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The City of North Salt Lake City Council established a citizen
committee on September 21, 2021 by Resolution 2021-38R
known as the Health and Wellness Committee.

The governing body for the City of North Salt Lake established the
Committee for the purpose of addressing the physical and
mental health, emergency preparedness, personal wellness,
food and housing access issues, addiction services and any other
public health and welfare issues.

- Relevant review of research and programs related to physical
and mental health, emergency preparedness, personal wellness,
food and housing access issues, etc.

- Creation of feasible and relevant strategy recommendations to
address barriers to physical and mental health services, etc.



Utah Wellbeing Survey
NSL is one of 51 cities participating in the Utah Wellbeing Survey Project in
2024.
Organized by Dr. Courtney Flint, USU Prof. of Environment & Society

- 439 viable surveys were recorded in this 2024 survey effort.

- The North Salt Lake 2023 survey had 605 responses.

- The adult population of North Salt Lake was estimated at 15,600,
based on the American Community Survey by the U.S. Census.

- The 439 survey responses in 2024 represent 2.8% of the adult
population and have a conservative margin of error of 4.61%.
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Full Time Residents of North Salt Lake 98.9% i 3

Su

Part Time Residents of North Salt Lake 1.1%
Length of Residency — Range 0.2-67 years ﬁ/
Length of Residency — Average 13.1years | |
Length of Residency — Median 9 years

Length of Residency 5 Years or less 35.0%

AR ) 2
ZIP Code Percent

&

- City Area

East (east of Orchard Dr)
84010 2.4%
Midtown (between I-15 and Orchard Dr Area)

84054 97.6%

West (west of 1-15, Foxboro)

Percent
38.1%
19.6%

42.2%




Percent of Respondents
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Personal Wellbeing in North Salt Lake

How would you rate your overall personal wellbeing?

60%

49%
0%
1 2 3 4
Poor

50%

40%

30%

20%

Percent of Respondents

10%

- 0%
Excellent

Community Wellbeing in North Salt Lake

How would you rate overall wellbeing in North Salt Lake?

44%

| 2 3 i 5
Poor Excellent



Average Rating of Personal and Community Wellbeing
Over Time in North Salt Lake

(Wellbeing is rated on a scale from 1=Poor to 5=Excellent)
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Wellbeing Domain Ratings in North Salt Lake

How would you rate your level of personal wellbeing in each of the following categories?

Safety and Security
T L ) S e e e e
Living Standards
Mental Health
Leisure Time ----------f--ssfrommsfromseansfoeaeys
Physical Health
Connection with Nature =
Social Connections
Transportation
Local Environmental Quality -
Cultural Opportunities

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% Wellbeing Domain Importance in North Salt Lake

Percent of Res How important are the following categories to your overall personal wellbeing?

Safety and Security
Mental Health
Living Standards
Physical Health |
Family Life
Leisure Time
Local Environmental Quality
Connection with Nature -
Sacial Connections -~
Educaﬁon
Transportation
Cultural Opportunities
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respondents




North Salt Lake Wellbeing Matrix
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Bluff | 26% T4%
Wellsville 43% 57
Midway | 4% 56%
Beaver 46% 54%
Alpine | 48% 52%
West Bountiful 48% 52%
Springdale 49% 51%
H 1 H Cedar Hills| 48% 51%
Community Connection in North Salt Lake edar Hils i si%
South Jordan 0% 50%
How connected do you feel to North Salt Lake HElr::er 50% 50%
. elta 50% 0%
as a community? Ivins 52% 48%
Hyde Park 52% 48%
40% | Bountiful | 53% AT%
o, Mibley | 54% 48%
36% Park City 54% 45%
) Spanish Fork 55% 45%
Emigration Canyon | 55% 45%
9 Cotto mmlilllcﬁek 57% 43%
MwWo eights 5 43%
5 30% Draper | 58% 42%
o Orem | 50% 1%
c Cedar City B0% 40%
o La Verkin 62% | 38%
o Blanding | 62% | 38%
w Hyrum B2% | 5%
Q 20% Nephi 2% | 8%
e o Pleasant Grove B3% | 7%
= Sandy | B3% | 3%
- Vernal B4% 36%
+ Ogden 65% I 35%
@ East Carbon | 65% 5%
o vi Hebe'; BE% | M%
Q neyard | 66% 4%
g 10% Clinton 67% I 3
North Salt Lake [ 65% = SN 2% |
Monticello | [ 32%
Providence B0% %
West Haven LA %
Layton T0% 0%
0% W ! Ltghi- 1% 20%
est Valley City T2% 28%
1 2 3 4 3 Price 72% 10 28%
Saratoga Springs | 4% 26%
Not at All A Great Deal West lordon| % P
, Midvale 75% o 25%
/ Tremonton Ta% : 24%
Logan | TE% 24%
South Ogden ma: 23%
Herriman 7% W 23%
100% B0% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent of Respandents




Air Quality
Water Supply

Water Quality |
Public Safety |

Great Salt Lake

Traffic

Open Space/Green Space
Affordable Housing
Recreation Opportunities

Climate Change |
Opportunities for Youth |

Shopping Opportunities
Homelessness

Access to Healthy/Quality Food
Trails & Paths

Suicide

Social and Emotional Support

Employment Opportunities |

Access to Health Care

Accessible Transportation

Access to Mental Health Care

Access to Culturally Appropriate Food
Substance Misuse

Access to Substance Use Disorder Treatment

Not A Concern At All

Concerns in North Salt Lake 58
As you look to the future of North Salt Lake, how much of a % ‘E
concern are the following issues? R &
10% 90¢ -2%
19% 2%
~22%- 78%
23% T7% -+ +11% |

28% 72%

29% 71%

30% 70%

32% 68% 7%
35% 65% +6%
36% 64% 6% |
36% L 64% +3% |
38% 62% +9%

40% e 60%
40% 60% +7%
42% 58%

57% 43% -10%
59% - 41% -4% -
60% 40% -6% -
60% I 40% 4% |
63% I 37%
64% . 36% -14%
73% 27%
76% I 24% -16% |

86%
100% 80% 60% 40%

14%
20% 0%

Percent of Respondents

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Slight Concern . Moderate Concern . Major Concern



PUBLIC HEARING
Code Amendment
Title 10, Chapters 1 & 19

Accessory Structures
Reuben Woosley




353 N Main, 0.84 acres 450 E. 100 N: 0.72 acre

Rear Yard=24,500 sq. ft. Rearyard=21,500
dwelling~3,000 sq. ft. Dwelling=2,900 sq. ft.
Acc. Structure=2,968 sq. ft. (41x84) Acc. Structures=2,800 sq. ft. (63x30)
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278 E Odell: 0.88 acre
Rear yard=15,000

Dwelling=2,506 sq. ft.
Max Acc.=2,500 sq. ft.

Proposed structure=2,280 sq. ft.(60x38)




270 E Odell Ln







PUBLIC HEARING
Code Amendment
Title 10, Chapter 1, Section 39
Title 10, Chapter 12
Sensitive Areas District and
Geologic Hazards
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Section 10-1-39: Definitions:

1. Definition for a Geologic Hazards Study added.

2. Clarification to the definition for Lot Area, Buildable and
Lot Area, Nonbuildable adding references to Section 10-
12-22 (Sensitive Lands Chapter).

3. Removing a duplicate definition for Nonbuildable Area
and provide reference to Lot Area, Nonbuildable.



Chapter 12: Sensitive Area District (SA) and Geologic Hazards:
10-12-2: Definitions:

Replacement of the term “accepted engineering geology report with “applicant’s approved
Geologic Hazards Study”.

10-12-4: Responsibility for Geologic Hazards Study:

Removal of Section A, as the definition of Geologic Hazard Study has been added to the
definition section.

1. Clarification of who is responsible for submittal of Geologic Hazard Studies and
clarification that standards to the minimum requirements may be increased if there is
“compelling” evidence from the approved study.

2. Clarification that site specific study for a building permit contain both engineering
geologic hazards and geotechnical engineering analysis.



10-12-22: Lot Standards:

Clarification that a building envelope is required on subdivision plat when any portion of a lot exceeds 15% for an
elevation change of 8 feet or greater.

1. Specifying exclusions from building envelopes for:

a.

® o 0 T

f.

Required setbacks

Easements or Rights of ways

Known geologic hazards

Slopes greater than 30% unless certain circumstances exist
Critical vegetation needed for erosion control unless mitigated
Areas identified in study that should be avoided, unless mitigated

2. Specifying the circumstances when slopes greater than 30% but less than 50% may be included in a building

envelope;

a.

Existing subdivision lots with building envelopes containing such slopes which may be disturbed with a site
specific study that contains slope-stability modeling and meets the minimum acceptable factors of safety.

New subdivision lots may have such slopes within the building envelope that may only be disturbed with a site
specific study that contains slope-stability modeling and factors of safety, and such area may not exceed 25% of
the total building envelope, provide that the building envelope has a minimum of 5,000 sq. ft. less than 30%
slope.

Specifies that no permit may be issued retaining walls, grading, structures or other improvements on such slopes
unless the study and slope stability factors of safety are met.



10-12-24: Slope Protection Easements:

Clarifies that slope protection easements for critical slopes does notinclude slopes greater than
30% when the vertical rise is eight feet or less. Current practice has been to not include slopes
with a vertical rise of 5 feet or less.

1. Specifying that slopes under 30% slope may be designated as critical slopes forissues
identified in the approved study.



Conditional Use Permit
Privately Owned Recreational Facilities

716 & 726 South Tanglewood Loop
Tyler McCue, Magleby Construction



Privately Owned Recreational Facilities
716 South and 726 South Tanglewood Loop
Zoning/Aerial Map

1@lpoomy20y

R1-12 Zone

Image ©:2025 Airbus



Privately Owned Recreational Facilities
716 South and 726 South Tanglewood Loop
Concept plan
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ACTION UPDATE

* Rezoning 1.106 Acres of Lot 1 of the 1100 North Krause Crossing
Subdivision at 1096 North Redwood Road from CG to MD

 Christmas Party-Thursday, December 4 at 6:00 p.m.



UPCOMING

Wildland Urban Interface Code and Map



MINUTES



ADJOURN
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