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To: Salt Lake City Mayor Jackie Biskupski

From: Michaela Oktay, AICP, michaela.oktay@slcgov.com, (801) 535-6003
Cheri Coffey, AICP, cheri.coffey@slcgov.com (801) 535-6188

Date: January 29, 2018

Re: PLNAPP2017-00965 Appeal of Historic Landmark Commission Decision to Deny Demolition of a
Contributing Structure at 46 S 700 East (50 South 700 East)

Appeal of Historic Landmark Commission Decision

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 50 South 700 East (formerly 46 S 700 East), Salt Lake City, Utah
PARCEL IDENTIFICATION: 16-05-101-015 (formerly 16-005-101-005)

ZONING DISTRICT: RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District, and H Historic
Preservation Overlay District (Central City Local Historic District)

ORDINANCE SECTIONS: Section 21A.34.020 (H Historic Preservation Overlay District)
APPELLANT: The Other Side Academy represented by Soren Simonsen

APPEAL ISSUE: The Other Side Academy, property owner, is appealing a decision of the Historic
Landmark Commission to deny a request to demolish a contributing structure at approximately 50 S
700 East. The appellant states the appeal is based on the following issues:

1. The Historic Landmark Commission not weighing in on whether the building is a hazardous
structure for demolition purposes as per section 21A.34.020 Q Exceptions of Certificate of
Appropriateness for Demolition of Hazardous Structures.

2. That the City Attorney advised the Commission that they did not have the authority to rule on
parts of the petition that were administrative in nature (advising the administration on the
hazardous conditions of the structure) which usurped the advisory role of the Commission.

3. That the Commission did not consider the appellant’s reasons and analysis of how they
believed they met the standards for demolition and just relied on staff’s recommendation; and

4. That they believe the application meets six of the seven criteria and therefore, qualifies for the
demolition.

Please see the City Attorney’s brief, Attachment B of this document, for a response to the issues
identified in this appeal.

The first two appeal issues identified above, relate to a determination made by the Building Official

relating to City Code Title 18, Buildings and Construction and not the Zoning Ordinance. Only appeals

of Historic Landmark Commission decision’s relating to the Zoning Ordinance (Title 21A) can be
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appealed to the Mayor through the Appeal Hearing Officer process (21A.16.010). Therefore, the Mayor
does not have the authority as the Appeals Hearing Officer to make a decision on the first two issues.
The appeal of the Building Official’s determination is to the Board of Appeals and Examiners (See
attorney brief).

STANDARDS OF REVIEW: As per the following City Code, the Appeal Hearing Officer’s decision
must be based on the record available to the Historic Landmark Commission at the time the original
decision was made:

21A.16.030.E. Standard of Review:
2. An appeal from a decision of the historic landmark commission or planning commission
shall be based on the record made below.
a. Nonew evidence shall be heard by the appeals hearing officer unless such evidence was
improperly excluded from consideration below.
b. The appeals hearing officer shall review the decision based upon applicable standards
and shall determine its correctness.
c. The appeals hearing officer shall uphold the decision unless it is not supported by
substantial evidence in the record or it violates a law, statute, or ordinance in effect
when the decision was made.

Also, whereas this is an appeal of a Historic Landmark Commission decision, no public hearing will be
held and no public testimony will be received. (Section 21A.16.030.D.2)

HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION’S DECISION: On November 2, 2017, the Historic
Landmark Commission determined the applicant had demonstrated that five (5) of the standards for
demolition of a contributing structure had been met. As per section 21A.34.020.L.2.c, when the
Commission finds that three (3) to five (5) of the standards are met, the Commission must defer its
decision regarding the demolition for up to one year while the applicant conducts a bona-fide effort to
preserve the site or seeks economic hardship as per Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance 21A.34.020.L.2
or 21A.34.020.K

As per the ordinance, a bona fide effort shall consist of all of the following actions:
1. Marketing the property for sale or lease;

2. Filing an application for alternative funding sources for preservation, such as federal or
state preservation tax credits, Utah Heritage Foundation revolving fund loans,
redevelopment agency loans, etc.;

3. Filing an application for alternative uses if available or feasible, such as conditional uses,
special exceptions, etc.; and

4. Obtaining written statements from licensed building contractors or architects detailing the
actual costs to rehabilitate the property
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Once the applicant provides evidence that a bona fide preservation effort has been conducted,
the historic landmark commission shall approve the certificate of appropriateness for
demolition.

Another option for the applicant, is to file an application for the Economic Hardship process which
would determine whether there is a regulatory taking if the demolition is denied.

BACKGROUND

The attached Historic Landmark Commission staff report provides the background on this
project. (See Attachment C). Below is information to help clarify regulations and standards
that govern the Historic Landmark Commission and its decisions.

Historic Classification of Property. The Historic Landmark Commission relies on the historic
classification of properties to determine how buildings in local historic districts are regulated.
These classifications are determined through professional historic surveys that look at the
physical “integrity” of the historic structure. The physical integrity of a building is based on the
National Park Service definition. The definitions are used throughout the country for historic
preservation purposes. Physical Integrity is based on significance: why, where, and when a
property is important.

The steps in assessing integrity are:

o Define the essential physical features that must be present for a property to represent its
significance.

o Determine whether the essential physical features are visible enough to convey their
significance.

e Determine whether the property needs to be compared with similar properties. and,

e Determine, based on the significance and essential physical features, which aspects of
integrity are particularly vital to the property and if they are present.

Ultimately, the question of integrity is answered by whether or not the property retains the
identity for which it is significant.

The condition of the building is not a standard that the Historic Landmark Commission
reviews because the theory is that if the building still has physical integrity, it is feasible that it
could be rehabilitated. For rehabilitation cases, the Historic Landmark Commission can take
into consideration economic and technical feasibility. For demolition applications, the
economic feasibility determination is through the economic hardship process.

According to City records, the existing building was constructed in circa 1905. Several historic
surveys have been conducted over the years classifying this building as contributing.
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Historic Photograph of Subject Property (date unknown)

1. In 1980, an architectural survey of the Central City Historic District was conducted by Architects
Planners Alliance (APA), an independent consultant.

The 1980 survey described the principal building on the subject property as a 2 12 story masonry
“box” structure with a “hip roof and bracketed eves.” Although the 1980 survey assumed the
original use was “single-family,” it surmised the structure was “probably a rental unit built by
Isabella Armstrong and family.” The survey also concluded the building was in “good” condition
and had “minor alterations.”

2. In 1994 the structure was resurveyed by Lisa Miller, an independent research consultant, who
described the residence as a”foursquare,” and rated it a “B”—or “contributing” structure—in
the Central City Local Historic District.

3. A third survey, which was conducted in 2013 by Certus Environmental Solutions, again
concluded the structure was “eligible contributing”—even though it was “abandoned” and
“collapsing.”

Condition of Building
According to City records, the property has been damaged by a series of fires that occurred in 1981, 1992,

and 2005. Due to the fires, and subsequent weather damage, the City required the building to be
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boarded by prior property owners. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder the current property
owner, The Other Side Holdings LLC, acquired the property on or before January 21, 2016.

Photo of Building taken September 2016.

On November 4, 2016, the applicant submitted a letter to Orion Goff, Salt Lake City Building Official,
and requested the building be deemed “an imminent hazard to public safety,” which determination
would allow the City to issue a demolition permit without prior approval from the Historic Landmark
Commission as per the following City Code:

21A.34.020: H Historic Preservation Overlay District
Q. Exceptions of Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition of Hazardous Structures: A hazardous
structure shall be exempt from the provisions governing demolition if the building official determines,
in writing, that the building currently is an imminent hazard to public safety. Hazardous structures
demolished under this section shall comply with subsection P of this section. Prior to the issuance of a
demolition permit, the building official shall notify the planning director of the decision.

The applicant’s request was based on the following claims:
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e The structural collapse of walls or roof, either in whole or in part, which pose a risk to an

adjacent structure, adjacent property or a public right of way
e The structure poses a danger to any individual entering the property
e The structure poses danger or risk of fire

In response, the Building Official determined the structure was not an imminent hazard—as the
building has remained standing in its present condition for at least 12 years—and denied the request
citing it was inconsistent with the “intent” statement of the following City Code (see Exhibit B —
Building Official Letter in the original staff report- Attachment C):

18.64.005 Purpose and Intent (of Demolition chapter in Title 18 Buildings and Construction)

B. A primary intent of the city council with respect to this chapter is to avoid demolition, or partial
demolition, of buildings in a manner that disrupts the character and development pattern of
established neighborhood and business areas. Accordingly, the council finds that it is in the public
interest to:

1. Require existing buildings to be maintained in a habitable condition until replaced by new
construction, except as otherwise permitted by this code;

2. Avoid demolition of existing structures until a complete building permit application is
submitted for new construction, except as otherwise provided in this chapter; and

3. Avoid creation of vacant demolition sites with minimal or no landscaping or other

improvements.

Subsequently, the applicant filed an appeal of the administrative decision, but the City has not heard
the request because the City does not yet have a current “Board of Appeals and Examiners” for Title 18
Building and Construction Code.

Property Address:  On September 6, 2017, the property owner recorded a Quit Claim Deed that
consolidated 46 S, 50 S, and 54 S 700 East into one parcel. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder,
the new address is 50 S 700 East, and the parcel identification number is 16-05-101-005. As such, the
property in its current form contains multiple buildings on approximately 0.50 of an acre.

NEXT STEPS: If the Appeals Hearing Officer upholds the Historic Landmark Commission decision,
the Commission’s decision to require a bona-fide effort for petition PLNHLC2017-00677 stands. If the
decision is remanded, the Commission will reconsider the matter and make a subsequent decision. If
the decision is reversed and it is found that the application meets at least six of the standards for
demolition, the appellant (or designee) will be required to obtain approval for a reuse plan for the

property by the Historic Landmark Commission prior to the issuance of a demolition permit.

A decision to uphold or reverse the Commission’s decision may be appealed to 3" District Court. An

appeal to District Court must be filed within 30 days of the Appeal Hearing Officer’s decision.

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Appeal Application
B. Salt Lake City Attorney Response
C. Historic Landmark Commission Staff Report
D. Power Point Presentation
E. Historic Landmark Commission Minutes
F. Record of Decision Letter
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G. Historic Landmark Commission Agenda
H. Public Hearing Mailing List
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ATTACHMENT A: Appeal Application




Appeal of a Decision

OFFICE USE ONLY
Project # Being Appealed: Received By: Date Received:

PudliLczor-00 L77 ﬁ V/zﬂ,(?/;m [ /,//?/2/1

Appealed decision made by:

[ ] Planning Commission [] Administrative Decision %‘)Historic Landmark Commission
Appeal will be forwarded to: Ma/ oOr
[] Planning Commission [ ] Appeal Hearing Officer [] Historic Landmark Commission

Project Name:

Thie OFer < 0le Acaolenss—

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION_)

Decision Appealed:
November 2, 2017, Staff Recommendation and Historic Landmark Commission denying demolition of a hazardous structure.
Address of Subject Property:

50 South 700 East (property address); 46 South 700 East (specific building/structure address)

Name of Appellant: Phone:

Soren Simonsen, FAIA, AIPC, LEED AP - Architect & Owner Representative 801-706-1055 (mobile)

Address of Appellant:

PO Box 526082, Salt Lake City, UT 84152-6082

E-mail of Appellant: Cell/Fax:

soren@communitystudio.us

Name of Property Owner (if different from appellant):

The Other Side Academy (Other Side Holdings, LLC) - Timothy Stay, CEO
E-mail of Property Owner: Phone:
tim@theothersideacademy.com (801) 883-9532
Appellant’s Interest in Subject Property:

Initial applicant and Owner representative.

AVAILABLE CONSULTATION

L Please call (801) 535-7700 if you have any questions regarding the requirements of this application.

APPEAL PERIODS

An appeal shall be submitted within ten (10) days of the decision.

REQUIRED FEE

Filing fee of 5248.
Plus additional fee for required public notices. \ Additional fees for multiple hearings.
SIGNATURE

ININNVId ALID VT LTVS

If applicable, a notarized statement of consent authorizing applicant to act as an agent will be required.
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Signature of Oxv-ner or Agent: Date:

- ‘ e — -

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENT

|:] A written description of the alleged error and the reason for this appeal.

WHERE TO FILE THE COMPLETE APPLICATION

Mailing Address:  Planning Counter In Person: Planning Counter
PO Box 145471 451 South State Street, Room 215
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 Telephone: (801) 535-7700

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED

4 | acknowledge that Salt Lake City requires the items above to be submitted before my application can be processed. |
understand that Planning will not accept my application unless all of the following items are included in the
submittal package.

Additional Guidelines for Those Appealing a Planning Commission or Landmarks Commission Decision

A person who challenges a decision by the Planning Commission or the Landmarks Commission bears the burden of
showing that the decision made by the commission was in error.

The hearing officer, according to state statute, must assume that the decision is correct and only reverse it if it is illegal or
not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

“substantial evidence” means information that is relevant to the decision and credible. Substantial evidence does not
include public clamor and emotion. It involves facts and not mere speculation. A witness with particular expertise can
provide substantial evidence, but conjecture and public opinion alone are not substantial evidence.

The “record” includes information, including the application by the person seeking approval, the staff report, the minutes
of the meeting, and any information submitted to the commission by members of the public, the applicant or others,
before the decision was made. It does not include facts or opinion, even expert opinion, expressed after the decision is
made or which was not available to the commission at the time the decision was made.

A decision is “illegal” if it is contrary to local ordinance, state statute or case law, or federal law. An applicant is entitled to
approval if the application complies with the law, so a person challenging a denial should show that the application
complied with the law; a person challenging an approval should show that the application did not conform to the relevant
law. Issues of legality are not restricted to the record of the decision, but the facts supporting or opposing the decision are
limited to those in the record.

With regard to the factual information and evidence that supports a decision, the person bringing the appeal, according to
a long line of decisions handed down by the Utah State Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals, has a burden to “marshal
the evidence” and then to demonstrate that the evidence which has been marshaled is not sufficient to support the
decision.

The appellant is therefore to:

1. Identify the alleged facts which are the basis for the decision, and any information available to the commission when
the decision is made that supports the decision. Spell it out. For example, your statement might begin with: “The
following information and evidence may have been relied upon by the Commission to support their decision . .."”
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nion expressed to the commission is either irrelevant or not credible. Your

2. Show why that basis, including facts and opi
dence which may have been relied upon cannot sustain the

next statement might begin with: “The information and evi

decision because . . ."
If the evidence supporting the decision is not marshaled and responded to, the hearing officer cannot grant your appeal. It
may be wise to seek the advice of an attorney experienced in local land use regulation to assist you.
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Soren D. Simonsen
FAIA, AICP, LEED AP

soren@communitystudio.us
Phone | 801-706-1055

Impact Hub Salt Lake
150 S State Street
First Floor

PO Box 526082
Salt Lake City, UT 84152

Creating Places for People

Safe
Healthy
Beautiful
Prosperous

www.communitystudio.us

November 13, 2017

The Honorable Mayor Jacquline M. Biskupski
Salt Lake City Corporation

451 South State Street

Salt Lake City UT 84111

RE: Appeal of an Administrative Decision
Appeal of a Historic Landmarks Commission Decision
Request for Demolition of a Hazardous Structure located at 46 South
700 East

I am writing on behalf of The Other Side Academy to appeal two related decisions
of a petition that was heard by the Historic Landmarks Commission on November
2, 2017. The Other Side Academy has requested that | serve as their Owner's
Representative for this appeal.

Per recent changes in State Law and my communications with Salt Lake Planning
Division staff, | understand that the appeal of a decision made for a property
regulated by the City's Historic Overlay Zone can be made directly to the Mayor,
which option The Other Side Academy has directed me to pursue.

The first part of this appeal is regarding the administrative analysis and decision
contained in the Staff Report to the Historic Landmark Commission, dated
November 2, 2017 (Petition PLNHLC2017-00677). The original petition to Salt Lake
City was a request to approve the immediate demolition of a collapsing and
hazardous structure located with the building address of 46 South 700 East
(property address of 50 South 700 East), based on the provisions of the Salt Lake
City Code, Chapter 21A.34.020, Section Q, which states:

“A hazardous structure shall be exempt from the provisions governing demolition
if the building official determines, in writing, that the building currently is an
imminent hazard to public safety.”

The staff report did not address this petition directly. It cited a prior administrative
decision of about one year ago denying the emergency demolition request for this
structure, which decision has its own outstanding appeal that has been pending for
the past 12 months. The staff report should have responded directly to the new and
additional information regarding the specific hazardous conditions, both structural
and health related in nature, based on provisions of both city and state code
outlined in this specific petition. By not addressing the petition directly, but instead
forwarding a staff recommendation for a different type of demolition petition to the
Historic Landmarks Commission, we feel the administration bypassed the most
appropriate process to address this hazardous and collapsing structure.

The second part of this appeal is regarding both the process and findings of the
Historic Landmark Commission at the meeting on November 2, 2017

On procedural grounds, we appeal the advice given by the staff attorney to the
Historic Landmark Commission, indicating that they could not address certain parts
of the petition that were administrative in nature. However, the Historic Landmark
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Commission has, as part of its duties, an advisory role that is distinct and separate from its
decision making role and authority. There was clearly interest by members of the Commission in
considering how it might advise the administration on the hazardous conditions of the structure,
based on the nature of the recorded discussion and guestions. We believe that the direction given
by the staff attorney usurped the advisory role of the Commission, and an important avenue that
would have supported the original intent of the petition.

On procedural grounds, we also appeal the methodology used by the Commission with regard to
the discussion of the seven criteria that the Commission must review in consideration of a
certificate of appropriateness for the demolition of a contributing structure. As the petitioner, the
burden of proof was for The Other Side Academy to demonstrate that it met six of the seven
criteria for the demolition to be approved outright. We provided a detailed analysis of these criteria,
none of which appeared to a meaningful part of the discussion and consideration by the
Commission. Instead the Commission appeared to rely solely on the staff analysis of the criteria in
its findings, rather than considering and addressing the facts and evidence provided by the
petitioner. We believe that had the Commission substantively considered the actual petition, and
not just the staff report, that they could have reached a different conclusion. As further evidence
with regard and findings of the Commission relative to the staff report, we find it significant that the
Commission disagreed with the staff report on three of four criteria in the staff report, and may
have disagreed with the staff report on all four contested criteria has the discussion focused on the
actual petition, as it should have.

We also appeal the specific findings of the Commission with regard to the first of the seven criteria
in their findings. The original petition does demonstrate, with facts and evidence, that it meets six
of seven criteria and therefore qualifies for the certificate of appropriateness and should be
approved for demolition.

Based on the evidence of errors made in administrative decisions and processes, procedural
errors, and errors in findings of the Commiission, we believe that the decision to deny the
immediate demolition of the structure at 46 South 700 East can and should be reversed. This
property warrants immediate demolition, based on multiple avenues provided by City’s Historic
Overlay zoning ordinance and other provisions of the City code.

Please contact me by phone at 801-706-1055 or by email at soren@communitystudio.us, with any
questions or comments regarding this appeal, and to arrange a hearing whereby we can petition
our appeal by whatever process is appropriate.

Sincerely,
Soeren D. Simonsen, FAIA, AICP, LEED AP
Executive Director & Principal Architect
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ATTACHMENT B: Salt Lake City Attorney Response




ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OF A LAND USE APPEAL
(Case No. PLNAPP2017-00965)
(Appealing Petition No. PLNHLC2017-00677)
January 29, 2018

Appellant: The Other Side Academy

Decision-making entity: Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission

Address

Related to Appeal: 46 South 700 East Street

Request: Appealing the historic landmark commission’s denial of

demolition of a contributing structure in an historic district.

Brief Prepared by: Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney

Land Use Appeals Hearing Officer’s Jurisdiction and Authority

The appeals hearing officer, established pursuant to Section 21A.06.040 of the Salt Lake
City Code, is the city’s designated land use appeal authority on appeals of historic landmark
commission decisions.

Standard of Review for Appeals to the Appeals Hearing Officer

In accordance with Section 21A.16.030.A of the Salt Lake City Code, an appeal made to
the appeals hearing officer “shall specify the decision appealed, the alleged error made in
connection with the decision being appealed, and the reasons the appellant claims the decision to
be in error, including every theory of relief that can be presented in district court.” It is the
appellant’s burden to prove that the decision made by the land use authority was erroneous.
(Sec. 21A.16.030.F). Moreover, it is the appellant’s responsibility to marshal the evidence in

this appeal. Carlsen v. City of Smithfield, 287 P.3d 440 (2012), State v. Nielsen, 326 P.3d 645

(Utah, 2014), and Hodgson v. Farmington City, 334 P.3d 484 (Utah App., 2014).




“The appeals hearing officer shall review the decision based upon applicable standards
and shall determine its correctness.” (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.b). “The appeals hearing officer shall
uphold the decision unless it is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a
law, statute, or ordinance in effect when the decision was made.” (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.¢). In
this case, the appellant has opted to have the Salt Lake City Mayor serve as the land use appeal
authority per Utah Code Section 10-9a-701(6).

This case deals with application of Section 21A.34.020.L (Standards for Certificate of
Appropriateness for Demolition of a Contributing Structure in an H Historic Preservation
Overlay District) of the Salt Lake City Code. Video of the commission’s public meetings are

found at http://www.slcgov.com/slctv/slctv-videos-demand, and the video of the November 2,

2017 public meeting is part of the record of this matter. (See Video of November 2, 2017
Historic Landmark Commission Meeting at 1:49:57 to 3:58:41).
Background

This matter was heard by the historic landmark commission on November 2, 2017 on a
petition by The Other Side Academy (Appellant) to demolish a residential structure located at 46
South 700 East Street that has been vacant for several years.

Planning division staff prepared a report for the historic landmark commission’s
November 2, 2017 meeting in which staff determined that the demolition proposal only met 2 of
7 standards for demolition! and recommended that the commission deny the petition. (See

Exhibit “H” of the Planning Division Staff Report Dated November 2, 2017).

! There are actually only six demolition standards provided in Section 21A.34.020.L.1 since Subsection
21A.34.020.L.1.g describes a separate process for economic hardship evaluation rather than an actual standard by
which to measure the appropriateness of demolition.


http://www.slcgov.com/slctv/slctv-videos-demand

At its November 2, 2017 public meeting, the historic landmark commission heard
presentations from planning division staff and the Appellant and testimony from members of the
public. Much of the public testimony centered on Appellant’s business program rather than
standards for demolishing a contributing structure in the H Historic Preservation Overlay
District. (See Video of November 2, 2017 Historic Landmark Commission Meeting at 1:49:57 to
3:58:41).

The commission, by a 5-3 vote, found that the petition met five (5) of the required
demolition criteria of Subsection 21A.34.020.L.1 of the Salt Lake City Code, which, per
Subsection 21A.34.020.L.2.c, resulted in a deferral of up to one (1) year of a decision on the
petition. (See Video of November 2, 2017 Historic Landmark Commission Meeting at 3:51:50 to
3:58:41).

On November 17, 2017, Appellant filed an appeal of the commission’s decision to defer

its decision for up to one year.

DISCUSSION

Appellant’s appeal document states that Appellant is challenging “two related decisions
of a petition that was heard by the Historic Landmarks [sic] Commission on November 2, 2017.”
(Appellant’s Appeal Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 1). The first part of Appellant’s
appeal purports to challenge an “administrative analysis and decision contained in the Staff
Report to the Historic Landmark Commission, dated November 2, 2017....” (Appellant’s Appeal
Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 1). The second part of the appeal concerns the
commission’s “process and findings” related to its November 2, 2017 decision. These arguments

are addressed below.



A. Appellant’s Challenge of the “Administrative Analysis and Decision Contained in the
Staff Report”.

Appellant’s first contention is that city planning staff committed error by not addressing
or analyzing Appellant’s proposed demolition under Subsection 21A.34.020.Q in the “decision
contained in the Staff Report to the Historic Landmark Commission....” (Appellant’s Appeal
Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 1). This argument fails for two very clear reasons. First,
the staff report does not and cannot contain a decision. The decision in this matter is very clearly
the historic landmark commission’s to make. Planning division staff is not the land use authority
on this petition whose decision may be appealed. Second, as Appellant accurately notes in its
appeal letter, Subsection 21A.34.020.Q provides an avenue whereby the city’s building official--
not the historic landmark commission--may approve demolition if the building official
determines the building to be “an imminent hazard to public safety.” (See Appellant’s Appeal
Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 1 and Subsection 21A.34.020.Q of the Salt Lake City
Code). It is very clear that Subsection 21A.34.020.Q only authorizes the city’s building official
to permit demolition when it is determined that a structure is in a hazardous condition that
threatens public safety. Had the city council intended to give the commission the authority to
make such a determination it would have clearly stated so in the ordinance.

Because the commission was not authorized to make a decision under Subsection
21A.34.020.Q and because the planning staff’s report did not and could not contain an
appealable decision, Appellant’s arguments regarding the staff report and the application of
Subsection 21A.34.020.Q as contained in the “first part” of its appeal are misguided and
defective, and the appeals hearing officer has no authority in this matter to disturb the historic

landmark commission’s decision on those grounds.



B. Appellant’s Challenge of the Historic Landmark Commission’s Process and Findings.

The “second part” of Appellant’s appeal claims to challenge the commission’s “process
and findings”. Appellant separates this “second part” of the appeal into three subparts: 1) appeal
of advice given by the city attorney’s office; 2) appeal of the “methodology used by the
Commission” in its discussion of the applicable demolition criteria; and 3) appeal of the
commission’s specific findings.

1. Appeal of the Advice Given by the City Attorney’s Office.?

Appellant’s November 13, 2017 appeal letter “appeal[s] the advice given by the staff
attorney to the Historic Landmark Commission” concerning the commission’s limited authority
to address matters specifically committed to the judgment of the city’s building official. (See
Appellant’s Appeal Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 1). However, the advice of legal
counsel from the Salt Lake City Attorney’s Office is immune from a land use challenge as that
advice is not an appealable land use decision as discussed and described in Sections 10-9a-103,
10-9a-703 and 10-9a-801 of the Utah Code. Only a land use decision rendered by an authorized
land use authority may be challenged in an appeal of a land use decision per the cited Utah Code
provisions. For that simple reason, Appellant’s argument concerning legal advice is fatally
defective and must be summarily rejected. Moreover, Appellant’s criticism of the legal advice
given (and, it should be noted that Appellant’s representative is not a legal professional) hinges
on Appellant’s contention that the commission has “an advisory role that is distinct and separate
from its decision making role and authority.” (Appellant’s Appeal Letter Dated November 13,

2017 at p. 2). Though it is not clear in Appellant’s appeal letter, that argument seems to suggest

2 The author of this brief is also the attorney from the city attorney’s office who advised the historic landmark
commission.



that the commission should provide advice or a recommendation to the city’s building official
regarding whether the building official should deem the structure a public safety hazard. That
argument also clearly fails because the powers of the duties of the historic landmark commission
are very clearly spelled out in Subsection 21A.06.050.C of the Salt Lake City Code and advising
the building official is not part of the commission’s authority.

2. Appeal of the “Methodology Used by the Commission”.

Appellant’s arguments concerning the commission’s “methodology” with respect to its
consideration and analysis of the demolition criteria are, at best, confusing. Appellant’s
November 13, 2017 appeal letter states the following:

We provided a detailed analysis of these [demolition] criteria, none of which appeared to
a [sic] meaningful part of the discussion and consideration by the Commission. Instead the
Commission appeared to rely solely on the staff analysis of the criteria in its findings, rather than
considering and addressing the facts and evidence provided by the petitioner. We believe that
had the Commission substantively considered the actual petition, and not just the staff report,
that they could have reached a different conclusion. As further evidence with regard and [sic]
findings of the Commission relative to the staff report, we find it significant that the Commission
disagreed with the staff report on three of four criteria in the staff report, and may have disagreed
with the staff report on all four contested criteria has [sic] the discussion focused on the actual
petition, as it should have.

(Appellant’s Appeal Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 2).

It 1s hard to trace the logic of Appellant’s argument that, 1) the historic landmark
commission did not find Appellant’s analysis meaningful; instead 2) relying solely on the
planning division staff analysis; and that 3) had the commission relied on Appellant’s
information rather than the staff report it might have reached a different conclusion; although 4)
the commission disagreed with three of the planning staff’s conclusions; but 5) may have
rejected a fourth staff conclusion if the commission had “focused on the actual petition, as it

should have.” To the extent that some of this argument is coherent, it is inside out and

contradictory. Perhaps Appellant can explain how the commission relied only on the staff report



and ignored Appellant’s submissions while rejecting three of planning staff’s findings and
agreeing with Appellant on those three criteria. That argument confounds all reason, particularly
in light of the commission’s discussion on each of the criteria during which its members
specifically discussed Appellant’s arguments (See Video of November 2, 2017 Historic
Landmark Commission Meeting at 3:12:20 to 3:58:41) and more particularly in light of the fact
that when the commission chair instructed the commission to state findings on each standard,
that planning staff and the commission determined it would be prudent to review Appellant’s
analysis alongside the staff analysis. (See Video of November 2, 2017 Historic Landmark
Commission Meeting at 3:50:29 to 3:51:26). Thus, not only do Appellant’s arguments defy logic,
they also defy the facts clearly established in the record.

Notwithstanding the glitches in Appellant’s arguments, the hearing officer is required to
uphold the commission’s decision unless Appellant can prove that the decision “is not supported
by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a law, statute, or ordinance”. (Subsection
21A.16.030.E.2.c of the Salt Lake City Code). Nothing in Appellant’s critique of the historic
landmark commission’s methodology suggests that the commission’s decision is not supported
by substantial evidence in the record or is illegal; Appellant merely seems to suggest that the
commission should have decided differently. Even if the commission based its decision solely on
the analysis in the staff report--which it clearly did not--that is substantial evidence upon which
the commission could have made its decision. Just because Appellant thinks a decision could
have or should have been based on some different evidence does not mean that the commission’s
decision was based on something other than substantial evidence. Appellant’s confusing

arguments seem to acknowledge that the commission’s decision was based, at least to some



degree, on the analysis of a planning professional. The courts consider that very kind of evidence
to be substantial.
3. Appeal of “the Specific Findings of the Commission”.

Appellant’s final argument regarding the commission’s “specific findings” includes
nothing more than a conclusory statement that the commission should have decided the petition
differently. The November 13, 2017 appeal letter states:

We also appeal the specific findings of the Commission with regard to the first of the
seven criteria in their findings. The original petition does demonstrate, with facts and evidence,
that it meets six of seven criteria and therefore qualifies for the certificate of appropriateness and
should be approved for demolition.

(Appellant’s Appeal Letter Dated November 13, 2017 at p. 2).

First, that the Appellant claims to appeal “the first of the seven criteria” is confusing. The first of
the seven criteria, as set forth in Subsection 21A.34.020.L.1.a of the Salt Lake City Code calls for
a determination of whether “[t]he physical integrity of the site... is no longer evident”. The
commission concluded---in Appellant’s favor--that the site’s physical integrity was no longer
evident. To the extent that what Appellant wrote is what it meant would be contrary to its own
position. Assuming that Appellant meant something else, it has provided nothing more than a
bald conclusion that its submission entitled it to the relief it requested. In making that argument,
Appellant fails to meet its burden of proving that the commission’s decision was somehow
erroneous and fails to satisfy its obligation to marshal the evidence in this matter. It is neither the

hearing officer’s nor the city’s obligation to develop and provide support for Appellant’s

arguments. Accordingly, this final argument must be rejected.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Appellant’s arguments must be rejected and the historic

landmark commission’s decision be upheld.
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To: Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission
From: Michael Maloy, AICP, Senior Planner
(801) 535-7118 or michael.maloy@slcgov.com
Date: November 2, 2017
Re: Petition PLNHLC2017-00677 Demolition of a Contributing Structure

DEMOLITION OF ACONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE IN A LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICT

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 50 S 700 East Street (formerly 46 S 700 East Street)

PARCEL IDENTIFICATION: 16-05-101-015 (formerly 16-05-101-005)

HISTORIC DISTRICT: Central City Historic District

ZONING DISTRICTS: RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District, and
H Historic Preservation Overlay District

MASTER PLAN: Medium Density Residential (15-30 dwelling units per acre), Central Community
Master Plan

REQUEST: Sgren Simonsen, project architect, on behalf of The Other Side Holdings LLC, property owner, is
requesting approval to demolish a vacant residential building located at approximately 46 S 700 East Street. The
building is a contributing structure in the Central City Historic District.

Street View of Subject Property (September 2017)
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RECOMMENDATION:

Itis the opinion of Planning Division staff that only two (2) of the seven (7) standards for demolition have been met,
with the findings for Economic Hardship yet to be determined (see Exhibit H — Analysis of Standards). Therefore,
staff recommends the Historic Landmark Commission deny the request for demolition. However, the applicant may
choose to apply for Economic Hardship as prescribed in City Code 21A.34.020.K at any time.

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

According to City records, the existing building was constructed in circa 1905. Since construction, the property has
been the subject of numerous permits, inspections, and complaints (see Exhibit C — Property History).

Historic Photograph of Subject Property (date unknown)
In 1980, an architectural survey of the Central City Historic District was conducted by Architects Planners Alliance
(APA), an independent consultant. The boundaries of the Central City Historic District, which includes the subject
property, was described as:

... beginning 165 south of South Temple Street to the north side of 900 South; the west side of 700 East to
the east side of 500 East.

The 1980 survey described the principal building on the subject property as a 2 ¥2 story masonry “box” structure
with a “hip roof and bracketed eves.” Although the 1980 survey assumed the original use was “single-family,” it
surmised the structure was “probably a rental unit built by Isabella Armstrong and family.” The survey also
concluded the building was in “good” condition and had “minor alterations.”
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In 1994 the structure was resurveyed by Lisa Miller, an independent research consultant, who described the
residence as a”foursquare,” and rated it a “B”"—or “contributing” structure—in the Central City Local Historic
District.

A third survey, which was conducted in 2013, again concluded the structure was “eligible contributing”—even
though it was “abandoned” and “collapsing” (see Exhibit E - Reconnaissance Level Surveys).

According to City records, the property has been damaged by a series of fires that occurred in 1981, 1992, and 2005.
Due to the fires, and subsequent weather damage, the City required the building to be boarded by prior property
owners. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder the current property owner, The Other Side Holdings LLC,
acquired the property on or before January 21, 2016 (see Exhibit C — Property History).

On November 4, 2016, the applicant submitted a letter to Orion Goff, Salt Lake City Building Official, and requested
the building be deemed “an imminent hazard to public safety,” which determination would allow the City to issue a
demolition permit without prior approval from the Historic Landmark Commission as per the following City Code:

21A.34.020: H Historic Preservation Overlay District

Q. Exceptions of Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition of Hazardous Structures: A hazardous
structure shall be exempt from the provisions governing demolition if the building official determines, in
writing, that the building currently is an imminent hazard to public safety. Hazardous structures
demolished under this section shall comply with subsection P of this section. Prior to the issuance of a
demolition permit, the building official shall notify the planning director of the decision.

The applicant’s request was based on the following claims (see Exhibit A - Applicant Information):

e The structural collapse of walls or roof, either in whole or in part, which pose a risk to an adjacent
structure, adjacent property or a public right of way

e The structure poses a danger to any individual entering the property

e The structure poses danger or risk of fire

In response, the Building Official determined the structure was not an imminent hazard—as the building has
remained standing in its present condition for at least 12 years—and denied the request citing it was inconsistent
with the “intent” statement of the following City Code (see Exhibit B — Building Official Letter):

18.64.005 Purpose and Intent (of Demolition chapter in Title 18 Buildings and Construction)

B. A primary intent of the city council with respect to this chapter is to avoid demolition, or partial
demolition, of buildings in a manner that disrupts the character and development pattern of established
neighborhood and business areas. Accordingly, the council finds that it is in the public interest to:

1. Require existing buildings to be maintained in a habitable condition until replaced by new
construction, except as otherwise permitted by this code;

2. Avoid demolition of existing structures until a complete building permit application is submitted
for new construction, except as otherwise provided in this chapter; and

3. Avoid creation of vacant demolition sites with minimal or no landscaping or other improvements.

Subsequently, the applicant filed an appeal of the administrative decision, but the City has not heard the request
because the City does not have a current “Board of Appeals” for Title 18 Building and Construction Code—which
deficiency will be remedied by the City as soon as feasible.

Also of note, on September 6, 2017, the property owner recorded a Quit Claim Deed that consolidated 46 S, 50 S,
and 54 S 700 East into one parcel. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder, the new address is 50 S 700 East,
and the parcel identification number is 16-05-101-005. As such, the property in its current form contains multiple
buildings on approximately 0.50 of an acre (see Exhibit C — Property History).
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CONTEXT —CENTRAL CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT

Sanborn Map of Subject Property (1950)

Aerial View of Subject Property (2015)

PLNHLC2017-00677 Demolition of 46 S 700 East 4 Publish Date: October 27, 2017



As evident in the previous maps, and noted within Exhibit A - Applicant Information, several buildings located
northward from the subject property were demolished to construct a parking lot for the Salt Lake Masonic Temple,
which building fronts South Temple Street.

The Salt Lake City Community Preservation Plan adopted on October 23, 2012, specifically addresses the Central
City Historic District and provides a succinct description of this local historic district, of which the subject property
is a part (see Exhibit D — Historic District Map, and Exhibit F - Reconnaissance Level Survey Map).

The Central City Historic District was designated as a local historic district in 1991. Two blocks wide and
nine blocks long, the district is occupied by one of the City’s oldest residential neighborhoods. While the
northern edge of the district close to South Temple Street is occupied by larger homes and more upscale
apartment buildings, the remainder holds modest brick cottages and bungalows that for many decades
attracted working-class occupants. On its south end, the district abuts Liberty Park.

Both 500 East and 700 East are major north-south thoroughfares lined with both houses and commercial
enterprises. A residential parkway is located along 600 East. Bisecting the district is 400 South, a primary
east-west commercial and transportation corridor. . . While the district still contains numerous historic
homes, it has experienced significant attrition of its historic building stock, particularly along its perimeters
and major thoroughfares. The majority of these changes have taken place in the area between the north
edge of the district and 500 South. The four square blocks between 300 South and 500 South have been so
heavily impacted in recent decades by teardowns and modern commercial infill that they contain very little
in the way of historic resources. Because of its central location in the City and its placement along several
major transportation corridor, the district has been subjected to substantial amount of historically
insensitive commercial development in recent decades, resulting in negative impact to its integrity. This
has resulted in a historic district that has effectively been split in two, with a substantial loss of integrity of
the northern blocks and greater integrity to the south . . .

The status of the district in now questionable and further attrition may merit its removal from historic
district standing. Some may argue that it has already reached this point and that other controls are
needed to protect the diminishing number of historic resources that remain there. One possible approach
might be to consider boundary realignments that divide the district and create two new districts: Central
City North and Central City South Historic Districts (emphasis added).

It is the opinion of staff that the erosion of historic structures through demolition—and inappropriate
redevelopment—within the Central City Historic District is a concern as expressed in adopted preservation policies
and goals (see Exhibit G - Master Plan Policies).

KEY ISSUES:
Issue 1 — Demolition Standard: The applicant requests demolition approval under City Code 21A.34.020.Q:

Exceptions of Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition of Hazardous Structures: A
hazardous structure shall be exempt from the provisions governing demolition if the building official
determines, in writing, that the building currently is an imminent hazard to public safety. Hazardous
structures demolished under this section shall comply with subsection P of this section. Prior to the issuance
of a demolition permit, the building official shall notify the planning director of the decision.

However, as has already been discussed, the Building Official previously decided, in writing, that the building is not
an imminent hazard to public safety (see Exhibit B — Building Official Letter). As such, the Historic Landmark
Commission may not make a determination to demolish a “hazardous structure” under this provision. Rather, the
Commission’s decision must be based on the demolition process for the H Historic Preservation Overlay District
discussed in Exhibit H — Analysis of Standards.

Issue 2 — Historic Integrity: As stated in A Preservation Handbook for Historic Properties & Districts in Salt
Lake City, which the Salt Lake City Council adopted, the concept of historic “integrity” is described as:

In addition to being historically significant, a property also must have integrity. To have integrity a sufficient
percentage of the structure or site must date from the period of significance. The majority of the site’s
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features or the building’s structural system and materials should date from the period of significance, and
its character-defining features also should remain intact. These may include architectural details, such as
dormers and porches, ornamental brackets and moldings and materials, as well as the overall mass and
form of the building. It is these elements that allow a building or district to be identified as representing a
particular point or period in the history of the city. (part 1, page 3.3)

While it is evident that fire, weather, and vandalism has destroyed the entire roof structure, a rear addition, and
many of the windows, most of the original building form and masonry structure—which is a character-defining
feature—appears to be firmly intact. The Commission should also note that the structure is in its original location
and setting, which also contributes toward historic integrity.

In response to the proposed demolition, Planning Division staff contacted Cory Jensen, National Register
Coordinator and Architectural Historian for the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, shared the following
comments:

Our assessment is that the house still retains enough historic integrity to be considered contributing in the
SLC East Side National Register Historic District!. Although it has suffered major interior and some exterior
damage from a fire, it still retains character-defining features and enough historical integrity to be
considered contributing. It could qualify for historic preservation tax credits for rehabilitation.

However, contrary to Mr. Jensen’s opinion, the applicant has claimed:

The physical integrity of the structure and site have greatly deteriorated as a result of a fire and subsequent
weather damage. In fact, the structure may already be subject to loss of its contributing status, since so
many of the character-defining elements of the building are destroyed beyond repair. To make the building
habitable would constitute substantial "reconstruction” rather than "preservation," and reconstruction is
not a prevailing goal of the Historic Overlay Zone (see page 37 of Exhibit A - Applicant Information).

While it is clear that the entire roof structure and portions of the building will require reconstruction, other repairs
to the building would constitute rehabilitation, not reconstruction. Furthermore, reconstruction of missing
architectural or character-defining elements is consistent with preservation techniques when warranted, as
evidenced by the following City Code:

21A.34.020.G. Standards for Certificate of Appropriateness for Alteration of a Landmark
Site or Contributing Structure Including New Construction of an Accessory Structure: In
considering an application for a certificate of appropriateness for alteration of a landmark site or
contributing structure, the historic landmark commission, or the planning director, for administrative
decisions, shall find that the project substantially complies with all of the following general standards that
pertain to the application and that the decision is in the best interest of the city:

6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced wherever feasible. In the event
replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in composition,
design, texture and other visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing architectural features should
be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical or pictorial evidence
rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements from other
structures or objects (emphasis added);

Based on the 2013 Central City Standard Reconnaissance Level Survey, Mr. Jensen’s comments, and City Code, it
is the opinion of Planning Division staff that if the applicant restored the subject property—consistent with adopted
design guidelines—it would remain a contributing structure within the local historic district.

Issue 3 — Further Loss of Historic Resources: Although the proposal encompasses a single building, it follows
several demolitions on the northern half of the block face—as illustrated in the 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map
shown on page four of this report—that occurred before the City established the local historic district on May 14,
1991. While the structure proposed for demolition is not architecturally significant, it is part of the development
“story” of the district and contributes to the historic integrity and composition of the Central City neighborhood.

! The SLC East Side National Register Historic District encompasses the Central City Historic District.
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Essentially, the loss of the contributing structure would diminish the number of historic resources that form the
district.

NEXT STEPS:

If the Historic Landmark Commission finds that at least six of the seven standards are met, the Commission shall
approve the certificate of appropriateness for demolition. If the demolition request is approved by the Commission,
the applicant would also need the Commission’s approval of the proposed landscape plan, which is intended as an
interim land use prior to redevelopment (see Exhibit A - Applicant Information).

If the Commission finds that two or less of the standards are met, the Commission shall deny the certificate of
appropriateness for demolition. If the project is denied, the applicant could choose to file an application for
Economic Hardship.

If the Commission finds that three, four or five of the standards are met, the Commission may defer a decision for
up to one year during which time the applicant must conduct a bona fide effort to preserve the site, or the applicant
could choose to file an application for Economic Hardship. If there is a finding of Economic Hardship, the applicant
could demolish the structure without conducting a bona fide effort.

EXHIBITS:

Applicant Information

Building Official’s Letter

Property History

Historic District Map
Reconnaissance Level Surveys
Reconnaissance Level Survey Map
Master Plan Policies

Analysis of Standards

Public Process & Comments
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EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT INFORMATION










June 1, 2017
To Whom It May Concern:

[ am the CEO of The Other Side Academy, which is the owner of the property of 667
E100S,46S 700E,50S 700 E,and 56 S 700 E.

[ hereby give Soren Simonson and his firm, Community Studio, the authority to
represent The Other Side Academy regarding all matters with Salt Lake City relating
to building permits, occupancy permits, zoning issues, demolition, lot consolidation,
land use, and any other issues related to these properties.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Respectfully,

Tim Stay

CEO

The Other Side Academy

667 E 100 S

Salt Lake City, UT 84102
801-362-8998
tim@theothersideacademy.com






























































































































EXHIBIT B: BUILDING OFFICIAL LETTER
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Soren Simonsen
Community Studio

Impact Hub Salt Lake

150 S. State, First Floor
Salt Lake City, UT 84152
Soren@communitystudio.us
801-706-1055

RE: Request From The Other Side Academy for Emergency Demolition at 46 South 700 East and
647 East 100 South

Dear Soren:

I am writing in response to your November 4, 2016 letter regarding your request for emergency demolition at the
properties located at approximately 46 South 700 East and 647 East 100 South (collectively, the “Propetties™). I
discussed your request with the Fire Marshal, Ryan Mellor, and Community and Neighborhoods Director, Mike
Reberg, at length. Joel Paterson, Greg Mikolash, and I personally inspected the structures located on the
Properties as well. Based upon those conversations, in-person observation of the structures, and relevant
information regarding the Properties, [ have determined that emergency demolition is not the appropriate path
forward. I have included the facts and relevant sections of City Code below to provide some context for this
decision.

Background
Both properties have been boarded for some time and are closed to occupancy. The following is the boarding

history of each property:

46 S 700 B
e HAZ2001-105014 (06/07/2001) was opencd by Nole Walkingshaw and is currently being
- monitored by Phillip Booth. The building has been inspected regularly as Vacant/Secured.
. : HAZZOO] 105106 (08/10/2001) was- opened by Alan Michelsen verified boarded as of 09/12/2001.

647 E 100 S
e HAZ2014- 01070 (05/08/2014) opened in conjuncuon w1th HAZ2014-01030, Board111g
(05/06/2014), Buildings confirmed boarded as of 11/06/2014. Currently bemg monitored by Phillip
Booth. The building has been 1nspccted 1egu1a11y as Vacanthecured
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Information regarding calls for service over the last two years to the Police and Fire Department is provided
below:

46 S700 E

e Police: One call since 8/30/2014; “Trespass.”
e Fire: One call since 2014; “Sick Person.”

647 E 100 S

e Police: Three calls since 3/20/2014; “Larceny, Trespass.”
e Fire: One call since 10/14/14; Gas leak.

City Code , _
| As you are aware, it has been the City’s policy, especially on contributing structures in local historic districts, to
seriously consider the City Council’s Purpose and Intent Statements, memorialized in the current City Code, when

making determinations on what conditions rise to the level of authorizing an “emergency demolition.” The
Purpose and Intent section regarding demolition states-:

A primary intent of the city council with respect to this chapter is to avoid demolition, or partial
demolition, of buildings in a manner that distupts the character and development pattern of established
nelghborhood and busmess areas. Accordlngly, the councﬂ finds that 1t is in the public interest to:

L. Requ1re ex1st1ng bulldmgs to be malntalned ina habltable condmon until replaced by new
- constructlon except as 0therw15e permltted by thls code

_' __2 Av01d demolluon of ex1st1ng structures until a complete bu1ld1ng perm1t appllcatlon is submitted
i {f01 new construction, except as otherW1se provided in this chapter; and

3. Av01d creation of vacant demolluon sites with minimal or no landscaping: or other
'_ improvements,

See City Code 18.64.0_05(13).

Nonetheless, a building may be demolished pursuant to City Code 18.64 (Demolition) in compliance with City
Code 21A.34.020 (Historic Overlay District) when relevant, or under exigent circumstances, pursuant to City
Code 18.48 (Emergency Demolition). The emergency demolition standard is set forth under ordinance as:

If the building official determines that the walls or roof of a building or structure are collapsing, either in
whole or in part, or in imminent danger of collapsing in such a way as to fall on other structures, property
or public rights of way, or create a danger to persons who may enter the property, or create a danger of fire,
the building official may seck an order that the building should be demolished pursuant to this article.

See City Code 18.48.340.
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In their current condition, I do not believe that either of the structures rise(s) to the level of “collapsing,” or are in
imminent danger of collapsing in such a way as to fall on other occupied structures or into the public right of way,
Both structures are boarded and have been boarded for several years. It should be noted that it is the responsibility
of the building owner to avoid “demolition by neglect” as described under City Code 18.64.045, by securing and
maintaining the buildings under current onsite conditions, This being the case, we are formally denying your
request for “emergency demolition” under current site conditions. Should site conditions significantly change, I
would be happy to re-evaluate the onsite conditions.

Moreover, if you would like to move forward with the demolition process pursuant to City Code 21A.34.020, or
other processes for which one can apply for demolition of these structures, I would recommend that you meet with
staff in the Planning Division at Salt Lake City to determine the most expedient path forward in the process.

I wish you and your client continued success as you pursue your pathway to code compliant re-use of existing

structures on these sites, or demolition, if later permitted through a different process under City Code. I will do
everything within my authority to help you succeed with your project.

Respectiully,

fficial _
Director of Building Services and Civil Enforcement
Salt Lake City Corporation o

Ce:
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Summary

46 S 700 East Street History

According to City records, the subject property has been damaged by three separate fires in 1980,
1992, and 2005. Since 1929, the City has issued eight building permits, three plumbing permits, 13
electrical permits, and four boarding permits. The City has responded to 43 complaints of graffiti and
has a record of 9 additional complaints or violations. The City has also processed one special exception
(approved), one certificate of appropriateness (unknown), one emergency demolition (appealed), and
one subdivision (approved).

Records

Date Opened

Type, number, and description

October 15, 1929

October 16, 1929
October 2, 1930
December 4, 1933
December 23, 1933
November 10, 1934
April 18, 1938
January 20, 1941
August 20, 1942
October 16, 1942
December 12, 1942
June 6, 1956
October 8, 1969
November 10, 1969
April 6,1978
January 22, 1980
July 16, 1980
November 2, 1981

November 4, 1981
May 9, 1983

December 7, 1983
May 13, 1987
May 20, 1987
May 20, 1987
July 22, 1987
February 6, 1991

Building Permit No. 44935. Owner identified as Mr. McCrystal — Wm. B.
Hesterman (Commercial building)

Power and Heat Permit No. 6842-5406

Electrical Permit No. 5556

Electrical Permit No. 2777

Electrical Permit No. 6823

Electrical Permit No. 8188

Electrical Permit No. 39826

Electrical Permit No. 18334

Building Permit No. 35155

Electrical Permit No. 35213

Electrical Permit No. 3523

Building Permit No. 9491 (Garage)

Building Permit No. 23314 (Remodel residence)
Plumbing Permit No. 23547

Building Permit No. 7814 (Code compliance inspection)
Electrical Permit No. 24434 (Repair wiring)

Salt Lake City Architectural Survey conducted by Architects Planners Alliance

Building Permit No. 12096 (Repair fire damage to mental hospital. Owner
identified as Clyde Harvey)

Electrical Permit No. 12149 (Remodel miscellaneous wiring of fire damage)

Board of Adjustment No. 21607 (Special exception for adult residential
treatment center at 46, 50, and 54 S 700 East in an R-6 Residential District)

Building Permit No. 25903 (Add fire escape to health facility)

Building Permit No. 76538 (2,025 ft2 interior remodel of healthcare facility)
Plumbing Permit No. 76728 (Install one water heater in health facility)
Plumbing Permit No. 76752 (Install electric water heater)

Electrical Permit No. 78692 (Electrical repairs)

Community Action Team No. HLC CAT-1991 (Inspect property for violent
transients, rooms papered with pornography, needles)
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May 14, 1991
April 14,1992

August 31, 1992
January 1994

August 17, 1994
August 22, 1996
December 3, 1996
February 25, 1999

July 1, 1999
March 27, 2001
August 9, 2001
August 10, 2001
June 11, 2002
November 3, 2005
December 3, 2007

May 21, 2008
February 9, 2010
March 12, 2010
August 3, 2010
August 31, 2010
November 19, 2010
February 4, 2011
March 11, 2011
March 18, 2011
May 6, 2011

June 9, 2011
November 8, 2011
December 1, 2011
December 20, 2011
January 18, 2012
April 16, 2012
June 18, 2012

July 13, 2012

Central City Local Historic District established by Ordinance 32 of 1991

Fire Inspection No. 10840 (Fire inspection; structural damage to roof, rear
addition and kitchen area. Will need to completely remove rear addition.
Complete plans required for roof and rear addition, if rebuilt)

Boarding Permit No. 71107 (Annual permit to board)

Central City Local Historic District Reconnaissance Level Survey conducted by
Lisa Miller, Research Consultant

Address Flag No. 14708 (Remodel without permit. Contractor unknown)
National Park Certification of Central City Historic District
Address Flag No. 5001417 (Penalties for boarding without permit)

Address Flag No. 5003058 (Penalties for boarding without permit, which
include late fees and mitigation fees, total $2,390.00)

Boarding Permit No. 141627 (Annual permit to board)

Boarding Permit No. 5004974 (Annual permit to board)

Complaint No. HAZ2001-105014 (Request to replace missing boards)
Complaint No. HAZ2001-105106 (Follow up boarding status)
Boarding Permit No. 160591 (Annual permit to board)

Fire Incident No. 11305

Certificate of Appropriateness No. PLN2007-226121 (Property owner
identified as Overland Development Corporation)

Complaint No. HAZ2008-191063 (Weed abatement)

Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.

GRF2010-01264
GRF2010-02858
GRF2010-07811
GRF2010-08822
GRF2010-11806
GRF2011-01625
GRF2011-03206
GRF2011-03468
GRF2011-05428
GRF2011-06024
GRF2011-13961
GRF2011-14309
GRF2011-15085
GRF2012-00851
GRF2012-05987
GRF2012-09284
GRF2012-10162
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September 25, 2012
October 9, 2012
October 25, 2012
November 27, 2012
December 12, 2012
February 27, 2013

April 25, 2013

February 12, 2014
March 10, 2014
April 7, 2014

May 27, 2014
September 2, 2014
September 2, 2014
October 21, 2014
January 8, 2015
March 16, 2015
July 9, 2015

July 13, 2015

July 27, 2015
August 7, 2015
August 26, 2015
October 28, 2015
January 21, 2016
March 15, 2016
May 4, 2016
November 30, 2016
December 23, 2016
December 31, 2016
April 13, 2017
April 24, 2017

June 2, 2017

August 23, 2017

Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No

. GRF2012-13049
. GRF2012-13573
. GRF2012-14311

. GRF2012-15759
. GRF2012-16455

Complaint No. HAZ2013-00226 (Abatement boarding permit. Property owner
identified as Northcliffe 111 LLC)

Central City Standard Reconnaissance-Level Survey Report (revised final)
published by Certus Environmental Solutions, LLC

Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No

Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
Graffiti Removal No.
The Other Side Holdings, LLC records deed to acquire property

Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No
Graffiti Removal No

. GRF2014-01870
. GRF2014-02758
GRF2014-03755

GRF2014-05590
GRF2014-08237
GRF2014-08249
GRF2014-09993
GRF2015-00281
GRF2015-02490
GRF2015-06202
GRF2015-06275
GRF2015-06760
GRF2015-06996
GRF2015-07614

GRF2015-09549

. GRF2016-02571

. GRF2016-04296
. GRF2016-09207
. GRF2016-09724
. GRF2016-10086
. GRF2017-02856

Appeal No. PLNAPP2017-00308 (Appeal administrative decision to deny
emergency demolition request. Case pending)

Subdivision No. PLNSUB2017-00421 (Lot consolidation of 46, 50, and 54 S
700 East into one parcel recorded September 7, 2017)

Complaint No. HAZ2017-02804 (House is falling down. Very dangerous,
unsightly blight. Owner needs to repair building)
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EXHIBIT D: HISTORIC DISTRICT MAP







EXHIBIT E: RECONNAISANCE LEVEL SURVEYS

























Central City Update RLS 700 EAST

Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County — December 2012 — January 2013 SHEET 1 OF 6
46 S. 700 E. EC ?48 S. 700 E. EC 54 S. 700 E. EC 126 S. 700 E. EC
130 S. 700 E. EC 130 S. 700 E. EC 144 S. 700 E. EC 150 S. 700 E. ES
154 S. 700 E. EC 160 S. 700 E. EC ?204 S. 700 E. NC 210 S. 700 E. NC







EXHIBIT F: RECONNAISANCE LEVEL SURVEY MAP







EXHIBIT G: MASTER PLAN POLICIES




While a discussion of adopted master plan policies is relevant to the demolition request by providing
background and contextual information, it is important to note that master plans are not relevant to the
demolition standards, and the Historic Landmark Commission should not use information contained within
city master plans as the basis for finding whether a demolition standard has been satisfied or not. That said,
the following quotes are from various master plans that provide policy information related to the applicant’s
demolition request:

Plan Salt Lake (2015)

e Preservation Initiatives — Preserve and enhance neighborhood and district character. Balance
preservation with flexibility for change and growth (page 33, Plan Salt Lake).

Salt Lake City Community Preservation Plan (2012)

Policy 3.3g: Ensure that underlying zoning is supportive of preservation policies for the area in
which historic or character preservation is proposed. (Page 111-26)

Policy 3.3k: Support modification of existing historic resources to allow for changes in use that
will encourage the use of the structure for housing or other appropriate uses in historic districts in
an effort to ensure preservation of the structure. (Page 111-26)

Central Community Master Plan (2005)

CENTRAL COMMUNITY NEIGHBORHOODS
Central City neighborhood planning area
Geographic description

The Central City neighborhood is located between 200 East and 700
East from South Temple to 900 South. It is adjacent to the Central
Business District and is traversed by major streets in both east-west
and north-south directions. Due to its central location between the
University of Utah and the Central Business District, a lot of vehicular
traffic travels through the neighborhood. The boundaries encompass
a variety of residential and business uses ranging from single-family
dwellings to high-density apartment units, offices and businesses.

This area is made up of two distinct neighborhoods: East Downtown
(north of 400 South) and Central City (south of 400 South). The
Central City Historic District, located between 500 and 700 East from
South Temple to 900 South (roughly) was designated locally in 1991.
It is also a National Register historic district.

Historic and neighborhood description

Like much of the Central Community, this area owes its early

development pattern to a varied version of the “Plat of the City of

Zion,” the plan devised by L.D.S. Church founder Joseph Smith. This

plan consisted of ten-acre blocks separated by streets 132 feet wide.

The blocks themselves were divided into eight lots of 1.25 acres each,

enough to accommodate a family and agricultural needs of everyday
living, such as a vegetable garden, fruit trees and a few livestock and chickens. Events during the 1870’s
modified the development pattern of the ten-acre blocks.

One of the difficult design problems of the ten-acre blocks in the Central City neighborhood is that the
“local” streets are 132 feet wide. These wide streets make it difficult to provide a sense of neighborhood
between residents living across the street from one another. The wide streets provide access for through



traffic and several have two travel lanes in each direction, oftentimes with a continuous left turn lane.
Other streets, such as 700 South, have large park strips with cutback angled parking to narrow the driving
area of the street which helps to encourage slower traffic.

The 400 South corridor became a major thoroughfare between the Central Business District and the
University of Utah and a major entry into the Central Business District. Retail strip commercial land uses
developed along this thoroughfare. The 500 and 600 South one-way couplets developed with the
interstate construction and encourage large volumes of traffic isolating the two neighborhoods.

East Downtown neighborhood. East Downtown is the residential center closest to the Central Business
District. Historically, this area contained the largest number of apartments and rooming houses in the
City and has been identified as the medium to high density housing area in all planning efforts. Historic
apartment buildings, large tree lined streets and center street medians were characteristic of East
Downtown. The historic apartment buildings, ranging from 12 to 30 units, were constructed from 1905
to 1930. Many of the historic apartments in East Downtown are eligible for federal and state
rehabilitation tax credits because they are either eligible to be listed individually on the National Register
or are located in the Central City National Register Historic District.

Because of its proximity to Downtown, its less expensive land and its attractive setting with landscaped
park strips and wide tree-lined streets, the area has been under pressure to change from its original
medium and high-density residential character to commercial/office use. Some of the older original
apartment buildings and most of the single-family residential units have been replaced with commercial
office structures. The accelerated rate of erosion and demolition of housing units threatens the residential
viability and character of the area.

Since the 1990s, the City has refocused office development within or west of the Central Business District.
This has taken pressure off the East Downtown neighborhood for non-residential development. In
addition, the City adopted a residential mixed-use zoning district that encourages the development of
new higher density residential development.

Central City neighborhood. The Central City Neighborhood conforms to the general history of the City.
The neighborhood character is by single-family homes and apartment complexes in ten-acre blocks
divided up by alleys, interior court streets, commercial strips, and civic centers. The carving up of the ten-
acre blocks with inner-block streets is still apparent, but many of these small streets have been absorbed
by parking lots, so that the only evidence of them is a street sign. Several large businesses were located in
this neighborhood including Troy Laundry at 431 South 600 East (demolished) and the Utah Light and
Railway Company, now Trolley Square, built on what had been the Tenth Ward farm.

Central City began to change shortly after the turn of the century. Many of the area’s affluent residents
moved out to newer neighborhoods and as a result, the construction of large, fashionable homes in
Central City declined. Its proximity to the congestion of the Downtown and nearby industries contributed
to the transition of the area to a residential neighborhood with lower-income families and people in
transient stages of their lives. Consequently, the neighborhood has a concentration of renters. An increase
in speculative activity caused large older houses to be divided into apartments, converted to businesses
or demolished.

Land use conflicts, specifically the adverse impacts of commercial and business expansion into the
Central City residential neighborhood, became a major concern. Many homes were abandoned during
the Depression and the neighborhood became stigmatized as a deteriorating area. By the end of World
War 11, the population of the area had begun a steady decline and the majority of those residents
remaining were elderly or individuals with low incomes. Several schools closed during the 1950s. Office
buildings and other commercial development encroached and Central City lost much of its physical
association with both its early roots and its early twentieth century development. The fact that it never
developed as a fashionable neighborhood has preserved one of its greatest assets: its eclectic architectural
character. In the 1960s, federal rehabilitation funds were used in Central City to start the long struggle to
revitalize the area. One example of the reinvestment was the construction of the Central City Community
center in 1968-1969.



When the blocks were cut up in the beginning of the 1900s, small interior courts were developed with
streets which are very narrow and do not allow parking. Many of the residential structures were built with
small front yard setbacks and no curb, gutter, sidewalk or off-street parking. This has created parking
problems and a lack of open space for the residents. To address this issue, several “block redesign”
projects were undertaken between the late 1970s and the early 1990s. In many instances, streets were
reconstructed and interior courts were connected to improve circulation. Several of these interior courts
have City-owned residential parking lots for use by the residents and their guests. In addition, some small
mini-parks have been developed to provide residents with needed open space.

Demographic profile

In the 2000 Census, the Central City neighborhood had 9,327 residents. This is a 14 percent increase
from 1990 when the population was 8,180. The number of school age children decreased by three percent
from 1,509 in 1990 to 1,460 in 2000. The number of residents 65 years or older increased by 15 percent
with 1,269 seniors in 1990 and 1,460 in 2000. Between 1990 and 2000, an additional 200 housing units
were built in the area. Of the 5,291 units, 714 or 13 percent are owner occupied. This percentage has stayed
the same since 1990. In 2000, approximately 13 percent of the housing units were vacant. This rate is
down from 19 percent in 1990.

Issues within the Central City neighborhood
Residential

«  Encourage the expansion of the housing stock in ways that are compatible with the historic character
of the neighborhood.

e Discourage demolition or loss of housing and the deterioration in the condition of housing units.
(italics added)

< Provide more three and four bedroom housing units and public recreational amenities, especially for
children.

»  Ensure that land-use policies reflect a respect for the eclectic architectural character so that this area
does not remain as just an interim zone between Downtown and more desirable neighborhoods to
the east and north.

»  Ensure that historic preservation is the priority in this area. (italics added)

*  Place special emphasis on buffers, transition zones, or insulation to minimize negative impacts from
incompatible uses. (page 5, Central Community Master Plan)

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Demolitions in Historic Districts in the Central City Community

Three locally-designated historic districts are located in the Central City Community: University, South
Temple and Central City. Of these three districts, Central City faces the most intense development
pressure and has consequently experienced the highest number of demolitions since its designation in
1991 (emphasis added). The majority of the demolitions have occurred in the four blocks located on the
400 South commercial corridor. Fourteen contributing structures have been approved for demolition for
the Emigration Court multifamily residential development and 14 structures (7 contributing) have been
demolished for the Fred Meyer shopping center development. A total of 52 structures have either been
demolished or approved for demolition.

Most of the demolitions in Central City have occurred as a result of low intensity development on land
that is zoned for high-density residential development or automobile-oriented commercial development.
Although the zoning rewrite in 1995 downzoned much of the property in the Central City Historic District,
the neighborhoods east of Downtown had been zoned for high-density uses for decades, resulting in
patterns of assemblage and land-banking with absentee landlords. The City strengthened its historic
preservation demolition ordinance as part of the zoning rewrite in 1995, requiring owners to show
economic hardship before the Historic Landmark Commission can approve the demolition (emphasis
added). Even with this requirement it has been difficult for preservationists to deter demolitions. Both
the zoning of properties within historic districts and the economic hardship ordinance need to be



evaluated to encourage adaptive reuse rather than demolition of structures. (page 17, Central Community
Master Plan)

Historic Preservation goals
Preserve the community’s architectural heritage, historically significant sites and historic neighborhoods.

Ensure that development is compatible with the existing architectural character and scale of surrounding
properties in historic districts.

Goals for individual districts

In addition to the global goals, there are specific goals which address the different characteristics of the
individual districts.

The goal for the Central City Historic District is stated in Design Guidelines for Residential Historic
Districts in Salt Lake City, Central City Historic District, July 1, 1996, p. 174. “The most significant feature
of this district is its overall scale and simple character of buildings as a group, as a part of the streetscape.
As aresult, the primary goal is to preserve the general, modest character of each block as a whole, as seen
from the street. Because the overall street character is the greatest concern, more flexibility in other areas,
particularly renovation details should be allowed. (page 18, Central Community Master Plan)



EXHIBIT H: ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS













b. Denial of Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition: Upon making findings that two (2) or
less of the standards are met, the HLC shall deny the Certificate of Appropriateness for
demolition.

c. Deferral of Decision for Up To One Year: Upon making findings that three (3) to five (5) of the
standards are met, the HLC shall defer a decision for up to one year during which the applicant
must conduct a bona fide effort to preserve the site pursuant to subsection 21A.34.020M of the
Salt Lake City Zoning Ordinance.



EXHIBIT I: PUBLIC PROCESS & COMMENTS




Notice to Community Council included:
e A copy of the application was emailed to all applicable community council district chairs on
September 1, 2017. Community Councils were invited to review the proposal and make a comment
on or before October 16, 2017.

Notice of application for the proposal included:

o Notice of application was mailed to all property owners and residents located within 300 feet of the
subject property on September 5, 2017.

Notice of Open House for the proposal included:

e Notice of a September 21, 2017, Open House meeting was mailed to all property owners and
residents located within 300 feet of the subject property on September 12, 2017.

Notice of public hearing for the proposal included:

e Public hearing notice mailed on October 19, 2017.

e Public hearing notice posted on the property on October 19, 2017.

e Meeting agenda posted on the Planning Division and Utah Public Meeting Notice websites on
October 19, 2017.

Public Comment:

In response to the Open House meeting held September 21, 2017, Planning Division staff received 31 hand-
written comments, which all favored the proposed demolition.

Before publication of the Historic Landmark Commission staff report, staff also received 21 emails, which
all favored the proposed demolition.


































































































































































ATTACHMENT D: Power Point Presentation
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The Other Side Academy Demolition
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The Other Side Academy Demolition
46 S 700 East Street - PLNHLC2017-00677
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The Other Side Academy Demolition
46 S 700 East Street - PLNHLC2017-00677

T
umber [ciTv STaNDARD | iT Response

1 Physical Integrity of Site Not Compliant
2 Streetscape Context Not compliant
3 Adversely Affect Overlay Not Compliant
4 Base Zone Compatibility Not Compliant
5 Reuse Plan Compliant

6 Willful Neglect Compliant

7 Economic Hardship Undetermined
Total 2
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ATTACHMENT E: Historic landmark Commission

Minutes



SALT LAKE CITY HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes
451 South State Street, Room 326
November 2, 2017

Arollis kept of all who attended the Historic Landmark Commission Meeting. The meeting
was called to order at 5:36:17 PM. Audio recordings of the Historic Landmark Commission
meetings are retained in the Planning Office for an indefinite period of time.

Present for the Historic Landmark Commission meeting were: Chairperson Charles
Shepherd, Vice Chairperson Kenton Peters; Commissioners Stanley Adams, Thomas
Brennan, Sheleigh Harding, Rachel Quist, David Richardson, Victoria Petro Eschler,
Esther Stowell and Paul Svendsen. Commissioner Robert Hyde was excused.

Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Michaela Oktay, Planning Manager;
Carl Leith, Senior Planner; Michael Maloy, Senior Planner; Kelsey Lindquist, Principal
Planner; Katia Pace, Principal Planner; Michelle Poland, Administrative Secretary and
Paul Nielson, Senior City Attorney.

FIELD TRIP NOTES:

A field trip was held prior to the meeting. Historic Landmark Commissioners present were
Ester Stowell, Rachel Quist and Victoria Petro-Eschler. Staff members in attendance
were Michaela Oktay, Carl Leith, Michael Maloy, Kelsey Lindquist and Katia Pace.

The following sites were visited:

508 E. South Temple - Staff gave an overview of the proposal.
772 East 2nd Avenue - Staff gave an overview of the proposal.
46 S 700 East - Staff gave an overview of the proposal.

574 East 100 South - Staff gave an overview of the proposal.

7:30:54 PM

The Other Side Academy Demolition at approximately 46 S 700 East - Soren
Simonsen, representing Other Side Holdings LLC, is requesting approval from the
City to demolish a home at the above listed address. The property had been used
as a residence and is zoned RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential
District. The property is located within the Central City Local Historic District. This
type of project must be reviewed as a demolition of a contributing structure in a
local historic district. The subject property is within Council District 4, represented
by Derek Kitchen. (Staff contact: Michael Maloy at (801)535-7118 or
michael.maloy@slcgov.com.) Case number: PLNHLC2017-00677

Mr. Michael Maloy, Senior Planner, gave an overview of the proposal as outlined in the
Staff Report (located in the case file). He stated Staff was recommending that the Historic
Landmark Commission deny the request as presented.
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The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
e The physical integrity of the site.
e The standards of approval and those that needed to be met to approve or deny the
proposal.
e The public comments received for the proposal.
e The work to the property on the south and if it was approved administratively.

Mr. Joseph Grennie and Mr. Timothy Stay, Other side Academy, reviewed the history and
use of the property. The reviewed the organization and its operations.

Mr. Soren Simonsen, architect, reviewed the surrounding properties and uses, the subject
property and the deterioration of the home. He stated not much could be done to save
the subject home at this point and reviewed the processes the demolition request had
been through. Mr. Simonsen reviewed the safety and fire risk, the options for abatement
and asked the Commission to approve the demolition of the structure. He reviewed the
historic criteria to be considered in determining if the structure was worth persevering or
gualified for demolition. Mr. Sorensen sated they felt it was a reconstruction not a
preservation effort at this time. He reviewed how removing the structure benefited the
area, and how it would and would not affect the historic fabric.

The applicants reviewed security issues with the subject property. They reviewed the
issues with requiring them to go through an economic hardship process.

The Commission and Applicant discussed the following:
The originally plan for the property as the applicant knew the property was in bad
condition upon purchase.
The Commissions purview over the proposal.
Tax credits.
The date the roof collapsed.
The interpretation of the word “site” in the Staff Report and how it applied to the
proposal.
o The interpretation of the definition was appropriate in relationship to the
proposal.
e The long term plans for the property.

PUBLIC HEARING 8:34:19 PM

Chairperson Shepherd opened the Public Hearing.

The following individuals spoke to the petition: Mr. Scott Howell, Ms. Camille Whinnie,
Mr. Laef Burton, Ms. Hilary Kelson, Mr. David Bailey, Ms. Cindy Cromer and Ms. Pamela

Cotler.

The following comments were made:
e Supported the demolition of the structure.
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Trolley Square buildings were allowed to be demolished and this petition was as
much of a benefit as those demolitions.

Demolishing the structure would benefit the community and bring people off the
street.

The building was dilapidated and should not be allowed to stay.

The Downtown Alliance supported the proposal for demolition.

The structure was not contributing as it is in terrible shape and had been for many
years.

The building would never be productive or contribute to the historic fabric of the
neighborhood.

Please approve the proposal as the building was a continued drag on the city and
community.

The building was a complete loss and keeping it would not benefit the community
in any way.

Please allow the property to be redeveloped and become a positive addition to
the neighborhood.

The improvement to the surrounding properties was a great improvement to the
city and neighborhood.

The improvements to the subject property would solve a dangerous situation.
There are issues with the ordinance but the rules have to be followed.

A landscape plan was not an appropriate reuse plan and conflicted with numerous
adopted policies.

The proposed demolition would be the fifty second contributing structure
demolished in this historic district since its adoption in 1991.

This property was inappropriately zoned and should be zoned RMU-45 or FBNU-
2, the zoning change would affect allowed uses and the intensity of uses

The zoning was relevant in terms of the economic viability of the property.

An appeal process should be in place and it was appalling that the City was
operating in the current way.

The Other Side Academy should not be held accountable for the 52 other
structures that were demolished for parking lots.

The structure was obviously way beyond repair and extremely costly to fix.

Chairperson Shepherd read the following cards:

Ms. Nicole Thomas — The Other side Academy has done wonderful things for our
community, | am in favor of them tearing down the historical building and
expanding their academy. It provides more transitional housing for our city which
we are in dire need of.

Mr. Matt Young — The current structure is dilapidated and inefficient. The Other
Side Academy is doing wonderful things for our citizens and this new project will
grow their reach.

Mr. Nic Dunn — On behalf of the Salt Lake County Councilwoman, Aimee Winder
Newton, | offer strong support for the Other Side Academy and their proposal for
the building in Salt Lake City. The Other Side Academy is a fantastic operation
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and Salt Lake County would greatly benefit from expanded capacity for their
organization.

Ms. Rhonda Bailey — The Other Side Academy is such an asset to the community.
Allowing this wonderful vocational school ability to expand will only continue to
improve the community.

Ms. Teresa Holdaway — Let decay go its natural course and give way to new
growth. Saving lives vs property? The Other Side is proving itself over and over
again in this community. “If you are not part of the solution you may be a piece
of the problem”.

Ms. Kena Mathews - As a non-profit housing director, | understand the value in
preserving homes and history. | am usually a strong supporter of preservation
but today | am here to support the Other Side Academy. My niece is a student
there and this program has transformed her life. The home in question, | believe,
is beyond preservation and needs to be torn down. This will give the Other Side
the opportunity to serve many more young people like my niece. She would most
likely be dead if we hadn’t found this incredible program. The condition of this
home is poor at best and to make it habitable would be beyond costly. This would
limit the Other Side’s ability to serve our community. It really comes down to the
value of people versus the value of a building. | strongly encourage you to choose
people. Thank you.

Mr. Mike Rener —Completely in favor of demolishing the house and allowing
expansion of TOSA’s program.

Chairperson Shepherd closed the public hearing.

The Applicants sated the standards of appropriateness could be met in a very logical way
and asked the Commission to vote in support of demolition.

The Commission stated and discussed the following:

What would happen to the home if it was left as is?

Historic integrity was different than condition.

How the petition met or did not meet the standards for demolition.

The history of the building and lack of desire to save it.

Other similar buildings that were rehabbed in the city.

The cost to abate the asbestos and rehab the home made it difficult to save.

The Commissions purview over the demolition of the home.

The standards of approval for demolition and if the Commission agreed or
disagreed with Staff’s recommendation.

To table, approve or deny the petition.

The zoning for the property and the surrounding structures.

Why one historic building was being restored and not the other when they were
owned by the same group.

MOTION 9:32:44 PM
Commissioner Peters stated based on the analysis and findings in part of the Staff
Report the Historic Landmark Commission finds that five of the standards of
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approval for a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition have been met, as
follows:

a. Standard A - the physical integrity of the site is no longer evident.

b. Standard 2 - the Commission finds that the streetscape within the context of
the H Historic Overlay District would not be negatively affected.

c. Standard 3 - the Commission finds that the demolition would not adversely
affect the H Historic Preservation District due to the surrounding non-
contributing structures.

d. Standards 4-6 - the Commission agreed with the findings listed in the Staff
Report.

Thereby, leaving five standards that are met so therefore he moved that the Historic
Landmark Commission defer their decision for one year during which time the
applicant must conduct a bon-a-fide effort to preserve the site located at
approximately 46 S 700 East or to seek a finding for an economic hardship.
Commissioner Harding seconded the motion.

The Commission discussed the following:
e The status of the revised demolition ordinance text amendment.

Commissioners Svendsen, Harding, Stowell, Petro-Eschler and Peters voted “aye.
Commissioners Quist, Richardson and Brennan voted “nay”. The motion passed
5-3.

The meeting adjourned at 10:27:18 PM
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ATTACHMENT F: Record of Decision




Salt Lake City Planning Division
Record of Decisions by the Historic Landmark Commission
November 2, 2017
City & County Building
451 South State Street, Room 326

1. New Apartment Building at approximately 508 E. South Temple - Chris Huntsman, CRSA,
on behalf of owner Residences at South Temple LLC, is requesting approvals from the City to
demolish an existing parking structure, and construct a new parking garage and a new apartment
building above, on the southeast corner of South Temple and 500 East. The development would
retain the existing Medical Office building, a Contributing Structure in the South Temple Historic
District, on the northern portion of the site. The development would require special exception
approvals for rebuilding the current building footprint of the parking structure, constructing
residential units within that footprint within the side and the rear yard setback areas. The
proposed development would include a total of 112 apartment units in the current and the
proposed buildings, with provision for parking 155 vehicles. The site is located in the South
Temple Historic District and is within the RO (Residential/Office) residential zone. The subject
property is within Council District 4 represented by Derek Kitchen(Staff contact: Carl Leith at
(801)535-7758 or carl.leith@slcgov.com)

a. Demolition - The development requires the demolition of the existing two story parking
structure which is attached to the south side of the existing medical office building. Case
number: PLNHLC2017-00777

b. New Construction - In order to build the proposed apartment building a New
Construction application for the construction of the new parking structure and the new
apartment building must be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission. Case
number: PLNHLC2017-00778

c. Special Exception Approval - In order to construct the development as proposed, the
parking structure would be constructed on the footprint of the existing parking structure.
Construction of the new parking structure would include new apartment units on three
levels which would exceed the rear setback requirement for the rear yard by
approximately 30 feet and the corner side yard setback requirement by approximately
13.5 feet. Special exception approval is sought for the above departures from the base
zoning standards. Case number: PLNHLC2017-00788

Decision: Approved




2. Reconstruction and Addition at approximately 772 East 2nd Avenue - Steve Scoville, on
behalf of JD Redevelopment LLC, is requesting approval to reconstruct the second story, rear
addition, front porch, three dormers and additional exterior elements that were damaged after a
structural failure of the second story. The subject property is located at the above listed address.
The subject property is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Residential) and is within
the Avenues Local Historic District in Council District 3, represented by Stan Penfold. (Staff
contact: Kelsey Lindquist at (801) 535-7930 or kelsey.lindquist@slcgov.com.)

a. Proposed Reconstruction and Addition - Requesting a Certificate of
Appropriateness for the reconstruction of the second story, rear addition and various
exterior elements. Case number PLNHLC2017-00791

b. Two Special Exceptions - Case number PLNHLC2017-00792
1. Request for an inline addition for the reconstruction of the addition which is

located within the eastern interior side yard setback.
2. Request to reconstruct the second story to a height of 26’10”.

Decision: Tabled to a future meeting.

3. The Other Side Academy Demolition at approximately 46 S 700 East - Soren Simonsen,
representing Other Side Holdings LLC, is requesting approval from the City to demolish a home
at the above listed address. The property had been used as a residence and is zoned RMF-35
Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District. The property is located within the Central
City Local Historic District. This type of project must be reviewed as a demolition of a contributing
structure in a local historic district. The subject property is within Council District 4, represented
by Derek Kitchen. (Staff contact: Michael Maloy at (801)535-7118 or
michael.maloy@slcgov.com.) Case number: PLNHLC2017-00677

Decision: Deferred decision for up to one year during which time the applicant must conduct a
bona fide effort to preserve the site. The applicant also has the option to apply for Economic

Hardship.

4. Salisbury Mansion Major Alterations & Special Exception at approximately 574 East 100
South - Shane Carrington, contractor for property owner Mark Cacciamani, is requesting
approval from the City to construct a significant addition to the Salisbury Mansion at the above
listed address. The Salisbury Mansion is listed as a Salt Lake City Landmark Site and is located
within the Central City Historic District. The property is zoned RMF-45 (Moderate/High Density
Multi-Family Residential District) and is within Council District 4, represented by Derek Kitchen.
(Staff contact: Katia Pace at (801)535-6354 or katia.pace@slcgov.com.)

a. Major Alterations - Request for approval to demolish a noncontributing portion of the
building added in 1972 and to build a significant addition to the rear and west side of the
existing building. Case number: PLNHLC2017-00556

b. Special Exception - Request to modify the rear yard setback from 30 feet to 10 feet from
the rear property line and modify the corner yard setback to accommodate an extension
of the porch that would be 6 feet from the corner yard. Case number: PLNHLC2017-
00861

Decision: Approved
Dated at Salt Lake City this 3rd of November, 2017
Michelle Poland, Administrative Secretary



mailto:kelsey.lindquist@slcgov.com
mailto:michael.maloy@slcgov.com
mailto:katia.pace@slcgov.com

ATTACHMENT G: Historic Landmark Commission

Agenda



SALT LAKE CITY HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA
In Room 326 of the City & County Building 451 South State Street
Thursday, November 2, 2017 at 5:30 pm
(The order of the items may change at the Commission’s discretion.)

DINNER — Will be served to the Historic Landmark Commissioners and Staff at 5:00 p.m.
in Room 118 of the City and County Building.
1. Boards and Commission Diversity Survey - The Mayor’s Office will discuss the survey
sent to the Commissioners.

HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION MEETING WILL BEGIN AT 5:30 PM IN ROOM 326
Approval of the Minutes from October 5, 2017.

Report of the Chair and Vice Chair

Director’s Report

Public Comments - The Commission will hear public comments not pertaining to items listed
on the agenda.

Public Hearings

1. New Apartment Building at approximately 508 E. South Temple. - Chris Huntsman,
CRSA, on behalf of owner Residences at South Temple LLC, is requesting approvals from
the City to demolish an existing parking structure, and construct a new parking garage and
a new apartment building above, on the southeast corner of South Temple and 500 East.
The development would retain the existing Medical Office building, a Contributing Structure
in the South Temple Historic District, on the northern portion of the site. The development
would require special exception approvals for rebuilding the current building footprint of the
parking structure, constructing residential units within that footprint within the side and the
rear yard setback areas. The proposed development would include a total of 112 apartment
units in the current and the proposed buildings, with provision for parking 155 vehicles. The
site is located in the South Temple Historic District and is within the RO (Residential/Office)
residential zone. The subject property is within Council District 4 represented by Derek
Kitchen(Staff contact: Carl Leith at (801)535-7758 or carl.leith@slcgov.com)

a. Demolition - The development requires the demolition of the existing two story
parking structure which is attached to the south side of the existing medical office
building. Case number: PLNHLC2017-00777

b. New Construction - In order to build the proposed apartment building a New
Construction application for the construction of the new parking structure and the
new apartment building must be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission.
Case number: PLNHLC2017-00778

c. Special Exception Approval - In order to construct the development as proposed,
the parking structure would be constructed on the footprint of the existing parking
structure. Construction of the new parking structure would include new apartment
units on three levels which would exceed the rear setback requirement for the rear
yard by approximately 30 feet and the corner side yard setback requirement by
approximately 13.5 feet. Special exception approval is sought for the above
departures from the base zoning standards. Case number: PLNHLC2017-00788




2. Reconstruction and Addition at approximately 772 East 2nd Avenue - Steve Scoville,
on behalf of JD Redevelopment LLC, is requesting approval to reconstruct the second story,
rear addition, front porch, three dormers and additional exterior elements that were
damaged after a structural failure of the second story. The subject property is located at the
above listed address. The subject property is zoned SR-1A (Special Development Pattern
Residential) and is within the Avenues Local Historic District in Council District 3,
represented by Stan Penfold. (Staff contact: Kelsey Lindquist at (801) 535-7930 or
kelsey.lindquist@slcgov.com.)

a. Proposed Reconstruction and Addition - Requesting a Certificate of
Appropriateness for the reconstruction of the second story, rear addition and
various exterior elements. Case number PLNHLC2017-00791

b. Two Special Exceptions - Case number PLNHLC2017-00792
1. Request for an inline addition for the reconstruction of the addition which is

located within the eastern interior side yard setback.
2. Request to reconstruct the second story to a height of 26’10”.

3. The Other Side Academy Demolition at approximately 46 S 700 East - Soren
Simonsen, representing Other Side Holdings LLC, is requesting approval from the City to
demolish a home at the above listed address. The property had been used as a residence
and is zoned RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District. The property is
located within the Central City Local Historic District. This type of project must be reviewed
as a demolition of a contributing structure in a local historic district. The subject property is
within Council District 4, represented by Derek Kitchen. (Staff contact: Michael Maloy at
(801)535-7118 or michael.maloy@slcgov.com.) Case number: PLNHLC2017-00677

4. Salisbury Mansion Major Alterations & Special Exception at approximately 574 East
100 _South - Shane Carrington, contractor for property owner Mark Cacciamani, is
requesting approval from the City to construct a significant addition to the Salisbury
Mansion at the above listed address. The Salisbury Mansion is listed as a Salt Lake City
Landmark Site and is located within the Central City Historic District.
The property is zoned RMF-45 (Moderate/High Density Multi-Family Residential District)
and is within Council District 4, represented by Derek Kitchen. (Staff contact: Katia Pace at
(801)535-6354 or katia.pace@slcgov.com.)

a. Major Alterations - Request for approval to demolish a noncontributing portion of
the building added in 1972 and to build a significant addition to the rear and west
side of the existing building. Case number: PLNHLC2017-00556

b. Special Exception - Request to modify the rear yard setback from 30 feet to 10 feet
from the rear property line and modify the corner yard setback to accommodate an
extension of the porch that would be 6 feet from the corner yard. Case number:
PLNHLC2017-00861

The next regular meeting of the Commission is scheduled for Thursday, December 7, 2017, unless
a special meeting is scheduled prior to that date.

Appeal of Historic Landmark Commission Decision: Anyone aggrieved by the Historic Landmark Commission's decision, may
object to the decision by filing a written appeal with the appeals hearing officer within ten (10) calendar days following the date
on which a record of decision is issued.

The applicant may object to the decision of the Historic Landmark Commission by filing a written appeal with the appeals
hearing officer or the mayor within thirty (30) calendar days following the date on which a record of decision is issued.

Files for agenda items are available in the Planning Division Offices, Room 406 of the City and County Building. Please contact
the staff planner for more information. Visit the Historic Landmark Commission's website


mailto:kelsey.lindquist@slcgov.com
mailto:michael.maloy@slcgov.com
mailto:katia.pace@slcgov.com

http://www.slcgov.com/planning/planning-historic-landmark-commission-meetings to obtain copies of the Historic Landmark
Commission's agendas, staff reports, and minutes. Staff reports will be posted by the end of the business day on the Friday prior
to the meeting and minutes will be posted by the end of the business day two days after they are ratified, which usually occurs at
the next regularly scheduled meeting of the Historic Landmark Commission.

The City & County Building is an accessible facility. People with disabilities may make requests for reasonable accommodation,
which may include alternate formats, interpreters, and other auxiliary aids and services. Please make requests at least two
business days in advance. To make a request, please contact the Planning Office at (801)535-7757, or relay service 711.
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PLNHLC2017-00677 MAILING LIST

Name

221 ASSOCIATES, LLC

Al SLC SOUTH TEMPLE PROPCO, LLC
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF S L CITY
BUTLER, DWIGHT H & CHARLES C; TC
CAMERON, IAIN

CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY OF UTAH
CRS INVESTMENTS LLC
ENTRPRISES INC

FAIRFIELD CORPORATION

FAMILY TRUST OF THE ESTATE OF JOHN B ANDERSON, THE
GAF PROPERTIES | LLC

KAPITI APARTMENTS, LLC
LEVENTHAL, AUDIE G; TR (AGL IRRV TRST)
MASONIC TEMPLE ASSOCIATION
MCCARTHEY, SARAH J; TR ET AL
NEWTON, JOHN H

OTHER SIDE HOLDINGS LLC
OTHER SIDE HOLDINGS LLC

PETER JR APARTMENTS LLC
PETER PAN APARTMENTS INC
Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Address1l

65 E STATE ST #1600
PO BOX 17227

440 E 100 S

702 E 100 S

1395 E 4600 S

1931 S 1100 E

649 E SOUTHTEMPLE ST
2439 E 900 S

160 S 1000 E #320

93 LAKEVIEW

8098 S COTTAGE PINES CV
45 S 700 E #REAR

25 CROSS RIDGE ST
650 E SOUTHTEMPLE ST
610 E SOUTHTEMPLE ST  #200
4514 S BUTTERNUT RD
435S 660 W

667 E 100 S

1480 E WINDER PARK PL
1952 MAPLE HOLLOW WY
645 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
649 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
667 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
701 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
701 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST #BLDG 2
709 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
678 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
46 S 700 E

50 S 700 E

54 S 700 E

5S700 E

702 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
77 S 700 E

40 S 800 E

680 E 100 S

706 E 100 S

708 E 100 S

712 E 100 S

53 S 600 E

57 S 600 E

607 E100S  #1

607 E100S  #2

607 E100S  #3

607 E100S  #4

607 E100S  #5

607 E100S  #6

650 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
623 E 100 S

627 E100S  #A

627 E100S  #B

627 E100S  #C

Address2

COLUMBUS, OH 43215

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84117-0227
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111-1898
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-4107
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84117
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84106-4502
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1153
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84108-1440
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1454
STANSBURY PARK, UT 84074
COTTONWOOD HTS, UT 84121-5984
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102

LAS VEGAS, NV 89135

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1102
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1208
HOLLADAY, UT 84117-4530
OREM, UT 84058

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1103
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84124-2689
BOUNTIFUL, UT 84010

Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1153
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1153
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1153
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1205
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1205
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1205
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1102
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1108
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1108
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1108
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1135
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1204
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1138
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4114
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1100
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4107
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4107
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4107
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1006
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1006
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4217
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1141
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1103
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4216
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4216
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4216



Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

Resident

ROMNEY LUMBER CO

RUNNOE, DENNIS H & ROSA S; JT
SALT LAKE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT
SALT LAKE COUNTY

SECRET O LIFE LLC

SK HART ST LLC

UTAH ALCOHOLISM FOUNDATION
UTAH COMPLEX LLC

UTNV PARKLANE LLC

Salt Lake City Planning Michael Maloy
Salt Lake City Planning Michelle Poland

627 E 100 S #D

635E 100 S #1

635E 100 S #2

635E 100 S #3

635E 100 S #4

647 E 100 S #1

647 E 100 S #3

647 E 100 S #5

647 E 100 S #7

647 E 100 S #9

649 E 100 S #A

649 E 100 S #B

649 E 100 S #C

649 E 100 S #D

649 E 100 S #E

649 E 100 S #F

651 E 100 S #10

651 E 100 S #2

651 E 100 S #4

651 E 100 S #6

651 E 100 S #8

661 E 100 S

610 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
630 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
699 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
PO BOX 71373

413 N VIRGINIA ST

440 E100 S

PO BOX 144575

701 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
630 E SOUTH TEMPLE ST
857 E200 S

PO BOX 711548

1422 CLARKVIEW ROAD
PO BOX 145480

PO BOX 145480

Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4216
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4215
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4215
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4215
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-4215
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1151
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1151
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1151
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1151
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1151
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1152
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1130
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1130
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1130
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1130
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1130
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1112
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1140
Salt Lake City, UT 84102-1116
Salt Lake City, UT 84103-1142

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84171-0373
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84103-4231
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84111-1898
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-4575
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1205
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-1102
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84102-2317
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84171-1548

BALTIMORE, MD 21209
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
Salt Lake City, UT 84114
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