighborhoods in which it was 
implemented. 

9. There are 703 R-1-7000 properties which represents 30% of the overall affected properties.   Because the R-1-
7000 square footage maximizes the number of Small Lot Dwellings allowed to be built, i.e. - 1 dwelling per 2,000 
sf, the R-1-7000 properties, disproportionately to the other zoning classifications will be identified by developers 
as optimum for redevelopment (with triplexes). 

15, 615 38%

Above edits were made due to a correction of the stats by the Planning Division
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b. Salt Lake Housing Market Has Cooled Considerably 

• SLC has fallen from top 5 (of 127 markets) in 2019 and 2020 to 35 in 2022 and 88 in 2026 
Ref: Deseret News, April 10, 2026 ( Source: Construction Coverage – a Construction 

Industry Research entity, 1111 Sixth Ave, San Diego, CA 92101)  
 

11. Referencing an exchange between the City Council and the Planning Division staff during the February 17 City 
Council working session, the importance of ensuring the citizens are aware of the proposed changes was 
discussed.  In reply, the Planning Division staff offered that social media, email and other notifications had been 
initiated, but that a city-wide mailer had not been undertaken due to lack of funding. 

 
I suggest the City Council find the funding for such a mailer.  In the interest of a balanced message, I also suggest 
that individuals with views on the proposal different from the Planning Division be allowed to provide input on the 
mailer content. 

 
After the mailer has been distributed, additional information sessions should be scheduled with equal time allotted 
for historical perspectives on property rights and markets.  These presentations should be followed by (time) 
limited public comment / Q&A. 
 
The information sessions to date have presented one perspective and discouraged open Q&A in favor of one-on-
one Q&A following the presentation.  Such an approach stifles essential political discourse. 

 
12. Also referencing an exchange between the City Council and the Planning Division staff during the February 17 

City Council working session, Councilman Alejandro Puy asked that the Planning Division staff provide a count of 
how many individuals attended the information sessions and report back to the City Council.  This information 
should be in the public record. 

 
 

In closing, I offer the following for the SLC Planning Division and City Council to consider: 
When property is purchased by citizens, the decision to do so is based partly on what the citizen expects the 
neighborhood to be like for years to come. Zoning rules have traditionally provided some predictability about what 
could be built nearby.  Should the Small Lot Development ordinance pass, the city fabric will be irreversibly 
changed – not for the better.   Affected property owners with means will have the luxury to sell their property at a 
loss and relocate where their neighborhood tranquility will be restored.  Those without means will be trapped.  

 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
Peter Wetzel 

.  
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Lawrence manchego 

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2026 8:37 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Prevent Zoning Amendment on 1395 W Van Buren Ave and Harris Ave SLC 

UT 84104

 

People are speaking up now because they feel their voices weren't being heard or valued.  They are seeking 

fairness, accountability, and a sense of stability that they feel has been lost. 

Many have worked hard, met their responsibilities, and trusted the system in place but now they are 

questioning whether those systems truly work for them. 

Look at the 6 people who are in the city council that work for us and how many of us that are speaking out 

which is not working for the people by the people. 

 

We are right next to this and are taking the brunt of all the problems. 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Lawrence and Gina Manchego 

 

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

PLNPCM2026-00369 96 September 9, 2026



1

Buckley, Benjamin

From: Cindy Spangler 

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2026 11:20 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Opposition to Petition PLNPCM2026-00369 (Re-zoning at 1379 & 1395 W 

Van Buren Ave & 1384 W Harris Ave)

 

Date: Sept 2, 2026 

To: Ben Buckley, Principal Planner 

Email: benjamin.buckley@slc.gov 

Re: Opposition to Petition PLNPCM2026-00369 (Re-zoning at 1379 & 1395 W Van Buren Ave & 1384 W 

Harris Ave) 

Dear Mr. Buckley, 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to Petition PLNPCM2026-00369, which proposes changing 

the zoning on Van Buren and Harris Avenue from single-family (R-1/7,000) to multi-family (RMF-30). 

We understand that Salt Lake City is growing and that infill development is going to happen. However, 

pushing an RMF-30 zone into the middle of our quiet, single-family block is completely out of scale. I urge 

the city to deny this request for the following reasons: 

• No Real Public Comment or Forum: An online open house where we just type comments into a 

box doesn't feel like real community engagement. The neighbors directly impacted by this change 

deserve an actual conversation about what is being planned for our street, not just a digital form. 

• Doubling the Density: Adding this many units on these combined lots will essentially double the 

number of residences on this stretch of the street. That isn't gentle infill—it completely changes 

the feel, scale, and character of our neighborhood overnight. 

• Severe Parking and Traffic Impacts: The reality is that new residents are going to bring cars. 

Doubling the density means dozens of extra vehicles trying to park, turn around, and navigate Van 

Buren and Harris. Our street simply wasn't built to handle that kind of daily congestion, visitor 

parking, and delivery traffic. 

• Setting a Bad Precedent: This proposal sets a dangerous example for the rest of the block. There 

are at least 10 other lots on this street that could easily face the exact same high-density 

redevelopment if this goes through. Approving spot-zoning here invites developers to buy up lots 

piecemeal, tearing apart the single-family neighborhood existing homeowners invested in. 

This project is simply too big and too fast for this street. Please pass along a recommendation of DENIAL 

to the Planning Commission for Petition PLNPCM2026-00369. 

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

PLNPCM2026-00369 97 September 9, 2026



2

Sincerely, 

Cindy Spangler 
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September 2, 2026 
 
 
 
To whom it may concern with the Salt Lake City Planning Commission and Staff:  
 

 
My name is Jennifer Madrigal- I am the current Chair of the Glendale Neighborhood 
Council. Unfortunately I will not be able to give public comment for the rezone agenda 
item of the Van Buren rezone, but I will be present if anyone on the Planning Commission 
has questions for me.  
 
Here is the summation of my personal verbal comment from the July 9th Planning Commission 
meeting regarding the Van Buren Rezone, Petition Number PLNPCM2026-00369: ​
​
1- This is an inappropriate location for higher-density infill. 
2- The one-off manner of approval of this application and others, in the deep interior of our 
neighborhood, in direct contradiction to the location recommendations of the Westside Master 
Plan, and without a study on the impact of the recent continuous one-off infill approvals, is 
inappropriate. 
3- I am concerned about the applicants’ mindsets toward my neighbors, environment, and the 
City. 
4- Neither Glendale nor District 2 have any representation on the Planning Commission.  
5- Approving this level of density after the large amount of public backlash will only further the 
literal and figurative divides between the city and Glendale.​
​
I have already provided public comment and comment from the Glendale Neighborhood 
Council, both in written form, which I hope the Planning Commission will review before the 
meeting on Wednesday September 9th, but to summarize, the Glendale Neighborhood 
Council does not support a rezone to RMF-30 unless this rezone is deed-restricted to 
8-10 units. I had initially supported this view, as I understand that Glendale is a prime place for 
the addition of gentle, family-friendly infill in Salt Lake City. However, as additional information 
has come to light, I am now personally outright opposing this rezone.  
 
The disrespectful way in which the applicants have treated my Glendale neighbors leaves me 
with little confidence that they will follow through with a decent and thoughtful development that 
will benefit our community. The applicant has already demolished a fully functional 3 BR home, 
garage, and driveway (15-15-277-050-0000). In the original plans the applicant claimed to plan 
to keep the remaining currently-occupied 4 bedroom home (parcel 15-15-277-047-0000), but in 
the applicants’ revised document sent last week it appears that they are now planning to 
potentially demolish that 4 BR home as well to account for the 10’ perimeter buffer that the 
planning staff recommended at the last meeting. This would also allow them to infill as many 
units as possible to make the development profitable if they lose 4 ft 3.5 in (survey says 3 ft 3 in) 
of space along the N-S boundary with the Western neighbor. This goes against the City’s plan 
for Thriving in Place to preserve existing housing. If the applicants are destroying 3 and 4 BR 
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homes they should be required to replace that footprint with additional 3 and 4 BR homes 
and associated parking structures.  
 
At the aforementioned boundary line with the Western neighbor, a fence and utilities, including a 
utility pole have denoted the boundary line for roughly 100 years (since the 1930’s). However, 
the applicant claims that an additional 4 feet beyond this property line is their property. I 
have heard directly from this Western neighbor that the applicant has threatened to sue said 
neighbor and take their home and land if they attempt to dispute this property boundary 
line. They have threatened to put this neighbor in jail if he goes onto their property, including 
the portion in dispute. Ironically, the back portion of the applicant’s lot originally belonged to this 
Western neighbor, but was sold to the previous owner of the applicant’s property for a small sum 
of $5000 in order to expand garden space- a space that both neighbors had amicably shared 
(see area in red outline in image below). Without this additional space, and without a lot 
consolidation to combine the 3 properties, the applicant would not be able to subdivide 
the space under R1-7000 to the number of 28 units claimed. Under the applicants’ proposed 
restrictions, they would be able to put up to 35 units on the property after the rezone.  
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The Western neighbor has investigated this dispute and believes that the right of acquiescence 
means that this property up to the fence line is theirs, as the right of acquiescence overrides the 
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survey done by the applicants. Although probably not legal evidence, the county assessor’s 
website also maintains the boundary line claimed by the Western neighbor (see image above). 
The Western neighbor had a sign up, including a portion overlapping the disputed property, and 
one the 28th of August at around 1 PM it appears that the applicant removed the sign from this 
property. From what I understand, this sign was torn up.  
 
Neighbors are already having to deal with infestations of raccoons and skunks thanks to the 
killing of these beautiful trees and destruction of their habitat. Pets are at risk and being 
sprayed, but the applicants will not take responsibility for this fallout. In fact, a neighbor has 
caught another raccoon just this morning (Wednesday Sept 2):  

 
 
I do not appreciate intimidation, actions, and inflammatory comments toward Westside 
residents by the applicants. Along with the demolition of a usable family home and over half a 
dozen mature trees before even getting permission for a rezone, I have real concerns over the 
quality of decent civic engagement by the applicants toward the residents in Glendale 
going forward, and I cannot support a rezone which should not even be considered at this level 
within the interior of this neighborhood, as it completely contradicts the Westside Master Plan’s 
guidance to generate infill at external-neighborhood boundary nodes. The applicants have 
touted the project as promoting housing for aging residents, with no guarantee that any of the 
units will be ADA accessible. In addition, there is not a single RMF-30 zone within the 
neighborhood boundaries on either side of the two bodies of water that surround this 
neighborhood. This rezone will result in a drastic change to the community, and is the reason for 
the huge backlash when other rezones have been much less controversial.  
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This is not necessarily something that can be fixed by the Planning Commission, but I am 
disappointed in the city’s procedural protocol which allows the applicants to submit a new list of 
rezone conditions without adequate time for the public to read and comment on. The 
applicant’s list of counter-offer conditions was presented by the applicant during the 
meeting on July 8th immediately preceding public comment, but no additional public 
comments addressing these counter-offer conditions are allowed at this upcoming 
meeting on September 9th. This information was not posted on the online Open House, and I 
had to inquire with staff to find this information at all. The lack of transparency is frustrating.  
 
I am also disappointed that there is still no District 2 representative on the Planning 
Commission and no one to be the dedicated voice of Glendale residents for this rezone. Using 
GIS boundary areas, District 2 makes up an area of roughly 27.1 square miles, while Salt Lake 
City is a total of roughly 110.3 square miles. That makes District 2 approximately 25.0% of 
Salt Lake City’s total land area. This is also the area with some of the most rapid housing 
development in recent years, yet we have no representation to advocate for the needs of the 
residents here. Over 800 people have signed a petition against this rezone, but there is no one 
on the Planning Commission to represent these people.  
 
Approving this level of requested density, or that of even 15 units, after the large amount of 
backlash from residents, in a historically disenfranchised neighborhood with historically low 
levels of local engagement, while knowing that Glendale has a history of distrust with the city, 
will only further the literal and figurative divides with the city. Residents are already concerned 
that the required water upgrades will result in some costs passed off to residents, regardless of 
intentions by the planning staff to put the onus on the applicant to redo the entire water system. 
A 2-bathroom requirement also does not seem necessary for this project, considering the aging 
infrastructure and the concern about the drying of the Great Salt Lake.  
 
I have spoken to many of the residents surrounding this area. They are not opposed to some 
level of infill. A deed restriction of 8-10 detached 3+ bedroom units, yard space for each unit, 
parking that reflects the nature of this working population (in which 80% of residents drive 
outside the neighborhood to work, and everyone needs a car to access things like healthcare 
and groceries), a mixed-income requirement to provide our neighborhood with residents with 
disposable income to promote our neighborhood economy, and a requirement to sell for-sale 
owner-occupied housing, is something I believe most all of us can get behind. But as 
proposed, this rezone is not acceptable to our community. 
 
Again, I will be at the Planning Commission meeting if needed for any comment during the 
meeting. ​
​
Jennifer Madrigal 
Chair, Glendale Neighborhood Council 
chair@glendaleslc.org 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Brandon Besser 

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2026 11:54 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Cc: De Leon, Alicia; alegjandro.puy@slc.gov

Subject: (EXTERNAL) Van Buren Rezone

 

Ben, 

 

I have reviewed the updated Van Buren Rezone materials and I am still strongly opposed to this 

development being crammed into our neighborhood. 

 

I still feel that allowing this rezone and development will set a dangerous precedence for our 

neighborhood.  There are quite a few additional parcels in this neighborhood with single family homes on 

large lots.  Our fear is that approving this site, along with the other developments already active in this 

area, will give developers the green light to come into areas where they don't live and fundamentally 

change the neighborhood.  During the previous meeting one of our community members spoke about 

how the council would feel if it was happening in their neighborhood - something that I don't think some 

council members understood.  a better way to pose this question - What if why you chose to settle and 

make a home in a place, then had outside developers come in and fundamentally change it? What if 

the area you bought a home so that you had community - a community of gardeners, bee keepers, 

canners - changed because one lot at a time, they became medium to high density housing? If this is 

approved, it just makes it easier and easier for investors to take away our chosen community. To take 

away what we love about Glendale.  

 

The rezone materials note many ways the developer is trying to sell this as a benefit for improved layout 

of the site and improved requirements.  If the site can already support these improvements, then why do 

they need the rezone to begin with?  If they are doing this out of the goodness of their hearts as the 

materials imply, then why not hold themselves to this higher standard and implement these changes 

without the rezone? 

 

The materials note that the water infrastructure will be paid for by the developer.  It is my understanding 

that our main water is located on Van Buren in the north park strip, or immediately adjacent to it.  This 

park strip has many mature trees lining the street.  How is the developer planning to address the 

replacement of these trees and impacts they are making to the landscaping of our neighborhood? 

 

It is unclear from the additional materials how many units they are now proposing.  28 Units is mentioned 

several times throughout the materials - an increase of 4 more units than what was previously 

proposed.  Is this how many they want to build, or is this a scare tactic saying this is what they will do if 

they don't get the rezone?  They talk a lot about the buffers and form the development would take, but 

have provided minimal reference materials.  A proposed site layout and elevations would go a long way in 

trying to get community support for an already very unpopular development. 

 

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

 

-BRANDON BESSER 

 

"He who breaks a thing to find out what it is, has lost the path of wisdom" - Gandalf 
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Buckley, Benjamin

From: Cindy Spangler <

Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2026 11:41 AM

To: Buckley, Benjamin

Subject: Re: (EXTERNAL) Opposition to Petition PLNPCM2026-00369 (Re-zoning at 1379 & 1395 

W Van Buren Ave & 1384 W Harris Ave)

I really hope you’ll take a close look at the applicant’s narrative materials before finalizing your report to 

the commission. The deeper you read, the more the math and arguments just fall apart. They claim in 

one breath that 80% of the homes nearby are large 3-5 bedrooms and that our area has zero 1-bedroom 

starter options—and then in their binding conditions, they turn right around and ban 1-bedrooms entirely 

from their own project! They also claim this isn't a density increase and talk about a "20% reduction" in 

units, but then ask for 28 homes—which is the absolute maximum cap under the code. On top of that, 

their affordability percentages literally contradict themselves page to page (50% at 80% AMI in the 

conditions vs 100% AMI in the body text), and they claim they are doubling parking to 56 spots while 

promising 10% open green space, landscape buffers, and 40% lot coverage on a tight parcel where that 

footprint physically doesn't fit. 

What's even more upsetting is that they havent even provided actual site plans or a real layout for us to 

look at. We're being asked to accept a major rezone blindly without actually knowing what is being 

proposed on our street until after the density is locked in. 

I know planners have to parse through a lot of fluff in these applications, but this narrative relies on 

contradictions to sound good on paper. Please don't let these gaping holes slip through as "community 

benefits" when evaluating this under § 21A.50.050. Thanks for taking the time to read through all of this, I 

really do appreciate your work on our neighborhood. 

 

Thank you, 

Cindy 
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