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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE:   September 18, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: Petition No. 400-06-47 – A request by Blue Tee Corporation, to 

close a portion of 800 South from Chestnut Street (2500 West) to 
approximately 2700 West, and to allow the property to be sold to 
the applicant. 

 
STAFF REPORT BY:   Jennifer Bruno, Policy Analyst 
 
AFFECTED COUNCIL DISTRICTS:   District 2 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE DEPT:  Community Development 
AND CONTACT PERSON:    Nick Britton, Principal Planner   
 
NOTICE REQUIREMENTS: Newspaper advertisement once a week for 4 weeks prior to the 

Public Hearing 
 
 
 
**Note: Council Staff has expedited the processing of this petition to the extent possible, as 
the applicant is facing the end of a current lease.  The Council has therefore already set the 
date of September 18 for a public hearing.  If the Council wishes more time to consider this 
petition, the Council could close the public hearing and defer a decision to a later date.** 
  

POTENTIAL MOTIONS:    
 
1. [“I move that the Council”]  Adopt an ordinance closing a portion of 800 South from Chestnut 

Street (2500 West) to approximately 2700 West, allowing the property to be sold to the petitioner at 
fair market value.  

 
2. [“I move that the Council”]  Not adopt an ordinance closing a portion of 800 South from Chestnut 

Street (2500 West) to approximately 2700 West, allowing the property to be sold to the petitioner at 
fair market value. 

  
- OR –  

 
3. [“I move that the Council”] defer action to a later date.  
 

 

The following information was provided previously for the Council Work Session on September 4, 
2007.  It is provided again for your reference. 

 

 
KEY ELEMENTS: 
A. The City Attorney’s Office has prepared an ordinance for Council consideration that, if 

adopted, would close and abandon a segment of 800 South from Chestnut Street (2500 West) 
to approximately 2700 West.   
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1. The petitioner could then purchase the abandoned property for fair market value, 
and incorporate it into their property. 

2. The petitioner has indicated that their development will be a steel storage facility.  
 
B. Key points in the Administration’s transmittal are the following: 

1. This segment of 800 South is currently unimproved right-of-way, and is not 
scheduled for improvement.  It is not currently accessible to vehicles or pedestrians. 

2. The subject portion of right-of-way is bordered on the south by an active rail line, 
and is otherwise entirely bounded by the petitioner's property (it dead ends at the 
west within the petitioner's property).  The petitioner has indicated that they will use 
this active rail line in their business operations.  

3. No current City plans, including the Transportation Master Plan, indicate the desire 
or need to extend this road further to the west, or connect it to other properties.   

4. The subject portion of right-of-way is 33 feet in width and approximately 759 feet in 
length (approximately 25,000 square feet / .58 acres). 

5. Should the Council approve this ordinance, allowing the petitioner to purchase the 
property, the petitioner would dedicate a portion of this right-of-way, as well as a 
portion of their existing property back to the City in order to create a cul-de-sac at 
the terminus of Chestnut Street (see Attachment at the end of this report – solid line 
denotes proposed  street closure, dashed line denotes proposed cul-de-sac and area to be 
dedicated to the City).  

i. The frontage requirements in the M-2 zone require this cul-de-sac formation.   
ii. If the Council approves the street closure and the applicant purchases the 

property and dedicates the cul-de-sac as discussed, there will actually be a 
net decrease to the petitioner, in terms of total land area (26.32 acres before 
dedication and 26.04 acres after dedication). 

iii. The cul-de-sac will be required to meet Transportation and Fire Department 
standards (96 feet in diameter). 

6. The Planning staff report notes the following findings related to the Council’s 
adopted policy guidelines for street closures (the Council’s adopted policy guidelines can 
be found in the Master Plan/Policy Considerations section): 

i. Closing the subject portion of 800 South would not deny access to any 
adjacent property.  It does not currently accommodate vehicular or 
pedestrian traffic. 

ii. The applicant is willing to purchase the property at fair market value and is 
working with Property Management to determine that value. 

iii. The subject portion of 800 South is an unimproved right-of-way and does not 
connect to any other streets except for Chestnut (2500 West).  The sale of this 
portion of right-of-way will not impact traffic flow in the area.  The proposed 
cul-de-sac will provide better access to the petitioner’s parcel, and the curb 
and gutter improvements will enhance the area.   

 
C. The petitioner’s property is zoned M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing).  The properties immediately 

to the north, south, east and west of the petitioner’s property are also zoned M-2 (Heavy 
Manufacturing).  The properties to the north and south are vacant.  The property to the east 
is industrial manufacturing, and to the west is agricultural production.  It should be noted 
that there is an active rail line separating the petitioner's property from the adjacent 
property to the south.  
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D. All necessary City departments and divisions reviewed the proposal and recommended 
approval of the street closure subject to City standards and specific requirements.  The 
Building Services and Transportation Divisions and Public Utilities had no further 
comments beyond the recommended approval. 

1. The Fire Department had no objections to the subject street closure, providing that 
the applicant construct an approved cul-de-sac at what will be the terminus of 
Chestnut street (minimum 96 feet in diameter), and that all roads on-site be at least 
20 feet wide and provide access to any building located on the interior of the site.  

2. The Airport indicated that this site is in the Airport Influence Zone B, and would 
require an avigation easement.  The petitioner's proposed development of the site 
does not present an issue with this requirement.  

 
E. The Poplar Grove Community Council was notified of this petition on November 2, 2006.  

No response was received. 
 
F. On April 25, 2007, the Planning Commission held a public hearing and voted unanimously 

to forward a favorable recommendation for the proposed street closure. 
1. An abutting property owner to the west testified at the hearing that the proposed 

street closure would eliminate access to their property.   
2. Planning staff indicated however, that as the subject right of way does not currently 

extend all the way through the petitioner's property, nor is it currently improved as 
a right-of-way, the proposed closure would not eliminate access to that particular 
property.  Staff noted that the property owner to the west has other routes to access 
their parcel.  

 
G. If adopted, the City Recorder is instructed not to record the ordinance until the conditions 

have been met and certified by the Planning Director and the City Property Manager. 
 
H. As noted by the Administration, both the Utah Code and local ordinances regulate review 

and approval of street closure applications and the disposition of surplus property.  The 
Planning Commission must consider and make a recommendation to the Mayor regarding 
the disposition of the surplus property.  According to Salt Lake City Code, the City shall 
retain title to the surplus property until the land is sold at fair market value or other 
acceptable compensation is provided.   

 
MATTERS AT ISSUE: 
 
1. The Council may wish to clarify with the Administration when and how the cul-de-sac 

requirement will be enforced, as it is not currently a stated condition in the ordinance.   
 
2. Council Members may wish to consider adjusting the Council’s street closure policy to 

ensure a consistent policy direction with streets and alleys.  (Please refer to the next section 
for the Council’s street closure policy.)  Planning staff has indicated to Council staff that the 
current street closure procedure does not require Community Council notification and 
review.  In this case, though, the Community Council did review the issue.  (Currently, the 
Planning Commission agenda is mailed to Community Council Chairs.  A Planning 
Commission hearing notice is mailed to property owners within a 300-foot radius of a 
proposed street closure.)  During the Council’s alley policy discussions, Council Members 
adopted the following modifications for alley closures or vacations: 
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a. Shift the focus to consideration of a proposed request with demonstrated public 
benefit rather than supporting closure/vacation whenever possible. 

b. Require an evaluation and documented demonstration of public interest versus 
private interest.  The standard should be to demonstrate an over-riding public 
purpose, rather than an over-riding private interest. 

c. Include neighborhood and community council review and comment as part of the 
public process prior to the Administration formalizing their recommendation to the 
City Council. 

 
MASTER PLAN AND POLICY CONSIDERATIONS: 

 
A. The Council’s street closure policy includes the following: 

1. It is Council policy to close public streets and sell the underlying property.  The Council 
does not close streets when that action would deny all access to other property. 

2. The general policy when closing a street is to obtain fair market value for the land, 
whether the abutting property is residential or commercial. 

3. There are instances where the City has negotiated with private parties to allow the 
parties to make public improvements in lieu of a cash payment.  The Council and the 
Administration consider these issues on a case-by-case basis. 

4. There should be sufficient public policy reasons that justify the sale and/or closure of a 
public street, and it should be sufficiently demonstrated by the petitioner that the sale 
and/or closure of the street would accomplish the stated public policy reasons.  

5. The City Council should determine whether the stated public policy reasons outweigh 
alternatives to the sale or closure of the street.  

 
B. The West Salt Lake Master Plan (1995) identifies this area as "Industrial District."  The plan 

calls for "planning influences that will result in an improved urban pattern."   
 
C. The Salt Lake City Transportation Master Plan does not identify this portion of 800 South as 

a local street.  This portion of 800 South is not identified as critical to the urban pattern or 
circulation of the area. 

 
D. The Salt Lake City Major Street Plan also does not identify this portion of 800 South as a 

public right-of-way. 
 
E. The purpose of the Heavy Manufacturing (M-2) district is to provide an environment for 

larger and more intensive industrial uses that do not require, and may not be appropriate, 
for a nuisance free environment. 

 
F. The Council’s adopted growth policy states:  It is the policy of the Salt Lake City Council 

that growth in Salt Lake City will be deemed the most desirable if it meets the following 
criteria: 

1. is aesthetically pleasing; 
2. contributes to a livable community environment; 
3. yields no negative net fiscal impact unless an overriding public purpose is served; 

and 
4. Forestalls negative impacts associated with inactivity. 

 
 
BUDGET RELATED FACTS:  
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A. The Administration’s transmittal notes that the applicant has stated an intent to purchase 

the property at fair market value in order to secure the property.  It is the responsibility of 
the applicant to obtain an appraisal report.  Property Management is currently working 
with the applicant to identify this value. 

1. The recommendation from applicable City departments, is that the applicant 
construct an appropriate cul-de-sac at the new terminus of Chestnut Street.  
However, this condition is not included in the prepared ordinance. 

2. The City Recorder is directed to not publish or record the ordinance until all 
conditions identified are met and certified by the appropriate City Divisions. 

 
CHRONOLOGY: 
 

Please refer to the Administration’s transmittal for a complete chronology of events relating 
to the proposed street closure: 

• November 20, 2006 petition received by Planning Division 
• January 31, 2007 additional information was requested from applicant 
• March 2007   additional information from applicant received 
• April 25, 2007   Planning Commission Public Hearing 
• May 22, 2007  Ordinance received from Attorney's Office 
• June 8, 2007   Ordinance received in Council Office 

 
 
cc: Lyn Creswell, Sam Guevara, Janneke House, Chief Burbank, Rick Graham, LeRoy 

Hooton, Tim Harpst, Max Peterson, Louis Zunguze, George Shaw, Doug Wheelwright, 
Cheri Coffey, Nick Britton, Barry Esham, Gwen Springmeyer, Janice Jardine 

 
File Location: Community Development Dept., Planning Division, Street Closures, Blue Tee 
Corporation, 800 South (2500 West to approximately 2700 West) 
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