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PLANNING DIVISION 

DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

 Staff Report 
 

 

To:  Salt Lake City Planning Commission 

From:  Eric Daems, AICP, eric.daems@slc.gov, 801-535-7236 

Date: September 23, 2026 (hearing), September 17, 2026 (publication) 

Re: PLNPCM2026-00385 – California Avenue – Zoning Map Amendment   

Zoning Map Amendment 
PROPERTY ADDRESSES: 1469 W California Ave (approximate) 
PARCEL ID: 15-15-226-002-0000 
GENERAL PLAN: Westside Plan 
CURRENT ZONING DISTRICT: R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 
PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICT: FB-UN1 Form Based Urban Neighborhood 1 

REQUEST:  

Drake Powell, on behalf of the property owners, is requesting approval from the City for a Zoning 
Map Amendment for the property at approximately 1469 W California Avenue.  The proposal is 
for the property to be rezoned from the R-1/7,000 (Single-Family Residential) to the FB-UN-1 
(Form Based Urban-Neighborhood 1) zoning district. The FB-UN-1 zone would allow for 
additional housing types than are permitted in the R-1/7,000 zone, such as two-family homes and 
single-family attached dwellings with a maximum height of 30 feet.  Although specific plans have 
not been provided at this stage, the applicant intends to construct family-sized, for-sale housing 
on the lot.  Currently the land is vacant. Although the applicant has requested that the property 
be rezoned to the FB-UN1 zone, consideration may be given to rezoning the property to another 
zoning district with similar characteristics.   

RECOMMENDATION:   

Based on the information and findings listed in the staff report Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Council with the following 
recommended conditions: 

1. A development agreement be recorded to ensure that the proposed community benefit to 
create for-sale family-sized housing is accomplished. The development agreement shall 
include the following provisions: 

a. The property shall be subdivided such that all of the units are available for 
individual ownership. 

b. All units shall be owner-occupied for a period of no less than 30 years.  
c. No dwelling shall have fewer than three bedrooms and two bathrooms. 
d. Parking shall be provided at a minimum of 1.5 stalls per unit. 
e. Bed and breakfast use is prohibited. 
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f. Pursuant to 21A.50.050.E.2, before issuance of a building permit for any dwellings 
on the site the property owner shall pay into the City's housing fund to offset the 
loss of affordable housing. The payment shall be equal to the estimated monthly 
rent of the unit prior to demolition ($1,100) multiplied by the number of months 
between the time the unit was vacated prior to demolition until a certificate of 
occupancy for the replacement dwellings are issued. 

g. Pursuant to 21A.50.050.F and 21A.50.050.D, before issuance of a building permit 
for any dwellings on the site the property owner shall pay to the City the tenant 
relocation assistance amounts required in 21A.50.050.D for the purpose of 
providing other tenant relocation assistance. The amounts shall be the maximum 
amounts allowed for moving expenses ($1,500) and monthly rental assistance 
($7,200) and shall be an estimated average for application fees ($250) and rental 
deposit amounts ($1,100).  

ATTACHMENTS: 

 
A. ATTACHMENT A:  Zoning Map 
B. ATTACHMENT B: Application Materials 
C. ATTACHMENT C: Property and Vicinity Photos 
D. ATTACHMENT D: Zoning Standards 
E. ATTACHMENT E: Analysis of Consideration Standards 
F. ATTACHMENT F: Public Process & Comments 
G. ATTACHMENT G: Department Review Comments 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

Drake Powell is requesting a Zoning Map Amendment for the property at 1469 W. California 
Avenue.  The request is for the property to be rezoned to FB-UN-1 from its current designation as 
R-1/7,000. The FB-UN-1 zone would allow for additional housing types than are permitted in the 
R-1/7,000 zoning district, such as two-family homes, cottages, and row homes. The FB-UN-1 zone 
allows a maximum building height of 30’ where the R-1/7,000 allows a maximum of 28’. 

Quick Facts 

Property Address: 1469 W. California Ave 

Property Size: .30 acres (13,157 sq ft) 

Existing Use: Vacant (single-family home 
demolished 2025) 

Future Land Use Designation: Single-
family or “incremental and compatible 
density” infill 

Existing Zoning: R-1/7,000 (Single-Family 
Residential) 

Proposed Zoning: FB-UN1 (Form Based 
Urban Neighborhood 1) 

Review Process & Standards: Zoning map 
amendment, standards 
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Although specific development plans have not been provided at this stage, the applicant intends 
to construct family-sized, for-sale housing on the lot. The property is approximately .30 acres and 
in the most common scenarios could feasibly accommodate 4 to 10 homes under the proposed 
zone.  

The applicant has proposed a Community Benefit of providing housing that aligns with the 
current and future needs of the community as determined by the general plan. The applicant is 
planning to construct 3-bedroom units made available for sale as they will each be on separate 
lots through the subdivision process. The property is in the Westside Plan area. 

The subject property is currently vacant. It previously had a 1-bedroom single-family home that 
was approximately 600 square feet. The home was vacant when it was purchased by the current 
owners in December of 2022 and was boarded up some time thereafter to deter break-ins. It was 
then demolished in 2025. The specific rental rates are unknown, but average rental rates for 
similar properties in 2022 were around $1,100 - $1,200 per month. 

 

 

There is a private alley along the south side of the parcel. The properties to the east, south, and 
west are all zoned R-1/7,000, while those along California Avenue to the north are zoned R-
1/5,000. The neighborhood primarily consists of 1-2 story single-family homes on medium to 
large lots. The Glendale Branch of the library is a few blocks east of the property, while Mountain 
View Elementary and Glendale Middle School are within two blocks. Several large parks are in 
the area, including Glendale Regional Park and the Jordan Park. The closest cluster of retail 
development is along Redwood Road, which is less than a half mile from the property.  

Home in July 2025 Home in October 2022 
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APPROVAL PROCESS AND COMMISSION AUTHORITY 

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

KEY CONSIDERATIONS 

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

1. General Plan Compatibility 

2. Proposed Community Benefit 

3. Neighborhood Context and Compatibility with Nearby Properties 

4. Public Feedback 

Consideration 1: General Plan Compatibility 
The proposed rezoning is generally compatible with the city’s adopted plans and policies. These 
are discussed below.   
 
 
Plan Salt Lake 

The plan identifies several principles and initiatives that the proposed map amendment helps to 
implement: 

1. Neighborhoods 
a. Support policies that provides people a choice to stay in their home and 

neighborhood as they grow older and household demographics change. 
2. Growth 

Neighborhood 
zoning with subject 

property highlighted 
in green 
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a. Locate new development in areas with existing infrastructure and amenities, 
such as transit and transportation corridors. 

b. Promote infill and redevelopment of underutilized land. 
c. Accommodate and promote an increase in the City’s population. 

3. Housing 
a. Increase the number of medium density housing types and options. 
b. Enable moderate density increases within existing neighborhoods where 

appropriate. 

The proposed FB-UN-1 zone allows housing types such as cottages, twin homes, and row houses, 
that are not permitted in the R-1-/7,000 zone. These housing choices can promote aging in place 
as they allow people to transition through different stages of life while staying in the same 
neighborhood.  

The property is a good candidate for family-sized infill housing as it is currently vacant but is 
proximate to existing infrastructure such as streets and utilities. Multiple schools and the 
Glendale Library are within a short walking distance of the property.  The area has an abundance 
of outdoor recreation opportunities nearby including the Jordan Park, 17th South River Park, 
Glendale Regional Park, and Glendale Golf Course, all of which are connected by the Jordan 
River Trail.  

Although there are only a few businesses along California Avenue, but the property is within .75 
miles of a much wider array of commercial businesses and services located along Redwood Road. 
Area amenities are depicted on the map on the following page. 

As public transit is not widely available in the area, Staff is recommending that additional parking 
be required for the properties (minimum of 1.5 stalls per unit) where the base minimum in the 
FB-UN-1 is 1 stall per unit.  

Overall, a rezone to FB-UN-1 would create opportunity for appropriate infill on underutilized 
land that could help alleviate the housing shortage in Salt Lake City and accommodate a growing 
population.   
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Housing SLC 

The plan includes three goals, all of which this proposal helps to accomplish: 

1. Make progress toward closing the housing gap of 5,500 units of deeply affordable 
housing and increase the supply of housing at all levels of affordability. 

2. Increase housing stability throughout the city. 
3. Increase opportunities for homeownership and other wealth and equity building 

opportunities. 

Through the proposed FB-UN-1 zone, a moderate increase in residential density could be built 
on the property. Under the R-1/7,000 zone only single-family homes are allowed. The FB-UN-1 
zone would allow for single-family, two-family, cottage, and row houses. Due to the smaller lot 
sizes, the units would be more affordable. These additional housing types would provide more 

Area Amenities Within .75 Miles 
of the Subject Property 
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options to a neighborhood that primarily consists of single-family homes on medium to large 
lots. The applicant has also indicated they would subdivide the lots to provide opportunities for 
individual ownership.   

 

Westside Plan 

The Westside Plan recognizes the general stability of the area and lack of large-scale 
redevelopment opportunities. Nonetheless, it does include goals for incremental change. 

Goals: There are two primary goals this rezone could help fulfill: 

• Promote reinvestment and redevelopment in the Westside community through changes 
in land use, improved public infrastructure and community investment to spur 
development that meets the community’s vision while maintaining the character of 
Westside’s existing stable neighborhoods. 

• Protect and encourage ongoing investment in existing, low-density residential 
neighborhoods while providing attractive, compatible and high-density residential 
development where needed, appropriate or desired. 

The properties’ size of 13,157 square feet makes it very large for one single-family home, but not 
quite large enough for two under the R-1/7,000 zone. It is underutilized for a city experiencing a 
housing shortage. Allowing a small increase in density through the FB-UN-1 zone, while 
maintaining similar building heights, helps promote redevelopment in the Westside community 
while maintaining the character of the existing neighborhood.   

The following statements from the Westside plan also indicate support for compatible 
redevelopment of the land in the area:  

• The overall level of change within Glendale and Poplar Grove will be relatively low, but 
there are some opportunities for incremental additions to density and minor 
adjustments to the development pattern to make them more efficient and sustainable. 
 

• As with many established communities, the primary dichotomy found in the Westside can 
be very generally described as stability versus opportunity… When “stability” is used in 
reference to neighborhoods, it does not imply a lack of change or a lack of opportunities. It 
only means that the development pattern has remained largely unchanged and major 
redevelopment is not expected. There are still opportunities in the stable areas, however. 
Infill development, growth at neighborhood and community nodes and infrastructure 
improvements are all examples of ways stable neighborhoods can still experience change.  
 

• There are also several vacant or underutilized parcels that can be developed as infill parcels, 
and, depending on their size, can be seen as opportunities for multifamily projects. Spaces 
like this within Glendale and Poplar Grove provide opportunities for creating new homes in 
the community... This development will not change the character of the neighborhood. 
Rather, it will be a complement to the areas of opportunity. 
 

• Determine unique and compatible ways to add incremental density through infill 
development. 
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The proposed zoning map amendment generally helps implement each of these goals and 
strategies. 

Consideration 2: Proposed Community Benefit 

Each petition for a zoning map amendment that is initiated by a private property owner is 
required to select at least one community benefit that would be implemented as part of the 
rezone. Potential community benefits to be included are found in 21A.50.050.C of the zoning 
code and to be something that would not otherwise be required without the amendment.  The 
applicant is proposing the following community benefit:  

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. 

To accomplish this, the applicant has indicated they would construct 3-bedroom units and 
subdivide the property to create opportunities for home ownership. This configuration, 
combined with the smaller lots, would offer a housing choice that is not commonly found in the 
neighborhood. Housing in the area almost entirely consists of single-family homes on medium-
to-large lots. Most of the denser housing is located along Redwood Road.  

Creating additional housing options in the neighborhood aligns with City general plans and is an 
appropriate community benefit. Plan Salt Lake, Housing SLC, and the Westside Plan all indicate 
support for gentle infill opportunities. Although specific development plans have not been 
created at this time, Staff is recommending that a Development Agreement be recorded that 
requires a subdivision plat to be established, a minimum of 3 bedrooms per unit, and at least 1.5 
parking stalls per unit to be provided. Additionally, Staff is recommending that a Bed and 
Breakfast use not be allowed and that the homes be owner-occupied for not less than 30 years. 
All these conditions will help ensure that the housing is used for families and that the community 
benefit is realized. 

Consideration 3: Neighborhood Context and Compatibility with Nearby Properties 

Neighborhood Context 

The surrounding neighborhood almost exclusively consists of single-family homes that are 1-2 
stories. There are a few businesses along California Avenue, including a restaurant, floral shop, 
and a bank. The neighborhood is within a few blocks of additional commercial businesses along 
Redwood Road. The area includes numerous schools, a library, and is about .5 miles from several 
regional parks. Most of the growth in the area has been medium density housing along Redwood 
Road.  

Compatibility 

The proposed FB-UN-1 zoning is generally compatible with the surrounding area. The FB-UN-1 
zone allows reduced setbacks and two additional feet of building height but also has more 
stringent site and design standards than the R-1/7,000 zone.  

1) Purpose Statements: The purpose statements for the current and proposed zoning 
districts contain similarities in that they both seek to create neighborhood-scale residential 
development.  
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R-1/7,000 purpose statement: The purpose of the R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 
District is to provide for single-family residential dwellings and affordable housing 
incentives developments with up to four units on lots not less than seven thousand (7,000) 
square feet in size. This district is appropriate in areas of the city as identified in the 
applicable community master plan. Uses are intended to be compatible with the existing 
scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The standards for the district are intended to 
provide for safe and comfortable places to live and play, promote sustainable and 
compatible development patterns and to preserve the existing character of the 
neighborhood. 
 
FB-UN-1 purpose statement: The purpose of the FB-UN1 district is to provide areas for 
a mix of housing types that are generally up to two and one-half stories in height, on 
relatively small lots. Reuse of existing residential structures is encouraged. Development 
regulations are based on the building type. 
 
Like the R-1/7,000 district, the FB-UN-1 district is intended to promote low density 
residential development. However, the FB-UN-1 zone permits a broader range of housing 
types, like row homes, cottages, and twin homes. The development types are intended to be 
compatible with existing single-family structures.  If approved, the FB-UN-1 zone could 
accommodate between 4 and 32 units, depending on the building type. Although up to 32 
units is technically allowed, that does not take into consideration parking and other site 
requirements. The more likely scenario is that between 4 and 10 units would be built on the 
site.  
  
A full zoning district comparison table may be found in Attachment D. 
 

2) Site and Design Standards: The proposed FB-UN-1 zoning district contains site and 
design standards intended to create a higher quality interaction with the public realm. These 
include: 
 
• Minimum 70% durable building materials along the ground floor 
• Minimum 70% durable building materials for any upper floors 
• Minimum 15% ground floor glass 
• Minimum 15% upper floor glass 
• Ground floor residential entrances 
• Enhanced building entrance feature 
• Maximum blank wall length of 15’ 
• Maximum street facing façade length of 200’ 
• Enhanced exterior lighting 
• Regulated parking lot lighting 
• Screening of mechanical equipment 
• Screening of service areas 
• Enhanced public improvements 

 

Each of these standards seeks to establish a higher quality of design into development within the 
FB-UN-1 zone and increase its compatibility with surrounding properties. 

The majority of the homes in the area are single-story, however buildings in the R-1/7,000 are 
allowed up to 28’ in height. The FB-UN-1 has a similar height requirement of 30’. A complete list 
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comparing the site and design standards within the two zones is found in Attachment D of this 
report.  

 

Consideration 4: Public Feedback 

Staff received 10 public comments regarding this proposal, plus a letter from the Glendale 
Neighborhood Council. Of those, two were in favor of the proposal, stating that the rezone could 
provide thoughtful infill and would add more affordable housing supply to the area.  
 
Those opposed to the rezone were primarily concerned with additional strains to on-street 
parking in the neighborhood and increased traffic flow. Others opposed density increases or 
additional building height, which they indicated would change the character of the neighborhood.  
 
One resident expressed concerns that crossing California Avenue was dangerous without proper 
cross walks, another that future development could create gentrification, and one was concerned 
about the possibility of increased crime with more compact development. 
 
Parking and Increased Traffic 
Parking was a main concern during the public engagement for the proposed map amendment. 
Many comments mentioned how there is not enough space for on-street parking and that the new 
dwellings will introduce more vehicles without anywhere to put them. The FB-UN-1 zone is part 
of the Neighborhood Center parking context and requires a minimum of 1 stall per dwelling unit.  
 
Since the applicant is seeking to create family-sized housing and due to the relative lack of 
consistent public transportation in the area, car ownership is important. Staff is recommending 
that a development agreement be created with the rezone that includes the requirement for off-
street parking to be provided at a minimum of 1.5 stalls per unit. These parking rates would better 
reflect the anticipated needs of future residents and reduce the need for additional parking on 
public streets. 
 
California Avenue is classified as an arterial street. It can appropriately accommodate the 
additional traffic that would be created through the moderate density increase if the rezone is 
approved. 
 
 
Housing Density 
The lot is 13,157 square feet. That is just under the required 14,000 square feet that would be 
needed in the R-1/7,000 zone to subdivide into two lots. As such, the development potential in 
the current zone is one single-family home or four dwelling units using the Affordable Housing 
Incentives. 
 
If the property is rezoned to FB-UN-1 it would be permitted up to 8 units using the Urban House 
or 2-family dwelling building forms. Using Cottage or Rowhouse building forms up to 32 units 
would technically be allowed, although this is generally unfeasible given the other site 
requirements for parking, open space, and building code. The most likely buildout scenario is 4 
to 10 units. 
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Building Height 
The proposed FB-UN-1 zone allows an additional 2’ of building height compared to the R-1/7,000 
zone (30’ vs. 28’). The additional building height allowed would not substantially change the 
character of development currently allowed in the neighborhood. 
 
Cross Walks 
There are no cross walks adjacent to this property, however there is one within 385’ to the east 
that crosses California Avenue to and from Mountain View Elementary School. That crosswalk is 
part of a school zone and includes signage and flashing lights operational before and after school.  

 

 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Planning Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation 
to the City Council for the proposed Zoning Map Amendment. With the conditions as 
recommended by Staff, the proposal provides a community benefit by providing housing options 
not typically found in the neighborhood. The for sale, family-sized housing that will be created is 
generally supported by Citywide and community policies for infill housing.  

To ensure the community benefit is accomplished, Staff is recommending approval with the 
conditions listed on page 1 of the report.  

 

NEXT STEPS 

Crosswalk at California Avenue 
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The City Council is 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 amendment. 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 and the property could be developed using the proposed zone and in compliance with any 
conditions adopted by the Council, such as in a development agreement.  
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ATTACHMENT A:  Zoning Map 

 
 
 
 
 

Current Zoning of Property and Vicinity 

Page 13 of 44



PLNPCM2026-00385  September 23, 2026 

ATTACHMENT B: Application Materials 
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ATTACHMENT C: Property and Vicinity 
Photos 

 

 

Subject Property (looking southeast from California Ave) 

Birdseye View (looking southeast) 

Subject Property 
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Property to the west along California Ave. Single-family home to the east across Stewart St. 

Single-family home to the south along Stewart St. Single-family homes to the north across California Ave. 
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ATTACHMENT D: Zoning Standards 

The proposed FB-UN-1 zoning district has different development standards from the existing R-
1/7,000 zoning district. A comparison follows: 

CURRENT AND PROPOSED ZONING STANDARDS (21A.24.060 and 21A.24.160) 

 
New buildings within the proposed FB-UN-1 zone are subject to additional design standards whereas 
buildings within the R-1/7,000 zone are not. The table below summarizes applicable design standards 
within the FB-UN-1 district.  
 

REGULATION R-1/7,000 (existing) FB-UN-1 (proposed) 
Minimum Lot Area 7,000 sf for single-family homes and 

other permitted uses 
12,000 sf for places of worship 

3,000 sf for urban house or two-
family dwelling 
1,500 sf for cottage development or 
row house 

Minimum Lot Width 50’ for single-family homes and other 
permitted uses 
80’ for places of worship 

30’  
15’ per unit for two-family dwellings 
15’ per street-facing unit for cottages 
and row houses 

Maximum Lot Area 10,500 sf None 
Maximum Number of 
Building Forms per 
Lot 

1 single-family home or up to 4 using 
Affordable Housing Incentives 

Urban house or two-family 
dwelling- 2 units in main building 
plus 1 unit detached 
Cottage and row house- 1 for every 
1,500 sf of lot area 
 

Maximum Dwelling 
Units per Building 
Form 

1 per single-family home or up to 4 per 
Affordable Housing Incentives 

Urban House: 2 units in main 
building plus 1 detached 
Two-Family Dwelling: 2 units in 
main building plus 1 detached 
Cottage Development: 1 per cottage 
Row House: 4 
 

Building Height 28’ for pitched roofs or average of other 
principal buildings on block face 
20’ for flat roofs 

30’ (2.5 stories) 

Minimum Front 
Setback 

Average of block face or 20’ Average of block face or 10’ 
minimum, 20’ maximum 

Corner Side Setback Average of block face or 20’ Average of block face or 10’ 
minimum, 20’ maximum 

Interior Side Setback 6’ and 10’ Average of block face or 10’ 
minimum, 20’ maximum 

Rear Setback 25’ Minimum of 20% lot depth up to 
25’ for urban house, two-family 
dwelling, or row house 
4’ for cottage development 

Maximum Building 
Coverage 

40% None 

Open Space N/A 250 sf per cottage if cottage 
development form is used 

Parking Residential- 2 spaces per dwelling unit 
Places of worship- 1 space per 6 seats or 1 
per 300 sf 

Residential- 1 space per dwelling 
unit 
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CURRENT AND PROPOSED DESIGN STANDARDS (21A.37.050) 

 
 
ALLOWED USES IN EACH ZONE: 

Land use tables for each zone are below for reference. Cells are highlighted where uses or status 
(permitted or conditional) differ.  

Use R-1/7,000 FB-UN-1 
Accessory use, except those that are specifically regulated 
elsewhere in this title 

P P 

Adaptive reuse for additional uses in eligible buildings C C 

Affordable housing incentives development P P 
Bed and breakfast  P 
Community Garden  C P 

Daycare center, child P P 

Dwelling, accessory unit P P 

Dwelling, assisted living facility, limited capacity C P 

Dwelling, congregate care facility (small) C C 

Dwelling, group home (small) P 
 

REGULATION R-1/7,000 FB-UN-1 
Building Materials, ground floor 
(21A.37.050.B.3) 

 70% 

Building Materials, upper floors 
(21A.37.050.B.4) 

 70% 

Glass: ground floor 
(21A.37.050.C.1) 

 15% 

Glass: upper floor 
(21A.37.050.C.2) 

 15% 

Ground Floor Residential Entrances 
(21A.37.050.D2) 

            Yes 

Building Entrance Feature (21A.37.050.D.2)             Yes 

Blank wall Maximum Length 
(21A.37.050.E) 

 15’ 

Street Facing Façade, max length 
(21A.37.050.F) 

 200’ 

Lighting: exterior (21A.37.050.H)  Yes 
Lighting: parking lot (21A.37.050.I)  Yes 
Screening of mechanical equipment (21A.37.050J)  Yes 
Screening of service areas (21A.37.050K)  Yes 
Parking garages or structures (21A.37.050.L)  Yes 
Public Improvements (21A.37.050.M)  Yes 
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Use R-1/7,000 FB-UN-1 
Dwelling, manufactured home P 

 

Dwelling, multi-family P3 P3 
Dwelling, single-family (attached)  P 
Dwelling, single-family (detached) P P 
Dwelling, twin home  P 
Dwelling, two-family  P 
Governmental Facility C P 
Home Occupation P1 P1 
Municipal service use, including City utility use and police 
and fire station 

P P 

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

Park P P 

Parking, off-site  P6 

Place of worship on lots less than 4 acres in size C 
 

Plazas  P 
School, seminary and religious institute C  

Urban Farm P P 
Utility, building or structure P5 P5 

 

Qualifying provisions: 

1. Subject to Section 21A.36.030. 

3. Subject to conformance with the provisions of Subsection 21A.52.060.A. 

5. See Subsection 21A.02.050.B for utility regulations. 
 

6. Prohibited when it includes the demolition of a dwelling unit. 
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ATTACHMENT E: Analysis of Consideration 
Standards   

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

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

1. Whether a proposed map amendment is consistent with and helps implement 
the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of the city as stated through its 
various adopted planning documents; 

Finding: The proposal is generally consistent with the applicable adopted planning 
documents. 
Discussion: The proposed map amendment aligns with the purposes, goals, objectives, and 
policies of the city’s various adopted planning documents. See Key Consideration 1 for review 
of the city’s adopted planning documents. The proposed map amendment is generally 
consistent with these documents.  
2. Whether a proposed map amendment furthers the applicable purpose 

statements of the zoning ordinance; 
Finding: The proposal furthers the specific purpose statements of the zoning ordinance. 
Discussion: The proposed map amendment is consistent with the general purpose and intent 
of the city’s zoning ordinance. The potential for a moderate increase in residential density 
would provide additional housing choice while maintaining overall compatibility with 
surrounding development. See additional discussion in Key Consideration 3.  

General Purpose and Intent of the Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance 

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

Current Zoning District Purpose Statement 

R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential 
The purpose of the R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District is to provide for single-family 
residential dwellings and affordable housing incentives developments with up to four units on 
lots not less than seven thousand (7,000) square feet in size. This district is appropriate in areas 
of the city as identified in the applicable community master plan. Uses are intended to be 
compatible with the existing scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The standards for the 
district are intended to provide for safe and comfortable places to live and play, promote 
sustainable and compatible development patterns and to preserve the existing character of the 
neighborhood. 
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Proposed Zoning District Purpose Statement 

FB-UN-1 Form Based Urban Neighborhood District 
The purpose of the FB-UN1 district is to provide areas for a mix of housing types that are 
generally up to two and one-half stories in height, on relatively small lots. Reuse of existing 
residential structures is encouraged. Development regulations are based on the building type. 

General Purpose of the Zoning Amendments Process 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide standards and procedures for making amendments to 
the text of this title and to the zoning map. This amendment process is not intended to relieve 
particular hardships nor to confer special privileges or rights upon any person, but only to make 
adjustments necessary in light of changed conditions or changes in public policy. 

3. The extent to which a proposed map amendment will affect adjacent and nearby 
properties due to the change in development potential and allowed uses that do 
not currently apply to the property; 
Finding: The map amendment will allow for moderated increases in density with reduced 
setbacks, but will generally still be of a scale compatible with surrounding development.  
Discussion: This amendment would allow for moderate increases in density with reduced 
setbacks. Building sizes and heights would still generally be compatible with surrounding 
development. Both the existing R-1/7,000 and proposed FB-UN-1 zone are neighborhood 
residential zones. They primarily allow residential uses, but the FB-UN-1 zone allows additional 
housing types such as two-family, row houses, and cottages. These housing types are 
considered a moderate increase to single-family development. See Key Considerations 3 & 4 
for additional analysis. 
 
4. Whether a proposed map amendment is consistent with the purposes and 

provisions of any applicable overlay zoning districts which may impose 
additional standards; 

Finding: There are no applicable overlay zoning districts that impose any additional 
standards.  
Discussion: The property is not subject to any overlay zoning districts. 
 
5. The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreational 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

Finding: City services generally adequately serve the site and will continue to be provided to 
the site. Public Utility upgrades, such as water supply systems, may be required and would be 
determined as part of any development proposal.  
Discussion: The subject property is located within a built environment where public facilities 
and services already exist. Redevelopment of this property may be able to be tied into existing 
systems. During the development process, demand calculations will be analyzed by Public 
Utilities. Any required utility upgrades would be the responsibility of the developer to install. 
 
No concerns were received from other City departments regarding the zoning amendment or 
the potential for development on these properties if normal development requirements are met. 
 
6. The status of existing transportation facilities, any planned changes to the 

transportation facilities, and the impact that the proposed amendment may 
have on the city's ability, need, and timing of future transportation 
improvements; 
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Finding: The proposal will have little impact on existing transportation facilities and the 
surrounding streets are adequate to support any change of use on the property with the rezone. 
Discussion: Transportation did not have concerns with the rezone.   
 
7. The proximity of necessary amenities such as parks, open space, schools, fresh 

food, entertainment, cultural facilities, and the ability of current and future 
residents to access these amenities without having to rely on a personal vehicle; 

Finding: The property is great location for family-sized housing and is within walking distance 
of various parks, trails, and schools; with commercial areas a short distance away. 
Discussion: The area has good access to parks and open space such as the Jordan Park, 
Glendale Regional Park, and the Jordan River Parkway. Several schools, including Mountain 
View Elementary, Glendale Middle School, and Dual Immersion Academy are within walking 
distance. The Glendale branch of the Salt Lake Library is also only a few blocks up the street. 
The neighborhood does not have many options for restaurants, shopping, or entertainment. 
Most of those types of services are best accessed by vehicle along Redwood Road or east of I-
15. 
 
8. The potential impacts to public safety resources created by the increase in 

development potential that may result from the proposed amendment; 
Finding: The increase in development potential of the site is unlikely to substantively increase 
the need for public safety resources.    
Discussion: The Police Department did not have any public safety concerns with this 
potential rezone. The rezone would only allow a moderate residential density increase and is 
compatible with surrounding development. 
 
9. The potential for displacement of people who reside in any housing that is 

within the boundary of the proposed amendment and the plan offered by the 
petitioner to mitigate displacement; 

Finding: The property most recently had a single-family home in 2025. Records and 
information from the applicant indicate that the tenant moved out some time before that, at 
least by June 2023. The applicant would need to comply with any displacement mitigation 
unless the requirement is waived by the City Council. Two conditions of approval are 
recommended to ensure compliance with the tenant displacement standards.  
Discussion: There is no housing currently on the property. There was a single-family home 
on the property, but it was demolished in 2025. City records indicate the property was vacant 
as of June 2023 and was subsequently boarded until its demolition in 2025. The applicant has 
noted the property was not rented following the purchase of the property by the current 
property owner in December 2022. Staff is recommending that the provision for tenant 
relocation assistance as detailed in 21A.50.050.D and discussed below, be part of a 
development agreement. 
 
As per Section 21A.50.050.F, if a proposed amendment submitted by the property owner has 
included the demolition of a housing unit within the past 5 years, the City Council may require 
the petitioner to provide relocation assistance for the tenant(s) and to construct a replacement 
dwelling for each demolished dwelling within a future development. The Council has the 
discretion to impose, waive, or modify all of these requirements. This section of the code refers 
to both subsection 21A.50.050.D, which establishes provisions for tenant relocation assistance 
amounts and section 21A.50.050.E, which establishes parameters for replacement dwellings in 
order to ensure no net loss of housing. These standards are also included in the table at the end 
of this Attachment.  
 
Regarding section D, due to the property being last rented in 2022 or 2023, prior to the current 
property owner’s ownership of the property, and the lack of a current tenant to provide tenant 
relocation assistance to, the code would require the payment of the tenant relocation assistance 
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to the City to go toward a tenant assistance fund instead of a specific tenant (see section F). The 
amounts would be based on the requirements listed in section D. Staff is recommending the 
maximum amounts be paid to the City where listed, and for other costs, such as application fees 
and deposit amounts is basing those on an estimated average amount.  The complete associated 
condition is on page 1 of the report.  
 
Section E requires the replacement of any demolished housing with replacement housing that 
contains the same number of bedrooms as the demolished unit. The applicant is proposing to 
replace the demolished one-bedroom unit with a larger three-bedroom, for-sale (rather than 
rented) unit in their development. While the code normally requires the replacement unit to be 
equal to the number of bedrooms, Staff believe that the larger three-bedroom ownership units 
proposed by the applicant help fill a family sized, owner-occupied housing need in the City and 
satisfies the general intent of the replacement requirement. The Council has the discretion to 
impose, waive, or modify this requirement. 
 
Section E also requires either designating one replacement unit as a long-term rental (Option 
a) with a restricted rental rate or making a payment into the City's housing fund (Option b). 
The applicant is electing Option (b), since every new townhome is proposed to be owner-
occupied and reserving one as a rental would conflict with the project's ownership-housing goal 
mentioned above. That payment will be calculated based on the demolished home's monthly 
rental value multiplied by the number of months the site sits vacant prior to demolition through 
the certificate of occupancy for the new units. Specific information on previous rental rates of 
the property are unavailable due to the current owner not having been the owner while it was 
rented, but Staff estimates that a 600 square foot unit in the neighborhood around $1,100 in 
rent per month in 2022. The complete associated condition is on page 1 of the report. 
 
Any of these provisions may be waived or modified by the City Council. 
 
10. The potential for displacement of any business that is located within the 

boundary of the proposed amendment and the plan offered by the petitioner to 
mitigate displacement; 

Finding: This is not applicable as there is no business located on the property.  
Discussion: The land is currently vacant. 
11. The community benefits that would result from the proposed map 

amendment, as identified in Section 21A.50.050.C; 
Finding: The proposal provides the required community benefit by providing a moderate 
increase in housing density to the neighborhood with family-sized units that will be available 
for purchase. 
Discussion: See discussion in Key Consideration 2 and below. The proposed community 
benefit complies. 

 

 

COMMUNITY BENEFIT STANDARDS 

21A.50.050.C: Each petition for a zoning amendment that is initiated by a private property 
owner shall identify community benefit(s) provided by the proposal that would not otherwise be 
provided without the amendment as provided for in this section. 

Type of Community Benefit 

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

Finding: The proposed housing aligns with the current and future needs of the community by 
providing family-sized units on smaller, and therefore more affordable lots. 
Discussion: The applicant plans to provide family-sized (3-bedroom) units that are available 
for individual ownership through a subdivision plat. The unit configuration and smaller lots 
available in the FB-UN-1 zone will allow for a housing configuration not commonly found in the 
neighborhood. See discussion in Key Consideration 2 for more information.  

Community Benefit Standards 

21A.50.050.C.2: The Proposed Community Benefit May be evaluated based on the following, if 
applicable: 
a. For proposals that are intended to increase the housing supply, the level of 

affordability of the additional density that may be allowed if the proposal were 
to be adopted; 

Finding: The housing that will be provided will be family-sized (minimum 3-bedroom) but 
will be on smaller lots than would be allowed in the existing zone. The smaller lot size increases 
the affordability per unit. 
Discussion: The additional density allowed in the FB-UN-1 zone will provide units on smaller 
lots than is typically found in the neighborhood. Lot size is a considerable factor in housing 
price and so the smaller lot size units will generally be lower in price than new comparably sized 
larger lot units.  
b. The percentage of space allocated to commercial use compared to the total 

ground floor area that could be developed on the site; 
Finding: N/A 
Discussion: N/A 
c. The size of the public open space compared to the total developable area of the 

lot, exclusive of setbacks, required landscaped yards, and any open space 
requirement of the proposed zoning district; 

Finding: N/A 

Discussion: N/A 
d. The relative size and environmental value of any land that is to be dedicated; 
Finding: N/A 
Discussion: N/A 
e. The historic significance of the structures proposed to be preserved; 
Finding: N/A 
Discussion: N/A 
f. The amount of development that could be accommodated due to the increase 

in public infrastructure capacity compared to the general need for the area; 
Finding: N/A 
Discussion: N/A 
g. The input received related to the community benefit during the 45-day 

engagement period; 
Finding: With the conditions as recommended by Staff, the proposed community benefit  
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Discussion: Overall, the community was concerned about additional housing density and its 
potential impact, such as parking, that could change the character of the neighborhood. Some 
wanted to see specific development plans, although they are not required for zoning map 
amendments. This rezone request seeks to add for-sale family-sized housing units that would 
add moderate density, while still largely being compatible with surrounding development. 
Staff’s recommendation to create a development agreement with conditions of parking 
minimums, bedroom counts, and a subdivision plat should further alleviate the neighborhood’s 
concerns of compatibility. A more thorough analysis of community feedback is found in 
Consideration 4 of this report. 
h. Policies in the general plan that support the proposed community benefit. 
Finding: The general plan supports moderate increases in housing density especially units 
that are family-sized. 
Discussion: The proposed community benefit to provide for-sale family-sized units with 
moderate density increases is supported in the various master plans of the City. These are 
detailed in Key Consideration 1. 

 

Tenant Displacement and Demolished Unit Replacement Standards 

The below additional standards pertain to zoning amendments involving properties containing 
existing dwellings and include sections 21A.50.050.D, E, and F. The City Council has the authority to 
waive or modify these requirements. 

D.  Displaced Tenants Resulting from Demolition of Housing: If a proposed amendment 
submitted by a property owner includes the likely demolition of any dwelling, the city council 
may require the petitioner to provide relocation assistance for the current tenant(s), or a 
replacement dwelling as required by this section for each demolished dwelling within a future 
development. 

      1.   This subsection may be applied by the city council when a proposal for a property owner 
initiated zoning map amendment is likely to result in an existing housing unit being 
demolished due to the increase in development rights that may result from the proposed 
amendment. 

      2.   For the purpose of this section, any term that is used in the singular shall be interpreted to 
include the plural of the term. 

      3.   A petitioner may not terminate a lease or evict a tenant for the purpose of evading the 
obligation to provide tenant relocation assistance and other requirements set forth in this 
section. 

      4.   Tenant Relocation Assistance: When a petition is likely to result in the demolition of a 
dwelling unit, the property owner may be required to provide the tenant with relocation 
assistance to supplement the costs of leasing a comparable replacement dwelling. The rental 
relocation assistance includes the following: 

         a.   Moving expenses based on a reasonable estimate provided by the tenant, up to a 
maximum of $1,500. 

         b.   Application fees for the replacement housing. 

         c.   The deposit that the displaced tenant would have to pay to secure replacement housing. 

         d.   Monthly Rental Assistance Payment. The rental assistance payment is based on the 
difference, if any, between the cost of the monthly rent of the demolished housing and a 
comparable unit. The rental payment total amount paid shall not be more than $7,200. 

         e.   If the property owner relocates the displaced tenant into an existing unit that is owned 
by the applicant within Salt Lake City at the same rental rate the displaced tenant was 
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paying and without an additional applicant fee or deposit, then paragraphs b, c, and d do 
not apply. 

         f.   Any and all payments should be received by the tenant 24 hours in advance of leaving the 
unit to be demolished. 

         g.   Tenant Relocation Assistance Exemptions: If the project is receiving identified federal 
funds and subject to the Uniform Relocation Assistance (URA) and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended, 42. U.S.C 4601-4655. The relocation 
assistance rules for the developer/tenant under that act will govern and the Tenant 
Relocation Assistance outlined in this section will not apply. The developer shall inform 
the city if they are subject to URA and details of assistance to be provided. Tenants who 
receive tenant relocation assistance from this section are not eligible to receive relocation 
benefits from the city. 

Finding: A condition is proposed in the recommendations to ensure that the tenant relocation 
assistance amounts in the above section D.4 are paid prior to Certificates of Occupancy being 
issued for new housing on the site.  
Discussion:  See discussion regarding this requirement under 21A.50.050.B.9 above.     

E.   Demolished Unit Replacement. The future development may be required to replace 
the demolished housing unit within the new development. The replacement housing unit 
shall have the same number of bedrooms. In addition, the applicant shall propose one of 
the options listed in this section. The city council has the authority to waive or modify this 
requirement. 

      1.   The replacement unit shall be rented at the same amount as the demolished unit with 
no more than a 3% annual increase on the rental rate for a period of 20 years. 

      2.   The applicant may propose a payment to the city in lieu of the rental restriction on the 
new unit to go toward the city's housing fund to offset the loss of affordable housing. 
The payment shall be equal to the monthly rent of the unit prior to demolition 
multiplied by the number of months between the time the unit is vacated prior to 
demolition until a certificate of occupancy for the replacement dwelling is issued. 

Finding: A condition is proposed in the recommendations to ensure that the applicant pays 
the required amounts in E.2 prior to Certificates of Occupancy being issued for new housing on 
the site. 
Discussion: See discussion regarding this requirement under 21A.50.050.B.9 above.  
F.   If a housing unit is demolished or neglected to the point of being uninhabitable at any time 

during the five years prior to a petition for a zoning amendment being submitted or is 
placed on the city's boarded building inventory, the city council may require this section to 
apply to tenants that were displaced by the demolition or require the tenant relocation 
amount to be paid to the city for the purpose of other tenant relocation assistance. 

Finding: A condition is proposed in the recommendations to ensure that the tenant relocation 
amounts are paid to the City prior to Certificates of Occupancy being issued for new housing 
on the site. 
Discussion: See discussion regarding this requirement under 21A.50.050.B.9 above. 
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ATTACHMENT F: Public Process & 
Comments  

Public Notice, Meetings, Comments 

The following is a list of public meetings that have been held, and other public input opportunities, 
related to the proposed project since the applications were submitted: 

• May 22, 2026 – Notice of the proposed amendment was posted on the property 
• May 23, 2026 - Property owners and residents within 300 feet of the development were 

provided early notification of the proposal. 
• May 21, 2026 – The Glendale Community Council and Board were sent the 45-day 

required notice for recognized community organizations. Comments from the Community 
Council were received on July 15, 2026 and are included in the Public Input section below. 

Notice of the public hearing for the proposal included: 

• September 8, 2026 
o Public hearing notice sign posted on the property  

• September 8, 2026 
o Public hearing notice mailed  
o Public notice posted on City and State websites and Planning Division listserv  

 

Public Input: 

The following public comments have been received in response to this petition: 

 

Voicemail from Unidentified Neighbor- Received 6/1/2026 

“I am calling to give my thoughts on the Planning and Zoning change at 1469 W. California Ave. I 
don’t really want that. I don’t understand where there will be parking and there is hardly any room 
in our cul-de-sac as it is.” 

 

Email From Kevin Bell- Received 6/8/2026 

No, it’s not ok to change the zoning in our neighborhood. Developer makes money, we get more 
traffic. 

 

Voicemail from Amy Jordan- Received 6/10/2026 

“We really do not want this rezone to anything more than a duplex. I live just a few houses down 
from this and we already have issues with parking and noise problems on our street. We are 
densely packed, which is fantastic, because we are in the city, and we like that, but we don’t need 
something going in here like we have down on 9th West. I grew up here, we are 5th generation here, 
we love our community and would love our kids to be able to raise their kids here, we know how 
hard that is and we want to have more opportunity for housing in this area, but what they are 
putting down on 9th West where we have 1 lot with more than 20 units packed in, we just want to 

Page 32 of 44



PLNPCM2026-00385  September 23, 2026 

make sure that doesn’t happen. I am opposing any changes to this zoning. Please just keep it at a 
single-family residence or a duplex at most, but nothing more than 2 units on that plot.  

 

Email from Amy Jordan- Received 6/10/2026 

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed zoning change for the lot at 1469 W California 
Ave. I live a few houses down. I want to first say that I support smart zoning changes that help 
create more housing in the city but NOT this change. We have witnessed just down the street on 
900 West up to 20 units crammed into a lot of similar size. This zoning change is too broad and 
would put us at risk of overcrowding our neighborhood. The traffic on our small street would 
increase and parking would overrun our community.  

Another issue is that the property is right next to the crosswalk across California Ave to 
Mountainview and Glendale. We have had many issues there including crossing guards being hit. 
If we fill that corner up with housing units, it will add more traffic to an already dangerous street 
for kids and adults trying to cross.  

Please do not allow zoning for anything more than a duplex on this corner. Anything more than 
that is not compatible with our neighborhood. 

 

Email from Eric Schroeder- Received 6/10/2026 

This should absolutely remain space for a single-family house, not multiple-family high-income 
residences. The infrastructure isn't designed for this use and likely hasn't been upgraded. I also 
suspect none of the residents of the neighborhood want this type of “Luxury" development. You're 
actively pricing residents out of the neighborhood. 

This is gentrification in action. 

 

Email from Mac Borrowman- Received 6/16/2026 

My name is Mac Borrowman. I live a few doors down from the site that is being proposed to be 
rezoned. I am concerned by the information presented in the Glendale Neighborhood Council 
meeting last week. The person representing the land owner said that there could potentially be 8 
housing units, with little to know parking on the property. This would definitely plug up an already 
crowded circle and busy school street.  

I object to the rezone proposal and ask that the current zoning remain in place. 

 

Email and Letter from Turner Bitton on behalf of Wasatch Advocates for Livable 
Communities- Received 6/24/2026 

I’m submitting formal written comment on behalf of Wasatch Advocates for Livable Communities 
(WALC). I am writing to express our support for PLNPCM2026-00385. Attached is WALC's 
comment letter outlining our evaluation and reasons for supporting this proposal. 

We believe this project represents thoughtful infill development that expands housing 
opportunities while advancing the goals of Housing SLC, Plan Salt Lake, and the Westside Master 
Plan. By creating additional housing in an established neighborhood, the proposal helps 
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implement the City's adopted vision for increasing housing choice and making efficient use of 
existing infrastructure.  

Thank you for your service to Salt Lake City and for your consideration of this application. Please 
feel free to reach out if you have any questions about our comments. 
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Email from C Robinson- Received 6/27/2026 

I live in the vicinity of this proposal. I'm open to a single family unit being built one house. No 
town homes, no apartments. There is a half a block on California Ave that is single level town 
homes. It has created parking issues in the neighborhood already. Adding more will just be a 
burden to those of us that live here. The lot is small so that means the developer would be looking 
at going upward creating a blocking of our view of the mountain line. Plus allowing our privacy to 
be invaded upon by the occupants these residents. So my vote would be no on any town homes. 

 

Rezoning this property I feel it will have an impact on the neighborhood. We already have a half 
block of 2 family town homes on California ave. Which create a parking issue narrow down 
passage on side streets. Also I  believe do to the size of the property  that the developer will have 
to go up not out which will mean that those around the area will have their privacy will be invaded 
upon by the renters. Also it will block the views of the mountain view. A single one family home 
is fine. Thank you. 

 

Email from Jim Zoani- Received 6/28/2026 

I'm reaching out to you concerning the application to rezone the above property. I'm strongly 
opposed to the rezoning. This property is not viable for row houses. Or "cottages". Stewart Street 
running south from California Ave is a dead-end street. The width of the street barely handles two 
cars going in different directions. Townhouses will only congest an already tight street. Multiple 
families means multiple vehicles.  

The City Sanitation/plow drivers already struggle to access Stewart Circle. As well as Anthony 
Circle to the south. I'm not opposed to a single duplex on the property. However, the lot size is 
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two small to accommodate Townhouses/Cottages. I bought my home to raise my family in a family 
neighborhood.  If I wanted to live in a Townhome. I would have moved into the downtown district. 

I DO NOT SEE THE BENEFIT to our neighborhood having Townhomes in it. This is a residential 
area.  There needs to be a single family home on this property period. I spent 6 years living behind 
drug dealers because the city would not do anything about. They are finally gone. 

I'll be damned if I have to look out my back porch at a 30' structure. Not to mention the criminal 
element that always comes with multiple family housing. In short I plan on doing everything in 
my power to stop this.  Including suing the City & the Builder. THIS IS A SINGLE FAMILY 
DEWELING NEIGHBORHOOD.  

Thank you for your time. 

 

Email from Jackson Murphy- Received 7/13/2026 

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. 

 

Letter from Jennifer Madrigal representing the Glendale Neighborhood Council- 
Received 7/15/2026 
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ATTACHMENT G: Department Review 
Comments  

This proposal was reviewed by the departments listed below.  Any requirement identified by a City 
department is required to be complied with.  

 

Engineering: 

Corey Legge - corey.legge@slc.gov 801-535-6159 

No objection and no comments during this phase of the development process. 

 

Fire: 

Seth Hutchinson – seth.hutchinson@slc.gov  801-535-7164  

Comments provided are based on the zoning map amendment request and do not permit any 
deviation from any life safety, construction codes, standards, and city ordinances. 

The zoning map amendment is acceptable; however, any future development or building permit 
application shall meet the minimum construction and life safety codes adopted by the State of Utah. 

 

Urban Forestry: 

Rick Nelson – rick.nelson@slc.gov 801.972.7839  

Urban Forestry has no concerns with this proposal. 

 

Public Utilities: 

Kristeen Beitel – kristeen.beitel@slc.gov 801-483-6733 

Public Utilities comments are provided for information only and do not provide official project review 
or approval.  

With increased densification, the applicant must consider the potential increase in construction costs 
resulting from required offsite utility improvements, potentially downstream of the subject property. 
Densification may place greater demands on water, sewer, and storm drain systems, which could 
exceed the capacity of the existing infrastructure. Property owners and developers will be required to 
upgrade the offsite public utilities to ensure sufficient capacity for the new development. 

Please note that this property is served by a 12” water main in California Avenue and a 6” water main 
in Stewart Street.  The 6” water main is undersized for any new or relocated fire hydrants, per State 
Law.  Please note that any new fire hydrant or relocated fire hydrant on this water main will require a 
water main upsize.  The entire water system will also be analyzed for the required fire hydrant demand 
for the specific development, which may also require offsite improvements to the public water system. 

The public sewer system will also be modeled with the development’s specific peak sewer demand.  
Offsite improvements may be required to the public sewer system due to increased densification and 
sewer demand at this location.   
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Building Code: 

Heather Gilcrease – heather.Gilcrease@slc.gov 801-535-7163 

No specific building code comments with the proposed rezone. 

 

Transportation: 

Jena Carver – jena.carver@slc.gov 801-573-5058  

No comments during this phase of the development process. 

 

Public Services: 

Jorge Chamorro – Jorge.chamorro@slc.gov  801-604-0056  

No objection 

 

Housing Stability: 

Heather Royall – heather.royall@slc.gov  801-535-7273  

No comments provided 

 

Economic Development: 

Lorena Riffo Jenson –Lorena.riffo.jenson@slc.gov  801-535-7299  

No comments provided 

 

Police: 

Andrew Cluff – Andrew.cluff@slc.gov  801-799-3805  

No public safety concerns with this rezone 
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