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March 1, 2007 
 
 
TO:  Salt Lake City Council, Planning Commission, Planning Division 
FROM:   District 3 SR-1A Infill Workgroup 
 
 
In November 2006, the District Three SR-1A Infill Workgroup was created to review the 
recently adopted and implemented SR-1A zoning ordinance along with the compatible 
residential infill process in the SR-1A area, adopted by Salt Lake City in December 2005.  The 
desire to review the new ordinance was driven by several factors, the most pressing of which is 
an absence of language in the ordinance granting authority to an Administrative Public Hearing 
Officer to authorize any primary structure with a height in excess of the development pattern on 
a block face.  A related concern was the absence of a maximum primary building height if an 
Administrative Public Hearing Officer were to approve an application for a building in excess of 
the development pattern.  As the workgroup began its deliberations, it quickly became apparent 
that several other issues needed to be addressed.  These additional issues ranged from questions 
about Building Services and Planning staff training and ordinance enforcement to questions of 
“buy-in” to the tiered permit process by the “building community.”  
 
A group representing diverse interests including architects, contractors, real estate, low income 
housing, historic preservation, and community councils met regularly to discuss viewpoints and 
combine efforts to produce these recommendations.  The following members participated in the 
workgroup: 
 
 

Shane Carlson  Greater Avenues Community Council – Workgroup Chair 
Mike Evertsen  Plumb & Company Realty 
Maria Garciaz  Salt Lake Neighborhood Housing Services 
Polly Hart  Capitol Hill Community Council 
Sandra Hatch  Architect 
Kirk Huffaker  Utah Heritage Foundation  
Jim Jenkin  Greater Avenues Community Council 
Michael Mahaffey Home-Tech, Inc. - Contractor 
Dave Richards  Architect  
David Richardson Capitol Hill Construction – Architect/Contractor 
Lon Richardson  Real Estate 
Ann Robinson  Renovation Design Group - Architect 
Jill Van Langeveld Greater Avenues Community Council – Workgroup Secretary 
Peter Von Sivers Capitol Hill Community Council 
Rob White  Utah Heritage Foundation 

  
In addition, Third District City Councilman, Eric Jergensen was consulted throughout the 
process of developing these recommendations and Salt Lake City Senior Planning Officer, Joel 
Paterson was invited to attend all meetings and provided with all agendas and minutes.  Agendas, 
minutes and significant documents were also made available on the workgroup web-page at: 
http://www.slc-avenues.org/infillworkgroup/Infill.html. 
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While not specific to the SR-1A zoning regulations, the group spent several hours discussing the 
recently implemented infill process as they had experienced it.  It would be fair to say that a 
majority of the first two workgroup meetings (November 6th and November 20th, 2006) were 
spent discussing implementation issues and the general sense of frustration that existed among 
the architects and contractors.  One of the primary points of discussion was whether or not the 
infill ordinance itself was the root of several frustrating experiences or if the implementation of 
the ordinance was the primary challenge.  
 
Many of the workgroup participants felt that some of the more frustrating aspects of the 
application process had improved significantly since the ordinance was originally adopted.  
Issues of “buy-in” and a lack of confidence in Planning’s ability to administer a more 
complicated process also became apparent. 
 
After hours of discussion, the group as a whole came to strongly support the newly adopted infill 
ordinance but voiced a need for consistent, predictable and reasonable processes (both in terms 
of time and expense).  The following recommendations are an attempt to achieve these goals.  
The workgroup also recognized that careful selection of dimensional limits as well as the 
efficient administration of the tiered permit process is needed to minimize unnecessary barriers 
to renovation in many neighborhoods.   
 
The workgroup recommendations are divided into “Implementation”, “Process”, “Enforcement”, 
and “Dimensional” recommendations.  However, when reviewing this document, it is essential 
that these issues be viewed as integral to, and inseparable from, each other. 
 
 
Implementation Recommendations 
 
As stated in the introduction, most workgroup members felt that there had been improvement in 
the consistency with which the new infill ordinance was being administered.  The workgroup 
also appreciated the difficult circumstances faced by Planning staff as they were being asked to 
administer and review the implementation of several large projects as well as a somewhat 
unfamiliar tiered approach to ensuring compatible infill, all while operating several staff short of 
a full department. 
  
Staff Training 
The recent addition of several new staff to the Planning Division is a very welcome 
development.  Training all staff in the basics of the infill process is absolutely essential.  The 
group felt strongly that in conjunction with a designated infill specialist (see below), staff 
training is the foundation for creating a predictable and positive experience for all involved. 
 
Infill Training Workshop 
The workgroup recommends that infill training seminars be held once or twice yearly for the 
building community/public.  It was also suggested that these seminars could be designed in a 
manner that would count towards the recently adopted continuing education requirements for 
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contractors.  Community support and buy-in comes with an appreciation of the goals of the infill 
permitting process as well as the assurance that the process is reasonable, manageable and fair.   
 
Designated Infill Specialists 
The workgroup feels strongly that the “Planner of the Day” system is not working for compatible 
infill issues.  Because not all planners are equally familiar with all types of zoning regulations, 
the current system has resulted in an uneven application of the zoning laws.  At present, some 
applicants have begun to seek out specific planners with expertise related to their current 
application and who can provide the information needed to proceed with their project.  Some 
applicants have actually taken to waiting in the foyer for “the right person” to just happen by in 
an effort to circumvent the Planner of the Day system. 
 
The group recommends creation of the position of “Infill Specialist” and that at least two 
designated infill specialists are always available to applicants.  If the Planning Division feels the 
need to rotate planners in and out of the position of infill specialist, there should be at least two 
infill specialists with overlapping twelve month terms in that position.  Similarly, the group 
recommends a similar position be created amongst the staff at the Building Service’s Permits 
Counter.  Consistent application of the tiered process to “borderline” projects at the permits 
counter is essential to the fair and predictable application of the ordinance. 
 
Integration of Infill process and Historic Landmarks Commission 
Concerns were raised within the workgroup about how applications presented to the Historic 
Landmarks Commission (HLC) were integrating the newly adopted infill process and 
dimensional limits.  It was widely agreed that the HLC process has worked well for primary 
buildings but that accessory building issues have been handled somewhat unpredictably.  Outside 
the parameters of this workgroup, a better integration of the infill ordinances and the HLC 
approval processes should be reviewed. 
 
 
Process Recommendations 
 
In addition to the implementation issues, the workgroup recommends several modifications to 
the infill process.   
 
Pre-Administrative Public Hearing Open House 
The workgroup believes that a pre-Administrative Public Hearing “Open House” (perhaps 
hosted/coordinated by the Community Councils or a “Compatible Infill Specialist” within the 
Planning Office) would be helpful in smoothing the process for the City, permit applicants and 
adjacent property owners.  Often, adjacent property owners have objected to an application 
because of anxiety over a lack of information and a fear of what is not known as opposed to any 
specific problematic aspect of the application.  An “Open House” would eliminate the often 
perceived need of adjacent property owners to object to an application in order to preserve “their 
right” to raise issues once more information is available at the hearing.  A pre-hearing “Open 
House” would also allow time for all parties to consider the concerns and recommendations of 
the other party before the actual hearing.  Some members did express concerns that a mandatory 
“open house” could delay projects and increase costs (professional fees) to applicants.  However, 
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experience with a limited number of projects (e.g. 553 East 8th Avenue) has shown that an open 
house and efforts to communicate with neighbors prior to a hearing can significantly ease the 
approval of a project as well as result in the granting of dimensional allowances than may have 
otherwise been possible.   
 
Certified Surveys 
Requiring certified surveys on questions of block face average and development pattern has 
raised a number of issues.  Particularly on small to medium scale projects, the time and expense 
of obtaining certified surveys has been a concern.  The group investigated several alternatives.  
One promising development is the recently completed high resolution aerial mapping of the Salt 
Lake Valley conducted by the Utah State Surveyor’s office.  Through discussions with the State 
Surveyor’s office, the workgroup learned that the State anticipates the aerial maps to have a 
much higher resolution than maps in the past.  An accuracy to + / - six inches is expected.  It is 
our understanding that the State is currently working with Salt Lake County to superimpose plat 
data on the new maps with the same degree of accuracy (+/- six inches).  The new maps are 
expected to be made available on approximately May 1st, 2007.   We appreciate that several 
challenges remain to be addressed before these maps could be used on a routine basis in the Salt 
Lake City permitting process.  However, the potential of these maps to provide a reliable and 
accurate alternative to certified surveys, especially on questions of front setback, rear setbacks 
and accessory building placement, justifies a significant and thorough investigation into their 
potential utility.  In addition to the soon to be available aerial surveys, several workgroup 
members brought up the previously available county “combo maps.”  The consensus of those 
who had used these maps in the past was that they also held the potential to provide accurate 
setback and building placement data that may serve as a reliable alternative to certified surveys.   
 
Some members had significantly fewer concerns with certified surveys on larger projects, 
particularly projects involving significant increases in a primary building’s height.  Other group 
members remained concerned over the time and expense, especially when trying to determine 
specific items such as allowable building height as it related to preliminary drafting questions 
such as roof pitch and potentially available second story living space.  Finally, some questions 
were raised about certified surveys such as could an applicant use a survey previously submitted 
by another applicant on the same block face (accounting for issues of liability) and how long a 
survey would be considered valid, etc (a City administered “Clearinghouse” of surveys). 
 
Development Pattern & Block face 
In general, the workgroup agreed that identifying some common element (e.g. building height) 
that exists within some fixed number or percentage of neighboring properties was a reasonable 
and appropriate approach to ensuring compatibility while allowing residents with relatively 
smaller homes the ability to increase living space and improve their properties.  However, the 
workgroup held several lengthy discussions on the details of such an approach. 
 
Numerous questions arose around the appropriateness of allowing properties up to one thousand 
feet (1000’) away from a proposed project to be used to describe the character of the area where 
the proposed project resides.    
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21A.62.040 Definitions: 
”Block face” means all of the lots facing one side of a street between two (2) intersecting 
streets. Corner properties shall be considered part of two (2) block faces, one for each of 
the two (2) intersecting streets. In no case shall a block face exceed one thousand feet 
(1,000'). 

 
Nearly every member of the workgroup felt that an upper limit of one thousand feet (1000’) to a 
block face was far too long.   
 
Concerns over such a large block face fell into two categories: 
 

1) one thousand feet (1000’) is too far away to be relevant to the subject property and 
 
2) one thousand feet (1000’) will likely include too many properties for a “development 
pattern” consisting of as few as three properties to be a meaningful percentage or 
proportion of the properties in the proposed projects environment. 

 
Allowing an applicant to pick elements from such a large and widespread pool could easily result 
in distant and incompatible properties being used to define a development pattern that could 
adversely and unfairly impact an adjacent property. 
 
While this situation (a very long block face with no nearby cross street) is uncommon in the SR-
1A area, it is anticipated that this could become an issue in other areas of the city.  In particular, 
several of the foothill zones have long meandering streets that change their orientation to the Salt 
Lake Valley.  These changes in orientation often result in distinct changes in building design as 
builders have attempted to attain and preserve views and sunlight.  Several workgroup members 
also expressed a desire to increase the relative influence of the properties abutting a proposed 
project. 
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Under the current block face limits, the property at 758 13th Avenue (FR-3 zone adjacent to 
northern border of SR-1A zone) could look to twenty-two properties to identify three with a 
given element to define a “development pattern.”  It is possible that the closest property with that 
given element could be up to 750 feet from the subject property (more than twice the length of 
the typical block in the SR-1A zone). 
 
Whether used with a development pattern described as a number or a percentage, Block Face can 
only be described as limited to either a specified distance or a specified number of properties on 
either side of the subject property. 
 
Using distance as the limiting factor on the extent of a block face has the advantage of being 
fixed for all situations.  However, a fixed distance introduces the potential for wide variability in 
the number of properties that will comprise the pool of relevant properties from which a 
development pattern may be discerned.  It also introduces the same potential for variability in the 
percentage of properties that must possess a characteristic in order for an applicant to 
demonstrate a development pattern. 
 
Using a fixed maximum number of properties (on either side of a subject property) to be 
included in a block face introduces potential variability in the possible distance of a reference 
property from the subject property.  However, limiting a block face to a maximum number of 
properties imposes a much greater degree of predictability and equality for the applicant, whether 
the block face limit is used with a development pattern that is defined as a percentage or fixed 
number of properties possessing some characteristic. 
 
Our recommendation is that the upper limit on the size of a block face be defined as a maximum 
number of properties on either side of the subject property.  Specifying a maximum number of 
properties on either side of a proposed project for inclusion in the pool from which to identify a 
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development pattern would be relatively simple to implement and would result in a more even 
application of the ordinance across diverse circumstances.  An additional advantage of capping 
the number of properties in either direction from a proposed project is a more consistent 
application of the ordinance when comparing corner properties to properties on the interior of a 
block face.   
 
While the workgroup did not specify a maximum number of properties on either side of a 
proposed project as a limit to the size of a block face, discussion centered around using a number 
between three and five (3 -5).  Some workgroup members felt uncomfortable describing a 
characteristic that occurs in anything less than half of the reference properties (block face) as a 
pattern.  Other workgroup members felt that a pattern occurring in less than half of the reference 
properties, while not the predominant pattern, was still a pattern if it occurred in approximately 
one third of the reference properties.   
 
Sketch Plan Review 
The idea of using a Sketch Plan review was discussed at length.  The goal of providing guidance 
to an applicant before requiring that the applicant incur the significant expense of a certified 
survey is both appropriate and appealing.  However, amongst the workgroup’s architects and 
contractors, a sketch plan review process without binding authority to approve plans up to a 
specific dimension would be of limited value.  Alternatives to be considered would be a process 
similar to the Historic Landmarks Commission’s Design Review Team (DRT) and Salt Lake 
County’s preliminary F-COZ hearing, both of which workgroup members found to be helpful. 
 
Standing 
The question of standing was also discussed at length.  The workgroup’s concerns regarding 
standing were largely addressed with the recommended modifications to the ordinance language 
as it applies to primary building height.   The addition of several possible options for obtaining 
increased primary building height would significantly reduce the number of situations where 
standing was an issue.  The one situation where issues of standing would continue to come into 
play is the proposed weighing of applicants needs versus adjacent property owners’ concerns in 
section 21A.24.080 section D.6.b.2 (see page 9). 
 
Tracking Applicant experience with SR-1A and Infill process 
The workgroup has also recommended that the Planning Division implement a more formal 
system for tracking applicant experience with the SR-1A ordinance and the compatible infill 
process.  One possible method of collecting this information would be a post-application survey.  
The workgroup developed a possible version of such a survey.  That draft survey form is 
attached to this document. 
 
 
Enforcement Issues 
 
The workgroup spent a significant amount of time discussing their concerns surrounding 
enforcement of the infill ordnance.  Consistent enforcement with reasonable and predictable 
penalties for violations is essential to the success of the infill process.  Additionally, workgroup 
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members expressed concern over what many feel is the Planning Division’s history of placing 
the burden (and significant expense) of enforcement on adjacent property owners. 
 
 Pre-Construction Foundation and Post-Construction Height Surveys 
The workgroup strongly supports requiring a survey of a building’s location (possibly limited to 
those projects being built within a specified number of feet (2-4) from the minimum required 
front, side or rear setbacks) before the foundation is actually poured.  The workgroup also 
recognized the utility of requiring a post construction survey of building height to verify that a 
structure conforms to the permitted height limits.  If a post-construction survey of height were 
required, issues of penalties for non-conformance and margins of error would need to be 
addressed.  Another option would be to authorize an Ombudsperson (see the following section) 
to order a post-construction survey of building height when questions are raised about whether a 
building conforms to the permitted height limit. 
 
Ombudsperson 
The workgroup discussed the idea of creating the position of “Ombudsperson.” As part of the 
solution for greater enforcement and good communication within a complex process, the 
workgroup believes that having an ombudsperson that knows city ordinances and policies and is 
empowered to resolve issues would be of great assistance.  In addition, having an ombudsperson 
as a go-between for several departments could be crucial to making the city process smoother.  
The ombudsperson should be given the authority to order surveys of properties when justified.  
In cases where an applicant is found to have violated the terms of their permit or to have failed to 
comply with city zoning requirements, the expense of city conducted surveys as well as the 
ombudspersons time would be charged to the applicant. 
 
Penalties 
Process requirements are meaningless without penalties that are sufficient to act as a deterrent 
are enforced, when those requirements are not met.  The workgroup supports greater penalties 
for projects violating the dimensional or process requirements and believe that these projects 
should have to go back to the beginning of the permit application line with no special allowances 
for any expense or inconvenience resulting from the applicant’s own negligence, willful or 
otherwise.  In the event that approval could not be obtained when a project had exhausted 
alternatives within the administrative process, property owners would be required to abate the 
unapproved construction and reimburse the city for all costs. 
 
 
Dimensional Recommendations 
 
Nothing in the Salt Lake City zoning ordinance currently authorizes an Administrative Public 
Hearing Officer to approve a permit for a primary building exceeding the height of the 
development pattern!  In those instances where an APHO has, without authority to do so, 
approved a building height in excess of the development pattern, there are no guidelines for what 
constitutes a reasonable height limit and therefore those decisions have been arbitrary.  When the 
recently adopted tiered permitting process was proposed, neither the counter permit limit nor the 
“development pattern” were intended to function as hard absolute limits.  The following set of 
proposals is intended, when taken together, to function as a coherent system of options for the 
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review and potential approval of additional building height.  The proposals also set a well 
defined upper height limit for those applications that wish to exceed counter permit limits or the 
existing “development pattern.” 
 
Proposed modifications to SR-1A language on Primary Building Height  
The workgroup supports a number of proposed modifications to the SR-1A language on the issue 
of additional building height (21A.24.080, section D).  All of these proposed modifications are 
directed towards projects which exceed counter permit limits (projects exceeding dimensional 
limits and block face averages) and are administered by an administrative public hearing officer.  
The recommendations include several new options by which an applicant could achieve 
additional primary building height.  These new options include the addition of a “Safe Harbor” 
for projects limited to the extension of an existing roof ridge while maintaining consistent wall 
height and roof pitch; a routine and uncontested approval of projects up to a maximum height 
limit of twenty-eight feet (if adopted in zones outside the SR-1A zone, maximum height would 
be some comparable height above the present counter permit dimensional limits in each 
respective area); and the weighing of applicant needs against neighbor concerns in those cases 
where signatures for a routine and uncontested special exception cannot be obtained (also with a 
maximum building height limit of twenty-eight feet). 
 
The proposed options for additional building height are summarized in the following table: 
 

Hearing Requirements  
Yes No 

Any 
Height 

“Development Pattern”; hearing to allow 
adjacent property owners an opportunity 
to review measures used to calculate DP. 

“Safe Harbor” 
extension of existing 
ridge, pitch and walls Absolute 

Maximum 
Height 
Limit 

 
Twenty- 

Eight feet 

 
Weighing of applicant’s needs and 
adjacent property owners’ concerns 

Neighbor’s Consent – 
“Routine and 
uncontested” 
exception. 

 
Projects not approved at the Administrative Public Hearing stage (the 2nd tier) would be eligible 
for a hearing before the Board of Adjustment. 

Development Pattern 
The primary challenge of using development pattern as a basis for obtaining approval for 
increased building height is the time and expense involved in obtaining the necessary certified 
surveys.  However, the group felt that projects which propose an increase in primary building are 
typically large and costly and the expense of obtaining surveys is relatively small.  Using Sketch 
Plan Review was discussed, but without the ability to provide binding authority to build to a 
specific height, the workgroup felt the utility of these reviews was somewhat limited.  Finally, 
while most group members were willing to accept the certified survey requirement, less costly 
and time consuming alternatives would be welcomed by all. 

Safe Harbor 
The proposed addition of a “Safe Harbor” option in the ordinance was met with strong support 
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by all workgroup members.  “Safe Harbor” was defined as a horizontal extension of an existing 
ridge with the following restrictions.  The extension is limited to a length of up to 50% of the 
length of the existing ridge or 20 feet, whichever is greater.  Safe harbor is only available as an 
option where the total lot coverage would not exceed the current maximum coverage – 40%, and 
any addition does not include an extension of an exterior wall into the required side setback area. 

Advantages of the Safe Harbor were seen as removing obstacles to a type of addition that 
promotes the preservation of a neighborhood’s character and is often less challenging from an 
engineering perspective.  Within the limits proposed by the workgroup, the Safe Harbor was also 
viewed as an option that minimizes the potential impact on adjacent property owners.  

Routine and Uncontested Special Exception (up to a maximum of 28 feet) 
The workgroup agreed that the addition of a routine and uncontested special exception up to a 
maximum primary building height of 28 feet was a reasonable accommodation.  In this 
circumstance, the role of the APHO would be to ensure that documents/materials presented by 
the applicant to adjacent property owners met specific criteria ensuring consistent application of 
the option.  The APHO would also be charged with verifying the authenticity of the adjoining 
property owners’ approval. 

Because of the potential impact that additional primary building height may have on abutting 
property owners, several workgroup members stressed the importance of requiring that all 
abutting property owners (including those sharing only a point of contact at the corner of a lot) 
approve the proposed project. 

Applicant’s needs and adjacent property owners’ concerns 
Perhaps the most challenging workgroup proposal is the Administrative Public Hearing where 
the needs of an applicant would be weighed against the concerns of abutting property owners.  
What the workgroup is proposing is a formalized list of applicant challenges that would receive 
special consideration.  That list of challenges would be weighed by the APHO against the 
concerns of adjacent property owners but only if those concerns fell within a list of specific 
categories.  The proposed list is not intended to be final nor have we provided the definitions for 
these categories that would be required to ensure the consistent application of this process.  The 
point of this proposal was to provide an additional level of review for those cases where a routine 
and uncontested approval could not be obtained (perhaps because of issues between neighbors 
that have nothing to do with the proposed project).  Definitions of these categories would need to 
be as concrete as possible. 
 

Proposed SR1-A language – Primary Building Height 

21A.24.080 – SR-1 

6. Additional Building Height:  

a. For properties outside of the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, additional building 
height may be granted as a special exception by an Administrative Hearing Officer subject to the 
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special exception standards in 21A.52 and if the proposed building height is in keeping with the 
development pattern on the block face. The Administrative Hearing Officer will approve, 
approve with conditions, deny or refer the application to the Board of Adjustment to be 
considered as a special exception pursuant to Chapter 21A.52 of this Title. Any person adversely 
affected by a decision of the Administrative Hearing Officer may appeal the decision to the 
Board of Adjustment.  

a. For properties outside of the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, additional building 
height may be granted as a special exception by an Administrative Hearing Officer subject to the 
special exception standards in 21A.52 when: 

1) The proposed building height is in keeping with the development pattern (see 
21A.62.040 Definitions - “development pattern”) on the block face.  

or 

2). The proposed addition to an existing building is an extension of an established roof 
ridge and a) the extension is no greater than 20 feet in length, or b) the extension is equal 
to or less than 50% of the length of the existing ridge, which ever is greater.   

In cases where additional building height is approved based upon the extension of an 
existing ridge, the pitch of the proposed roof must match that of the existing roof.  In 
addition, and necessarily so, the height of the exterior wall of the new construction must 
not exceed that of the existing and abutting exterior wall. 

The allowance for an extension of an existing roof ridge exceeding the base zoning 
standards (6.a.2) shall only be applicable in those cases where the total lot coverage of all  
buildings does not exceed the maximum allowable lot coverage for the SR-1A zoning 
district (40% lot coverage).  Note that approval of an extension to an existing roof ridge 
(including matching roof pitch and exterior wall height) does not modify the minimum 
side setback requirements (no inline side setback exceptions) or the requirement for 
additional side setback as it relates to wall height which exceeds the current wall height 
restrictions. 

In either case a1 or a2, The Administrative Hearing Officer will approve, approve with 
conditions, deny or refer the application to the Board of Adjustment to be considered as a 
special exception pursuant to Chapter 21A.52 of this Title. Any person adversely affected 
by a decision of the Administrative Hearing Officer may appeal the decision to the Board 
of Adjustment. 

b. For properties outside of the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, additional building 
height exceeding the block face development pattern and the height of the established roof ridge 
may be granted as a special exception by an Administrative Hearing Officer subject to the 
special exception standards in 21A.52 up to a maximum height of twenty eight (28) feet: 
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1) If the applicant, after providing plans and scale drawings (approved by the 
Administrative Public Hearing Officer) to abutting property owners obtains signatures of 
approval from all abutting property owners; 

or 

2) Where the signatures of all abutting property owners cannot be obtained, after hearing 
comment from all noticed parties, the administrative Public Hearing Officer will balance 
the applicant's needs, the abutting property owner's concerns, and the interests of the 
community using the following criteria:  
 
Applicant must show that they face adverse circumstances in one or more of the 
following areas: 
·  No available alternatives (placement, size, design, cost) 
·  Functional obsolescence of existing buildings 
·  Engineering challenges 
·  Mature vegetation 
 
Abutting property owner objections must fall into one or more of the falling categories: 
·  Safety concerns (could be covered by building codes) 
·  Excess drainage 
·  Interference with historic use of adjacent property  
·  Density/Parking concerns 
·  Loss of privacy ?? 
·  Disruption of view/sunlight ?? 
 
The Administrative Hearing Officer will approve, approve with conditions, deny or refer 
the application to the Board of Adjustment to be considered as a special exception 
pursuant to Chapter 21A.52 of this Title. Any person adversely affected by a decision of 
the Administrative Hearing Officer may appeal the decision to the Board of Adjustment. 
 

Grade Changes 
The final proposed modification to SR-1A language on height is an exception to exceeding the 
counter permit limits.  The workgroup proposes a modification to one sentence in subsection 4 of 
21A.24.080, concerning the measurement of building height relative to initial property grade.  
This sentence was added to emphasize that retroactive modification of grade would not be 
permitted as this has been abused in the past as a method to circumvent the intended height limits 
as adopted by the City Council.    

4. Building height for initial construction of a building shall be measured as the vertical 
distance between the top of the roof and the established grade at any given point of 
building coverage. Building height for any subsequent structural modification or addition 
to a building shall be measured from finished grade existing at the time a building permit 
is requested. All modifications to the existing grade having the potential to impact 
allowable maximum building height must be permitted (or in those case where a permit is 
not required, completed) prior to the application for a building permit.  Building height 
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for the R-1 districts, R-2 district and SR districts is defined and illustrated in part VI, 
chapter 21A.62 of this title. 

 

Summary 

In summary, the members of the District Three SR-1A Infill Workgroup repeatedly emphasized 
the importance of creating and administering a system that would protect the character of our 
city’s distinct neighborhoods while allowing for predictable and reasonable growth within our 
residential areas.  Workgroup members also recognized that for any set of zoning regulations to 
succeed, they would have to be viewed by the general public, as well as the building community, 
as both predictable and reasonable. 
 
We feel that the recently adopted compatible infill process, combined with the process and 
dimensional recommendations in this document are a solid foundation from which an innovative 
and enduring system can develop.  We also wish to emphasize that the implementation and 
enforcement recommendations in this document are being made with an appreciation of the 
challenges faced by the Building Services and Planning departments as well as the hard work 
and long hours put in by CED staff in the face of those challenges.  Reasonable, predictable and 
easily understood guidelines are not only vital to the success of the ordinance and the healthy 
growth of our communities, these characteristics are essential to a zoning ordinance in order for 
Planning and Building Services staff to administer their responsibilities efficiently and with the 
support of the public.  It is our sincere hope that all of the recommendations, but especially the 
implementation and enforcement recommendations, be viewed in the constructive spirit in which 
they were conceived and put forward. 
 
We also appreciate that in order to move forward with these recommendations, some substantial 
work remains to be completed.  Most notable are the incomplete and absent definitions in the 
Administrative Public Hearing (21A.24.080.6.b.2).  The terms of this section were left undefined 
at this point in time as we focused our efforts on the conceptual development of a fair and 
predictable system.  We recognize that clear standardized definitions will determine the success 
of this component of our recommendations and we look forward to working with Planning and 
the City to more fully develop these terms.   
 
We also appreciate that some work remains to be completed with regards to our recommendation 
of a revised definition of “block face.”  However, as stated above, the issue of unusually long 
block faces is not common in the SR-1A zones and the details of setting a specific cap on the 
number of properties to be included in a “block face” may best be completed with an eye 
towards modifying the ordinance in a manner that is consistent with the rest of the city.  As with 
the Administrative Public Hearing, we look forward to working with Planning and the City on 
this issue. 
 
Finally, we would like to express our appreciation to the City Council Infill Sub-committee for 
their support and encouragement.  We would also like to thank the Planning and Building 
Services Departments for their careful consideration of our efforts and recommendations. 
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In forming the District Three SR-1A Infill Workgroup, we made every effort to include members 
with a variety of perspectives and expertise.  We also identified potential workgroup members 
based upon their demonstrated commitment to the health and vitality of Salt Lake City.  We look 
forward not only to your comments and questions but also to a constructive and lasting working 
relationship. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
The Membership of the District Three SR-1A Infill Workgroup 
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SR-1A and Infill Process Feedback 
 

Project Date:   __________________________________________________________ 
 
Project Location/Address:   _______________________________________________ 
 
Project Description:  _____________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
Did this project move through the permit process in a predictable/timely manner? 
 
______ Yes  
______ No 
 
Were you able to see this project through to completion? 
 
______ Yes (as proposed – or pretty close to it)  
______ Yes (with significant modifications)  
 

Did the modifications positively or negatively affect the design?   __________ 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
__________________________________________________________________ 

 
 __________________________________________________________________ 
 
______ No 
  
             If not, why not?  __________________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________ 

              ________________________________________________________________ 

Was the permits counter/planning staff knowledgeable and willing/able to provide 
guidance on this project? 
 
______ Yes 
______ No 
 

 (Continued on next page) 
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How could the permit process have been improved?   __________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In what ways was the staff particularly helpful/knowledgeable?  _________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
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The District Three SR-1A Infill workgroup met from 3-5 pm at 
Memorial House in Memory Grove on the following dates: 
 
November 6th, 2006 
November 20th, 2006 
December 4th, 2006 
December 18th, 2006 
December 4th, 2006 
January 22nd, 2007 
February 5th, 2007 
 
The Agendas followed by the minutes from these meetings are 
attached. 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
November 6th, 2006 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

 
Introductions 
 
Minutes and agenda process (contact information) 
 
Review of workgroup objectives/guidelines 

Do Monday afternoons work for you? 
 
Review of present ordinance 
 Tiered permitting process 
 Administrative hearing process 
 Permit Process Flow Chart 
 11/2 Planning Office Proposal 
 
Identification of key problem areas – distinguish between problems with the ordinance and 
administrative challenges 
 
Set Agenda for next meeting (11/20/06?). 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
November 20th, 2006 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

Introductions 
 Mike Evertsen – Plumb & Co. Realtors 
 Jill Van Langeveld – Workgroup Secretary (and former GACC Chairperson) 
 
Project Summaries – grid of issues and experiences.   
Compile list to drive the discussion.  Form is being prepared 
 
Review of Planning Office Recommended Modifications to Infill Process - 9/27/06 

·  Attached to 11/9 e-mail and available on line at: 
http://www.slc-avenues.org/infillworkgroup/PlanningProposal092706.pdf and 
http://www.slc-avenues.org/infillworkgroup/SummaryPlanningProposal092706.pdf). 

·  City Council Infill Subcommittee response to proposal – Eric 
 

What can we learn from HLC process? 
·  Examples!!! 
·  Specific HLC ordinance language that is useful?  See the HLC Process web-page: 

http://www.slcgov.com/CED/HLC/content/Processes.asp. 
·  Language on the HLC authority and process has been saved in adobe format and attached.  This language is 

also available via the web code viewer described above.  The ordinance number is 21A.06.050. 
·  Do definitions that work for architects work for projects proposed by non-professionals? 

Objective standards? 
 
Impact of zoning modifications on property values – Mike Evertsen (5-10 minutes). 
 
Workgroup Process 
 Definitions should be included in the ordinance for all terms. 
 This committee should describe how to implement our recommendations. 
  
Technical Issues  
1. Certified Surveys, are there reasonable alternatives? 

·  Aerial Plats (Sandra)  
·  City to retain survey information which would be provided when available  
·  Form Based Codes – Build To Line – could determine on an as needed basis by the city, block by block 

(block face?) as projects are proposed (Kirk?)  
·  What about a hybrid system, certified survey for “large” projects, owner signature on “small” projects?  
·  Planning Office recommendation – no alternatives to certified survey, lessen burden by modifying the 

number of properties needing to be surveyed.  Significant concerns about accountability.  
  
2. Standing -who should reasonably be able to contest/express concerns about an application and/or appeal an 
administrative decision? 

·  Dimensional – noticed parties as outer limit of standing  
·  Nature/character/degree of impact (Rob?)  
·  Planning Office recommendation – limit to noticed parties or if no notice is required, adjacent property 

owners.  
  
 
Set Agenda for next meeting (12/04/06). 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
December 4th, 2006 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

 
 
The issues that we will focus on during today's meeting are: 
 
1) City Council Infill Subcommittee response to City Planning proposal – Eric 
 
2) Infill Process Experience Data Form - Eric will be bringing a copy of this form 
 
3) The need for an upper limit distinguishing Administrative Public Hearing applications from BOA applications 

(other ordinance, percentage above base standard, a certain number of feet beyond the base standard). 
 
4) “Standing” (Planning recommended all noticed parties – the group discussed the possibility of further defining 

the “adverse impact” language in the ordinance). 
 
The following is an excerpt from a letter that was sent to Planning on December 8th, 2005.  Is there anything here 
that can help us with defining adverse impact or providing special consideration for applicants? 
 
"We feel strongly that surrounding property owners must bear some minimum burden in showing why a particular 
project would be inappropriate.  Specifically, we would require that the list of possible reasons for granting or 
opposing a permit be limited and clearly defined."  
  
Within the Administrative Public Hearing, the APHO will be charged with the task of balancing the applicant's 
needs, the property owner's rights, and the interests of all the parties using the following set of criteria: 
 
Adjoining Property Owner Criteria 
-          Loss of privacy 
-          Disruption of view/sunlight 
-          Safety concerns 
-          Excess drainage 
-          Historic use 
-          Density/Parking 
 
Applicant Considerations 
-          Available alternatives (placement, size, design, cost) 
-          Functional obsolescence of existing buildings 
-          Engineering considerations 
-          Consistent with existing design on lot (“safe harbor”) 
-          Mature vegetation 
 
 
And if we have time (and I'm a bit skeptical that we will); 
 
4) Alternatives to certified surveys (setback and height - aerial photos, sketch plan review of development pattern?).  
It is my strong impression that certified surveys are not a popular idea and that every effort will be made to come up 

with several alternatives, especially on remodels and minor additions.
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
December 4th, 2006 

Proposed Agenda (continued) 
 
Technical Issues  
1. Certified Surveys, are there reasonable alternatives? 

·  Aerial Plats (Sandra)  
·  City to retain survey information which would be provided when available  
·  Form Based Codes – Build To Line – could determine on an as needed basis by the city, block by block 

(block face?) as projects are proposed (Kirk?)  
·  What about a hybrid system, certified survey for “large” projects, owner signature on “small” projects?  
·  Planning Office recommendation – no alternatives to certified survey, lessen burden by modifying the 

number of properties needing to be surveyed.  Significant concerns about accountability.  
  
 
2. Standing -who should reasonably be able to contest/express concerns about an application and/or appeal an 
administrative decision? 

·  Dimensional – noticed parties as outer limit of standing  
·  Nature/character/degree of impact (Rob?)  
·  Planning Office recommendation – limit to noticed parties or if no notice is required, adjacent property 

owners.  
 
Set Agenda for next meeting (12/18/06?). 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
December 18th, 2006 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

 
 
1. A review and "finalization" of the proposed modi fications to the height 
language recommendations for the SR-1A zone.  
 
2. Exploration of proposed alternatives to the cert ified survey requirements 
(I had an interesting conversation with the Utah St ate Surveyor's office this 
week). 
 
Also, if you have completed any of the tiered proce ss "experience forms" 
please send them my way.  I'll compile them as best  I can before the meeting 
on Monday. 
 
Next meeting (1/08/07?). 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
January 22nd, 2006 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

 
 
The issues that we will focus on during today's meeting are: 
 

1. City Council Infill Subcommittee response to City Planning proposal – Eric 
 

2. New Planning Director and Staff??? 
 

3. Infill Process Experience Data Form – what had you completed so far? 
 

4. Jim - A pattern is a repeating  motif.  We need to delete the “less than 
three” qualifying sentence.  

 
5. Review of proposed language on height/standing and APH (pre-BOA) process 

 
6. Alternatives to certified surveys  

a. Front Setback - aerial photos (state and county data), range finder? 
b. Height - sketch plan review (relative to development pattern) 

 
7. Lon – Invite Surveyors? 

 
 

Set time for next meeting (2/5/07). 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
February 5th, 2007 

3-5 pm, Memorial House (Memory Grove) 
Proposed Agenda 

 
 
1) City Council Infill Subcommittee and Planning Office efforts – Eric 
 
2) Review Proposed Recommendations to City and Planning Division: 
 

a) Development pattern as a repeating motif.  Any additional thoughts. 
 

b) Alternatives to Certified Surveys on “new construction.” 
 

c) Penalties for violations/Ombudsman (pages 3-4) 
 

d) Availability of sample aerial maps/combo maps 
 

e) General/Stylistic recommendations 
 
3) Where to from here: 
 

a) What’s next for Workgroup? 
 
b) Process for proposals 

 
Keeping workgroup members informed. 
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Minutes from District Three SR-1A Infill Workgroup 
November 6th, 2006 
3-5 pm, Memorial House in Memory Grove 
 
No minutes were taken at this meeting.   
 
We had yet to recruit a secretary (many thanks to Jill Van Langeveld and Kat Kivett) and 
discussion generally followed the agenda for the meeting, introductions, identifying issues to be 
addressed in subsequent meetings, in addition to some venting.
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Minutes of the District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
November 20, 2006 
Memorial House 
3:10-5:15 pm 
Minutes taken by Jill Van Langeveld 
 
Members in attendance: Shane Carlson, Polly Hart, Sandra Hatch, Kirk Huffaker, Jim Jenkin, 
Dave Richardson, Lon Richardson, Ann Robinson, Rob White 
New member: Mike Evertsen – Plumb & Co. Realtors 
 
Shane Carlson Conducting 
 
Compile List to Drive Discussion 
 Form is being prepared and should be ready by Friday, November 24th and will be 
emailed to everyone. 
 
Review of Planning Office Recommended Modifications to Infill Process – 9-27-06 
 A written summary of the modifications to the infill process that were proposed by 
Planning on 9/27 was reviewed: 
(http://www.slc-avenues.org/infillworkgroup/SummaryPlanningProposal092706.pdf).   
A discussion began regarding the proposed changes in standing, appeal period, certified surveys, 
front setbacks, and garages.  It concluded with the questions: What do we like?  What can be 
improved? 
 
Assignment: Be ready at the next meeting to discuss these two questions as they relate to the 
following three topics. 
1.  Standing and Adverse Affect – objective definition and finite list of what constitutes adverse 
affect 
2.  Surveys – if eliminated what are the alternatives? 
3.  Upper boundary guidelines which will send applicant from Tier II to Tier III 
 
What Can We Learn form the Historic Landmarks Commission Process? 
Comments on HLC: 
1.  A staff person dedicated to HLC issues is very helpful and this arrangement should be 
adopted for the infill process. 
2.  The HLC process is predictable, in large part because of the dedicated staff person. 
 
Suggestions for building permits outside historic districts: 
1.  “Dedicate” 1 or 2 people to SR-1A who would then be able to answer any question with 
certainty. 
2.  Possibly each person have a 12 month term with a six month overlap so there is rotation with 
someone always knowledgeable about SR-1A. 
 
Mike Evertsen – Impact of Zoning Modifications on Property Values 

·  Homes next to out-of-character remodels, apartments and Smith’s are also harder to 
sell.  



 

 27 

·  Many of the properties in the Avenues have had surveys conducted that were inaccurate.  
Because of this, aerial photos are often much more useful. 

·  Most people are buying a neighborhood and do not want major changes to the area.  
Characteristics they look for may include view – look to the high hill areas, character – 
lower Avenues or Marmalade Hill, parking – available or what can be done.   

·  Many prefer to move into areas where the character is stable. 
·  Most people like predictability so changes should be those they can anticipate. 
·  Right now there are large numbers of young people buying the small homes around 

Trolley Square.  These buyers will be very angry and vocal if large remodels begin 
appearing.   

·  How are people going to look at us a 100 years from now?  We can’t be shortsighted. 
 
Miscellaneous Comments 

·  A majority of the problems experienced with the Tiered Process is actually an issue with 
Planning. “They can’t or won’t answer our questions.” 

·  The Planning Department is in crisis.  The director just resigned and they are down six 
other staff members.  Eric Jergensen has said that there is money earmarked for an 
additional six planning staff members but there are no applicants.  The Planning 
Department is trying to do the best it can while it is understaffed.  We need to be 
constructive (while still being honest) in our efforts. 

·  There are also not enough building inspectors. 
·  Any new process adds friction.  We need to find ways to reduce that friction. 

 
Next Meeting 
December 4, 2006 at Memorial House 3:00-5:00 pm 
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Minutes of the District Three Infill Process Workshop 
December 4, 2006 
Memorial House 
3:05-5:00 pm 
 
Members in attendance: Shane Carlson, Maria Garciaz, Polly Hart, Sandra Hatch, Kirk Huffaker, 
Jim Jenkin, Mike Mahaffey, Dave Richards, Lon Richardson, Ann Robinson, Rob White, Peter 
von Sivers 
 
Conducting:  Shane Carlson  
Minutes:  Jill Van Langeveld 
 
Infill Process Experience Data Form 
 Eric had hoped to bring a copy of the data form but he was unable to attend the meeting. 
 
Upper Limit to Distinguish Administrative Public Hearing applications from Board of 
Adjustment applications 
 Options discussed included using some other ordinance (SR-1?) as limit for what could 
be approved via the APH, a percentage above the base standard or a certain number of feet 
beyond the base standard.  The group was comfortable using the SR-1 standard of 28 feet as an 
upper limit for the APH process.  Discussion of setting a distinction between the APH and the 
BOA was focused on primary building height.  Side setbacks were discussed and the group 
seemed comfortable with leaving the newly adopted SR-1A formula untouched.  Lot coverage 
was also discussed no changes in the process were proposed.  Front setbacks were discussed as 
well.  Some felt that a relaxed front setback process was in order while others were concerned 
that front setbacks beyond the block average had too much potential for negative impact for an 
easing of standards. 
 
 Tier I – Over the Counter Permit: Maximum 23 feet to ridge line or average of block face 
height.  If the proposed height exceeds 23 feet or the block face average then applicant goes to 
Tier II 
 Tier II – Administrative Public Hearing: APHO can approve height equal to development 
pattern, an extension of an existing roof ridge up to a specified percentage of that existing ridge 
or a under a specified number of feet.  The APHO can also approve a project exceeding the 
development pattern or existing ridge up to maximum of 28 feet if the negative impact on 
adjacent property owners is not significant when balanced against the needs of the applicant. 
 Tier III – Board of Adjustment: applicant must show hardship. 
 
Standing 
 We discussed many ideas but did not get to a specific proposal.  Ideas talked about:  Who 
must be notified?  Broad notification is not a bad thing.  Both clients and neighbors have 
responsibility and their needs must be balanced.  Could there be some kind of Open House to 
bring interested parties together before the hearing in order to create a less stressful and 
contentious hearing atmosphere?  We must move away from subjective concepts and towards 
good definitions. 
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Assignment 
 Shane will write up and email an early draft of proposed modifications on the condition 
that group members provide comment and feedback before the next meeting.   
 
Be ready to discuss certified surveys and their alternatives. 
 
Next Meeting 
 December 18, 2006 at Memorial House 3:00-5:00 pm 
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Minutes of the District Three Infill Process Workgroup 
December 18, 2006 
Memorial House 
3:10-5:00 pm 
 
Members in attendance: Shane Carlson, Polly Hart, Sandra Hatch, Kirk Huffaker, Jim Jenkin, 
Dave Richards, David Richardson, Lon Richardson, Ann Robinson, Peter von Sivers 
 
Conducting: Shane Carlson; Minutes: Jill Van Langeveld 
 
Ombudsman  
 Issues of non-enforcement are an ongoing problem (e.g. 678 H Street and duplex/condo 
at 678 F).  Problems are much easier to address when caught early.  The group strongly 
advocated early enforcement/pre-foundation inspection to (1) spot possible problems before they 
become difficult or expensive to resolve.  Should there be an ombudsman for enforcement?  
Many applicants would benefit from very early access to a specialist who knows the regulations 
and can help people through the permit process (before actually submitting plans at the permits 
counter). 
 
Infill Process Experience Data Form 
 Shane had emailed the completed form to the members of the workgroup before today’s 
meeting and asked for comments.  Some architects/contractors were not comfortable divulging 
client information.  In those cases, it was recommended that the zone be substituted for a specific 
address.  It was decided to include a field in the form to identify whether the person applying for 
the permit was a professional or a first-time applicant.  To the best of our understanding, most of 
the information that the Planning Office has, regarding how the three tiered permit process has 
worked for the first year, is anecdotal.  The Planning Office had planned to create a similar form 
but due to under staffing were unable to do so. 
 Those in the workgroup who had applied for permits using the tiered permit process 
during 2006 would fill out the forms for each project.  Data collected from Infill Workgroup 
members would be used to guide the efforts of the group.  We would recommend to the Planning 
Office that they use a similar form to collect data from all applicants on the implementation and 
challenges of the tiered process.   
 
Proposed Language 

·  Sandy was going to make modifications to paragraph 6. Additional Building Height and 
then email her suggestions to Shane. 

·  Paragraph 6. b. 2. was too subjective and hard to define (hardship and neighbor 
concerns). 

·  Safe Harbor and Compatibility were discussed (extending an existing ridge and exterior 
wall height). 

·  Allow a 20 ft extended ridge or 50 % of existing ridge whichever is less. 
·  Discussed accessory buildings (routine and uncontested special exception), no proposed 

modifications. 
 
Next Meeting – January 8th, 2007, 3:00-5:00 pm at Memorial House 
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District Three Infill Process Workgroup Minutes  
January 22, 2007 Memorial House 3:00-5:00 pm 

 
Members in attendance: Shane Carlson, Polly Hart, Sandra Hatch, Kirk Huffaker, Jim Jenkin, David 
Richardson, Lon Richardson, Ann Robinson, Michael Mahaffey  
 
Conducting: Shane Carlson; Minutes: Kat Kivett 
 
Agenda item 1)  New Planning Director is George Shaw and 5 new planning staff (Tribune article). 
 
Agenda item 2)  Infill Process Experience Data Form- productive?   
Ann:-hard to recall projects from last year. David: overwhelming to go back and review details. 
Form may be valuable at end of permit process, leave as a suggestion, and focus on ordinance. 
For now, goes ‘as-is’ to planning- they can tweak. 
 
Agenda item 3)  Definition of development pattern. 
Jim J. says pattern is a repeating motif; example- pattern is defined as 3 largest of 5 homes on the block, 
greater than 50%.  If only 4 homes, then 2 is the pattern, percentage is 50%, pattern does not repeat.  
Predominant pattern or identified pattern? 
Suggestions: Use majority of homes on block?  Use average, like front setbacks.  Use percentage?  
Height is the key issue for ‘pattern’ definition.  
*Shane: plan on a paragraph or two showing this issue and make a recommendation for next meeting. 
 
Agenda item 4)  Review of proposed language on height/standing and APH process- see handout. 
If grade is modified, get permitted first. This stops problem of exceeding building height limits, then 
seeking a grade change to circumvent height restrictions. Most grade change is for drainage; more than 2 
feet is uncommon.  Changes of less than two feet must be completed before construction.  If grade 
exceeds 2 feet, get it permitted BEFORE the building permit. 
 
Agenda 5)    Alternatives to certified surveys 
City Council infill subcommittee seeking alternatives to certified surveys. Broad requirement of certified 
surveys is a concern.   
    a. Setbacks & Accessory Building Placement - aerial photos (State Surveyor), range finder? 
New Utah State Surveyor’s aerials images – county still needs to superimpose plat info. The estimated 
availability is May 1st. 
Old County “combo maps” were very useful.  Where are they?  Need to be updated? 
New aerials would be good for front and rear setbacks, and accessory building and garage placement.  
Aerial maps would not be needed for side setbacks in SR-1A as the recently adopted side setback 
formula is critical due to close proximity of buildings. 
Shane is trying to get a sample of new aerials and more info on combo maps. 
    b. Height - sketch plan review (relative to development pattern) 
One alternative is to go by Avenues survey rules. (i.e.- one, one and a half, or two story home). 
Another alternative - Obtain neighbor’s approval, if inline with block pattern. 
Administrative Public Hearing Officer (APHO) could approve the sketch plan with neighbor approval.  
Group is skeptical of sketch plan utility without binding authority. 
For some projects, a certified survey isn’t as large an issue, new construction (adding a second story is 
usually considered ‘new construction’).  
There are few ideal alternatives.  
Additional concerns expressed about cost of surveys for home owners. 
Suggestion: Sandy- safe harbor clause helps too. 
David: What about something similar to the HLC Design Review Team (DRT) and Salt Lake County’s 
preliminary F-Cause hearings? Shane will write something up with Eric, and leave open for additional 
alternatives and suggestions for next meeting. 
Questions to think about: what would sketch plan ‘sign-off’ authorize? Who would sign off on sketch plan? 
 
Next meeting is 02-05 @ 3pm, Memorial House. 
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Minutes of the District 3 Infill Process Workgroup  
February 5, 2007 
Memorial House 
3:00-5:00 PM 
 
Members in attendance: Shane Carlson, Maria Garciaz, Polly Hart, Sandra Hatch, Kirk Huffaker, 
Jim Jenkin, Mike Mahaffey, Dave Richards, Lon Richardson III, Ann Robinson 
 
Conducting:  Shane Carlson  
Minutes:  Jill Van Langeveld 
 
Eric Jergensen  
·  George Shaw is the new Planning Director for Salt Lake City.   
·  Planning Department looked at the infill process and sent ideas to the City Council Infill 

subcommittee for review.  The City Council sent them back for further work.  Planning is 
now waiting for the recommendations of the District 3 Infill Process Workgroup.  They will 
then combine ideas from Planning and the Workgroup and send a proposal to the City 
Council. 

·  D-3 proposals should be ready in about 7-10 days.  They will be emailed to each committee 
member for comments. 

 
Review of Proposed Recommendations to City and Planning Division 
a) Development pattern as a repeating motif - comments: 

·  To be considered a “pattern” any specific element should occur several times. 
·  When there is a mix of elements on a block face, there must be at least three (3) 

occurrences of any one element in order for it to be considered part of a development 
pattern. 

·  It is possible that there could be more than one pattern on a block face or long street 
·  Is there a way to give adjacent homes more weight because of possible impact. 
·  On longer streets, the current standard (3 properties within 1000 feet) might result in 

a so called “pattern” that does not represent the character of the surrounding 
properties. 

·  The main concern is to protect against the “unreasonable” or “unexpected” building. 
·  Do alleys count as cross streets? If named, the alley/ street should have mailing 

addresses. 
·  CWhat happens when there are only 2 houses on a block face?  Other house is the 

pattern. DP may not be useful in this case. 
 
b) Alternatives to Certified Surveys on “new construction” 

·  Leave open to all alternatives 
·  Sketch plan 
·  Why require homes to be surveyed multiple times; create a clearinghouse?   

1. Surveys kept on record? 
2. Liability? 
3. Who has responsibility for the measurements?   

·  Margin of Error – 6 inches? 


