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To: Historic Landmark Commission 

 

From: Carl Leith, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 

 

Date: November 3, 2010 

Re: Yalecrest Historic Designation – Review of Boundaries 

 
 

This Memorandum provides additional background and information on some of the options that might 
be considered to help define the boundaries of any future Local Historic District (LHD) in Yalecrest. It 
should be read in conjunction with the Staff Report for the Historic Landmark Commission meeting 
on October 20, 2010 and attachments, in particular the Survey and Nomination material. 
 
This Memorandum includes several initial considerations relating to three principal options for 
boundaries, informed by additional mapped information from survey data which form Attachment A of 
this memorandum. Defining the boundaries for a historic district can be complex, and is the subject of 
detailed national advice formulated for the National Register of Historic Places, and used to select 
and define local historic districts. This Memorandum identifies the core areas of this advice and briefly 
considers the three principal options for boundaries identified by the current Yalecrest National 
Register Historic District, the Yalecrest Yes Heritage Preservation Committee (YYHPC) request to 
consider historic district designation, and the 2005 Survey of the neighborhood. Detailed 
consideration will require additional analysis and field survey to enable conclusions informed by the 
many interrelated elements of neighborhood character. 
 

Staff Recommendation 
 
The staff recommends that the Historic Landmark Commission: 
1. Review the information and initial considerations in this Memorandum and Attachments. 
2. Identify additional information and analysis which might be required to determine appropriate 

boundaries for a LHD. 
3. Review this information and analysis in the field and in a work session. 
4. Confirm boundaries for a LHD and confirm an application for a map amendment for historic 

designation at the December 1, 2010 Historic Landmark Commission Meeting. 
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Background  -  Consideration of Yalecrest Yes Heritage Preservation 
Committee Request 
 
Historic Landmark Commission - October 20, 2010 
The Historic Landmark Commission on October 20, 2010 considered a request from the Yalecrest 
Yes Heritage Preservation Committee. The request was that the Commission prepare an Application 
for an H Historic Preservation Overlay for part of the Yalecrest National Register Historic District and 
to forward this application with favorable recommendation to the Planning Commission and City 
Council. 
 
The staff report was accompanied by nine attachments covering the Request, previous HLC minutes, 
survey and nomination reports and detail, maps identifying aspects of the area‟s development, public 
commentary received through several media, and additional submissions. The report summarized 
the evaluation process, pertinent background, the request itself, the character of the National 
Register District, and public commentary. The analysis and findings addressed relevant City policy 
background, the ordinance requirements for selection of a local historic district, its boundaries, and 
the creation of an application for a zoning map amendment. 
 
With the receipt of extensive public commentary during the public hearing, and in their review of the 
information in the staff report, the Historic Landmark Commission considered several staff 
recommendations. These were: 

1. Consider whether to make an application. 
2. Determine whether sufficient documentation is present for the application. 
3. Make findings and recommendations regarding the creation of a Local Historic District, 

and recommendations on the boundaries of this district, and 
4. Continue the public hearing to the November 3, 2010, Historic Landmark Commission 

Meeting. 
 
HLC Meeting 10/20/10 - Record of Decision 
“The Commission moved to continue the item to November 3, 2010 for further consideration 
of making an application for the designation of a Yalecrest Historic District and forwarding 
recommendations regarding possible district boundaries.” 
 
HLC Meeting 10/20/10 – Motion (Draft) 
“Vice Chairperson Oliver, in the case of the Yalecrest Historic District Designation on 
October 20, 2010 moved that the Commission intended to make an application for a Zoning 
Map Amendment to establish an H Historic Preservation Overlay District for part or all of the 
Yalecrest National Historic District; determining that there is sufficient documentation in the 
staff report to support that Zoning Map Amendment, but the Commission feels that further 
research is necessary to create appropriate boundaries for this district; continuing the 
hearing until November 3, 2010 and instructing staff in the intervening weeks to carefully 
evaluate potential boundaries for such a local historic district, ranging from encompassing 
the National Historic District to the smaller subsections mentioned in the Reconnaissance 
Level Survey and other potential ways of creating a unified district out of a larger whole.” 
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Methodology  -  Selecting a Local Historic District and Defining 
the Boundaries 
 
The criteria established by the City ordinance for the selection of a local historic district are those 
used for the definition of a national historic district, in line with national preservation procedure and 
best practice, as set out below. They also identify the key character-defining features upon which any 
consideration and definition of the boundaries of a local historic district will depend; while the 
boundaries themselves must meet certain thresholds and requirements, again as set out below. 
 
City Ordinance - Criteria for the Selection of an H Historic Preservation Overlay 
District 
The City Ordinance defines an H Historic Preservation Overlay District as: “A geographically 
or thematically definable area which contains buildings, structures, sites, objects, landscape 
features, archeological sites and works of art, or a combination thereof, that contribute to the 
historic preservation goals of Salt Lake City.” 
 
In reviewing potential and appropriate boundaries of a local historic district in Yalecrest the 
Historic Landmark Commission will make its decision based upon how these boundaries 
identify and include the cultural resources of the neighborhood. The City Ordinance sets out 
these LHD selection criteria in Chapter 21A.34.020.C.2, as defined below. 
 
Chapter 21A.34.020.C.2 identifies the procedure and evaluation criteria for the selection of a 
local historic district or landmark site. It states: 

“The historic landmark commission shall evaluate each parcel of property within a 
proposed H historic preservation overlay district or the parcel of property associated with 
a landmark site. Individual parcels within a proposed district, the district as a whole, and 
landmark sites shall be evaluated according to the following: 

1. Significance in local, regional, state or national history, architecture, engineering 
or culture, associated with at least one of the following: 
a. Events that have made significant contribution to the broad patterns of 

history, or 
b. Lives of persons significant in the history of the city, region, state, or nation, 

or 
c. The distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; or 

the work of a notable architect or master craftsman, or 
d. Information important in the understanding of the prehistory or history of Salt 

Lake City; and 
2. Physical integrity in terms of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 

feeling and association as defined by the national park service for the National 
Register of Historic Places; and 

3. The age of the site. Sites must be at least fifty (50) years old, or have achieved 
significance within the past fifty (50) years if the properties are of exceptional 
importance.” 
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City Ordinance - Assessing the Boundaries of a Proposed Historic Preservation 
Overlay District 
Chapter 21A.34.020.C.3 of the ordinance establishes the criteria for the assessment of 
appropriate boundaries of a proposed H historic preservation overlay district. It states: 

“When applying the evaluation criteria in subsection C2 of this section, the historic 
landmark commission shall recommend boundaries of a proposed H historic 
preservation overlay district to ensure that the boundaries: 
a. Contain documented historic or architectural resources; 
b. Coincide with documented historic boundaries such as early roadways, canals, subdivision 

plats or property lines; 
c. Coincide with logical physical or manmade features and reflect recognized neighborhood 

boundaries; and 
d. Contain nonhistoric resources or vacant land only where necessary to create appropriate 

boundaries to meet the criteria of subsection C2 of this section.” 
 
Boundary Definition Methodology 
The process of identifying the boundaries for a local historic district has two related 
requirements. 

1. The identification of the key character-defining features which define the special 
historic and architectural character of all or parts of the historic district – whether 
national or local. 

2. The demarcation of boundaries to ensure that they include these character-defining 
resources. 

The methodology for defining the boundaries of historic districts is set out in the information 
and advice in the national standards established for preservation best practice by the 
National Park Service. The City ordinance uses the national standards and criteria in the 
requirements defined for the identification of local historic districts within Salt Lake City. 
 
The US Department of the Interior and the National Park Service publish a series of 
National Register (NR) Bulletins, which cover technical information and provide guidance on 
the survey, evaluation, registration and preservation of cultural resources included on the 
National Register of Historic Places. While much of this advice works for individual buildings 
and sites, it is also tailored for the evaluation of a historic district and the issues relating to 
the definition of its boundaries. The evaluation of a historic district is in some respects the 
most complex of these tests, in that it is both the identity of individual buildings/resources 
and the complexity of their interrelationships that creates the richest experience of urban 
character, with its many nuances. 
 
Of particular relevance in the context of the selection of a historic district and the definition of 
boundaries are the NR Bulletins 15, 16 and 21/12.  
Refer to:  http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/ 
 
NR Bulletin 15, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation”, defines a 
historic district as follows. 
“A district possesses a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, 
structures, or objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development.” 
It goes on to amplify this definition. 

http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/publications/
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 Concentration, Linkage, & Continuity of Features.  “A district derives its importance from 
being a unified entity, even though it is often composed of a wide variety of resources. 
The identity of a district results from the interrelationship of its resources, which can 
convey a visual sense of the overall historic environment or be an arrangement of 
historically or functionally related properties.” 

 Significance.  “A district must be significant, as well as being an identifiable entity. It 
must be important for historical, architectural, archeological, engineering, or cultural 
values.” 

 Types of Features.  “A district can comprise both features that lack individual distinction 
and individually distinctive features that serve as focal points. It may even be considered 
eligible if all the components lack individual distinction, provided that the grouping 
achieves significance as a whole within its historic context. In either case, the majority of 
the components that add to the district‟s historic character, even if they are individually 
undistinguished, must possess integrity, as must the district as a whole.” 
“A district can contain buildings, structures, sites, objects or open spaces that do not 
contribute to the significance of the district. The number of non-contributing properties a 
district can contain yet still convey its sense of time and place and historical 
development depends on how the properties affect the district‟s integrity.” 

 Geographical Boundaries.  “A district must be a definable geographic area that can be 
distinguished from surrounding properties by changes such as density, scale, type, age, 
style of sites, buildings, structures and objects, or by documented differences in patterns 
of historical development or associations. It is seldom defined, however, by the limits of 
current parcels of ownership, management, or planning boundaries. The boundaries 
must be based upon a shared relationship among the properties constituting the district.” 

 Discontiguous Districts.  “A district is usually a geographic area of contiguous historic 
properties; however, a district can also be composed of two or more definable significant 
areas separated by nonsignificant areas. A discontiguous district is most appropriate 
where: 

o Elements are spatially discrete; 
o Space between the elements is not related to the significance of the district; and 
o Visual continuity is not a factor in the significance.” 

 
NR Bulletin 16, “How to Complete the National Register Registration Form”, provides 
Guidelines for Selecting Boundaries for Historic and Architectural Districts. The guidance is 
amplified in NR Bulletin 21/12 which addresses “Defining Boundaries for National Register 
Properties”, designed to assist the proper selection, definition and documentation of 
boundaries. 
 
The Guidelines for selecting boundaries for Historic and Architectural Districts in NR Bulletin 16 
are defined as follows. 

 Select boundaries to encompass the single area of land containing the significant 
concentration of buildings, sites, structures, or objects making up the district. The district's 
significance and historic integrity should help determine the boundaries. Consider the 
following factors: 

1. Visual barriers that mark a change in the historic character of the area or that break 
the continuity of the district, such as new construction, highways, or development of 
a different character. 
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2. Visual changes in the character of the area due to different architectural styles, types 
or periods, or to a decline in the concentration of contributing resources. 

3. Boundaries at a specific time in history, such as the original city limits or the legally 
recorded boundaries of a housing subdivision, estate, or ranch. 

4. Clearly differentiated patterns of historical development, such as commercial versus 
residential or industrial. 

 A historic district may contain discontiguous elements only under the following 
circumstances: 

1. When visual continuity is not a factor of historic significance, when resources are 
geographically separate, and when the intervening space lacks significance: for 
example, a cemetery located outside a rural village. 

2. When manmade resources are interconnected by natural features that are excluded 
from the National Register listing: for example, a canal system that incorporates 
natural waterways. 

3. When a portion of a district has been separated by intervening development or 
highway construction and when the separated portion has sufficient significance and 
integrity to meet the National Register criteria. 

 
NR Bulletin 21/12 confirms that the “Selection of boundaries is a judgment based on the 
nature of the property‟s significance, integrity, and physical setting.”  Factors to consider are 
identified as:  

 Integrity  -  “The majority of the property must retain integrity of location, design, setting, 
feeling and association to be eligible.” 

 Setting and Landscape Features  -  “Consider the setting and historically important 
landscape features.” Resources may be compromised by new construction or 
alterations to resource or its setting, or by natural processes. 

 Research Potential  -  “Define boundaries that include all of the resources with integrity 
that have the potential to yield important information about the past” for properties 
eligible under Criterion D (resources that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, 
information important in prehistory or history). 

 
In selecting boundaries NR Bulletin 21/12 further confirms the following. “identify appropriate 
natural or cultural features that bound the eligible resource. Consider historical and 
cartographic documentation ... in addition to existing conditions.” Key factors to consider are 
identified as: 

 Distribution of Resources  -  use the extent of above-ground resources and surrounding 
setting to define the boundaries of the property. 

 Current Legal Boundaries  -  use these if they encompass the eligible resource and are 
consistent with its historical significance and remaining integrity. 

 Historic Boundaries  -  use this information when current legal parcels do not 
correspond. 

 Natural Features  -  where these correspond with the limits of the eligible resource. 

 Cultural Features  -  e.g. stone wall, roadway or curb line associated with the 
significance of the property, or use an area of modern development or disturbance that 
represents the limit of the eligible resource. 
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Yalecrest National Register Historic District - Summary 
The Yalecrest neighborhood was designated a National Register Historic District in 2007, 
and the boundaries confirmed this district meets all of the established national standards for 
this process. As tried and tested methodology, the City ordinance confirms the same 
standards. The 2005 Survey Report and the 2007 National Register Nomination Reports 
identify, review and summarize the historic and architectural character-defining features of 
the district. Several of these and some report conclusions are reviewed in the mapped 
information provided with the staff report for the HLC meeting on October 20, 2010, 
supplemented by the additional maps which comprise Attachment A of this Memorandum. 
Map information derives from the 2005 survey. 
 
These character-defining features and report conclusions or recommendations include: 

 Residential subdivision & historical sequence 

 Street & development patterns 

 Building age 

 Architectural style 

 Architectural significance 
Contributing buildings 
Buildings listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
Houses designed by specific architects 

 Report conclusions & recommendations 
Properties recommended for National Register Level Research 
Properties recommended for Intensive Level Research 
Smaller neighborhood districts identified as examples in the 2005 survey report 

 
 

Boundary Options – Initial Review 
 
There are three initial boundary options which emerge from the current NR historic district status: 

 The National Register Historic District boundaries 

 The National Register Historic District excepting the sections to the South and East, including six 
original subdivisions and Uintah School site (YYHPC request) 

 The part of the NRHD identified in the five neighborhood sub-areas defined in the 2005 Survey 
 
 
The Boundary of the National Register Historic District 
 
The Yalecrest National Register Historic District (NRHD) was designated in 2007 in recognition of its 
character and contribution to Salt Lake City, the region and the state, following a survey of the 
neighborhood in 2005. This NRHD status is largely honorary, recognizing the importance of the 
neighborhood. It also provides tax incentives (state or federal) for eligible rehabilitation projects or 
alterations which meet the necessary national standards. The State Historic Preservation Office, who 
administers the program, confirms that there has been a high rate of tax incentive projects in the 
Yalecrest District; a measure of the success of the recognition and status of the district.  
 
The boundaries of the National Register Historic District are those of the Yalecrest Neighborhood 
Community Council area; generally 800 South/Sunnyside, 1300 East, 1300 South and 1900 East. 
The NRHD boundary includes historic and architectural resources which are documented in detail in 
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the 2005 survey and the 2007 nomination report. The reports record a very high degree of historic 
integrity, with 91% of buildings making a positive contribution to the historic character of the district, 
noting this as the highest in the state. The Map Series which forms Attachment of this report record 
information for the entire area within the NRHD boundary. 
 
These boundaries encompass residential buildings constructed throughout the development of the 
neighborhood up to 1955 (the 50 year threshold generally used to define „historic‟), with some 
reference to the later development period. They also encompass other features, including institutional 
buildings, parks, and other objects of historic interest. Buildings identified as contributing to the 
historic and architectural character of the district are defined for all periods within the time spectrum 
up to 1955, and are found in significant concentrations in all parts of the neighborhood within the 
National Register Historic District boundary. 
 
The reports note as well that the architecture of the area is remarkable for the concentration of fine 
period revival style houses, with 74% of the contributing resources being built from 1920-1939. 
Although period revival styles predominate, the earlier development of the neighborhood includes 
many examples and several variations of the bungalow architectural style (c.19%). It may be noted, 
from the map series, that the post-1939 phases of residential development tend to be concentrated to 
the eastern and south-eastern fringes of the neighborhood and along the very northern edge of the 
district. It is noted that the 2005 survey report recommendations suggest additional reconnaissance 
level survey work on the neighborhoods adjacent to the south and the east of the survey area to 
determine final district boundaries. 
 
Development Pattern, Building Age, Architectural Significance and Style  (Attachment A) 
The development sequence of the neighborhood, defined by subdivision plats, primarily ranges from 
1911 through to 1938. Some of these early subdivisions were built out over an extended period of 
time with, in some areas, a discernible west to east progression. All of the early subdivisions platted 
in 1911 adopt a grid street or topographically modified grid pattern, and were laid out with rear alleys. 
These street patterns remain a characteristic of those areas which were platted early but developed 
later, most conspicuously in Colonial Heights Subdivision to the south-east. A street pattern including 
rear alley access does not occur in any of the subdivisions platted after 1911. It is an important 
aspect of the development history of the neighborhood. Some additional historic subdivision 
information forms Attachment B to this Memorandum. 
 
The two maps recording the residential development sequence across the district in terms of 
Building Age, provide both a more detailed breakdown in increments of 5 years (Map 1), and a 
distillation of this to record those houses built up to 1940, and after 1940 (Map 2). Historic subdivision 
boundaries and dates are also included on the second of these maps, enabling a related assessment 
of the two. Immediately notable in these patterns is the concentration of later residential development 
towards the south-east corner of the neighborhood. 
 
Parameters of the Architectural Significance of the district are recorded on two maps. The first of 
these defines the distribution of the two categories of buildings identified as contributing to the 
character of the neighborhood. The second map combines these two categories to record the 
contributing buildings, and also records those individual buildings identified in the survey for further 
intensive level research, and those which are architect-designed, as well as the one NR individually 
listed building in the district. Subdivision boundaries and dates are also mapped. Both of the 
Architectural Significance maps identify a relatively even distribution of contributing buildings across 
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the entire district. Certain streets have a few more examples of non-contributing buildings, and some 
have very few, but in general the pattern is fairly dispersed. 
 
The Architectural Style map contributes a further dimension to the evaluation, identifying period 
revival styles and bungalows, which jointly comprise approximately 72% (53% + 19% respectively) of 
the residences in the district. Both these categories are identified as key character-defining features 
of the neighborhood. In many respects this pattern of styles begins to echo the distribution of building 
age within the neighborhood, with the decline of period revival styles from 1940 onward. In general 
after this point residential architecture turned towards simpler „cottage‟ and other forms with less 
attention to detail and materials. 
 
Considerations for the National Register Historic District  

 This is the complete National Register Historic District, which was well documented in the 2005 
Survey and the 2007 NR Nomination, in accordance with national practice, methodology and 
criteria. The proportion of contributing buildings is recorded as being 91% of the district. 

 Boundaries for the NR District have also been defined as meeting the national standards, and 
consequently would meet the City standards for selection of a LHD and its boundaries. 

 The distribution of contributing buildings within these boundaries is relatively evenly distributed 
within the boundaries. There are no apparent concentrations of non-contributing buildings. 

 Some of the houses were constructed in the later years of the historical sequence up to 1955 and 
are less readily perceived, in comments received, as historic or of architectural interest. 

 Later architectural styles are characteristically simpler in architectural form, detail and materials, 
and are obviously more recent. At the same time they are part of the historical sequence of the 
development of the neighborhood. 

 Post 1940 buildings appear to concentrate at the south-east corner of the district, particularly 
within the Colonial Heights Subdivision, and Hillside Park Subdivision as it approaches 1300 
South. Colonial Heights is at the same time one of the earliest plats in the neighborhood. 

 The 2005 Survey report does recommend additional survey work to determine final district 
boundaries to the south and east. Findings from additional survey may suggest less than the NR 
district in these areas, or they may suggest more; Westmoreland Place along the southern 
boundary, for example, has recently been designated (August 10, 2010) as the City‟s seventh 
Local Historic District. 

 
 
Boundaries Excluding Area to South & East 
 
This option formed the basis of the Yalecrest Yes (YYHPC) request on September 1, 2010. It is 
noted however that YYHPC revised the boundaries of their request to encompass the full Yalecrest 
National Register Historic District in their presentation to the Commission in the meeting on October 
20, 2010. As identified in the initial request the area excluded from a proposed local historic district 
cover the site of Uintah School and the subdivisions of Upper Laird Park, Mayfair Park, Hillside Park, 
Colonial Heights, Upper Yale 3rd Addition, and most of Yalecrest Heights. 
 
Development Pattern, Building Age, Architectural Significance and Style  (Attachment A) 
The southern and eastern sections of the NR district exhibit some characteristics which differ from 
the neighborhood as a whole. The extreme south-east corner encompassed by Colonial Heights 
Subdivision has one of the earliest street patterns and some of the last of the historic sequence of 
buildings (refer to Building Age maps). Hillside Park Subdivision adjacent integrates grid and circle 
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street patterns and appears to reflect this composition in its periods of construction. Adjacent again to 
the west the Mayfair Park and Upper Laird Park Subdivisions were platted within a year of each other 
and also combine grid pattern this time with early cul-de-sac street design. Construction sequence 
appears to reflect the 1930s and early 40s evolution of the neighborhood. On the east side the grid 
street pattern continues and reflects a development build out following closely on the subdivision 
plats. Architectural styles seem to echo the construction period relatively closely, with period revival 
styles gradually dropping away first. 
 
Considerations for Excluding Areas to the South and East 

 The area considered for „exclusion‟ is part of the historical development sequence of the 
neighborhood, and is reviewed in this light in the Survey and Nomination reports. It has some of 
the earliest street pattern as well as some of the most recent. 

 Excluding this section from a Yalecrest local historic district boundary would affect the balance of 
the residential development sequence within a designated neighborhood. 

 Building age ranges from the 1930s through to the post-war period, with later residences 
concentrating towards the south-east corner. 

 Architectural style includes defined groups of period revival styles and subsequent architectural 
expressions. 

 The area includes a high concentration of buildings identified as contributing to the character of 
the district. 

 Conclusions on the importance of this development area to the historic and architectural 
character of Yalecrest and the residential development of the East Bench may be influenced by 
review of adjacent development to the south and to the east. 

 
 
Smaller District Suggestions 
 
The 2005 Survey identified several smaller neighborhood areas which might be considered as a 
basis for future historic district/s, as alternatives to a large scale district, and defined five areas which 
were described, but not mapped. These referenced areas, which were introduced as examples, 
would seem to build upon earlier survey material from research in the mid-80s.  A map interpolating 
these descriptions has been drawn up by staff, and forms the last map in the series forming 
Attachment A of this report, and included with the staff report for the HLC meeting on October 20, 
2010. As identified in the notes for this map, at this point in time the lines defined from these 
descriptions have not been reviewed in relation to more detailed information available in 
documentary form or in the field.  
 
The example areas (see Smaller Districts map – Attachment A) are described as: 
 Laird and Princeton Avenues cottage district  - between 1500 and 1600 East 
 Michigan Avenue cottage district – between 1700 East and Le Grand Street 
 Normandie Heights – Harvard, Princeton & Laird between 1300 & 1500 East including 

Normandie, Laird and Uintah Circles                                                                                                                                          
 Lower Yale Avenue – 1300 to 1500 East 
 Upper Yale Park – both sides of Miller Park running from 900 South to 1500 East 

including  Yale, Yalecrest and Military, Bonneview and Diestel                                                                                                                                                                                                 
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Development Pattern, Building Age, Architectural Significance and Style   (Attachment A) 
Combined, this area includes a significant proportion of the primary topographically related settlement 
pattern to the west and center of the NR district. In the larger sections the street pattern follows the 
more organic line of riparian courses and contour lines where the steeper slopes are found towards 
the western boundary along 1300 East. There are many deep and individual, irregularly shaped lots 
where the sinuous street lines rise proceeding eastward. These areas were laid out in the earlier 
phases of the development of the neighborhood, but exclude some the earliest plats to the north. The 
suggestions also include two grid form street subdivisions of period revival cottages, on Michigan 
Avenue to the north-east and on Laird and Princeton Avenues to the south. 
 
Overall, the combined areas include pre-1939 houses and a mix of period revival and bungalow 
architectural styles. There is a high concentration of contributing buildings and buildings identified 
individually in the survey as architect designed and/or for further research. They also exclude some 
of the earliest development patterns and layouts to the north and the east, as well as most of the grid 
pattern of smaller lots, period revival cottages and bungalows to the east. The later phases of 
residential development to the east and south-east are not included. 
 
Additional detailed research and evaluation, from documentary evidence and field survey, will be 
required to draw conclusions on whether these combined areas might form the basis of an 
alternative, coherent boundary for a smaller district. 
 
Considerations for Smaller District Suggestions 

 These areas are described verbally in the report, with a mapped approximation of their location 
and extent. Map definition has not been reviewed in the field either to confirm or refine 
boundaries. Documentary resources may also identify additional considerations. 

 The combined smaller neighborhood areas identify a section of the district running from the 
south-west towards the north-east, excluding major sections of the NR historic district to the 
north, the east and the south-east. The latter include some of the earliest subdivisions, settlement 
patterns and/or development in the area. 

 The boundaries, as they are currently mapped, include and exclude parts of subdivisions which 
might contribute to a more coherent district in terms of residential character. 

 The area as currently identified includes a proportion of the settlement patterns and physical 
features which define the district, although perhaps not a balanced proportion with the exclusion 
of so much to the north and the south-east. 

 The examples of smaller neighborhood areas suggested in the 2005 survey appear to build on 
much earlier survey and research, from a period which could only have defined certain parts of 
the district as „historic‟ in terms of the general 50 year threshold. 

 As well as the suggestions for smaller neighborhood areas included in the 2005 Survey Report 
there may be other areas which additional review and analysis would identify within the larger 
neighborhood. 

 The northern edge of the NRHD, facing Sunnyside Drive, has been mentioned as a frontage 
which might be compromised by its highway and utility setting. 
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Attachments 
This Memorandum has the following Attachments. 
 
A.  Map Series 

 Historic Subdivision Boundaries & Dates 

 Building Age  (2 maps) 

 Architectural Significance  (2 maps) 

 Architectural Style 

 Smaller District Suggestions 
B.  Historical Yalecrest Residential Development Note 
C.  Public Comment – Received since Oct. 20, 2010 
D.  Open City Hall Report – Update on last report of Oct. 20, 2010 
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BUILDING AGE 1

This map identifies the incremental development of the area, 
based upon building age as identified in the 2005 Reconnaissance 
Level Survey.
a. The 1915 and Earlier period is identified in one tone (dark)
b. The 1951 to 1985 period is identified in one tone (light)
c. The 1986 and after period is identified in one tone (white)
d. The 1916 period through to 1950 includes the majority of 
significant development in the area, with the period of primary 
significance falling between 1920 and the end of the 1930s. 
This 35 year period is defined in the mid-range of tones, in 
increments of 5 years.
e. Other: Information for several sites has to be verified or is 
incomplete – these are also defined in white.

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010

Building Age
- 1915
1916-1920
1921-1925
1926-1930
1931-1935
1936-1940
1941-1945
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+ 1986 
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BUILDING AGE 2

This map describes the incremental development 
of the area, based upon building age as identified 
in the 2005 Reconnaissance Level Survey.
Notes:
a. Development up to 1940 including the 
primary period of significance from/to 
1920 - 1939 (darker tone)
b. Development between 1941 and 1955 
completing the period of historical development 
as defined in 2005 Survey (lighter tone)
c. Development from 1956
d. Other: Information for several sites has to be 
verified or is incomplete (white)

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010

BUILDING AGE LEGEND
Up to 1940
1941-1955
1956 onward + others
Subdivisions by Year
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Ü
ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 1

This map identifies contributing buildings in Categories A & B (see 
survey definitions below), and also identifies recommendations for 
Intensive Level Survey, both for potential National Register status and 
other buildings of possible historical/architectural importance, as 
noted in Appendix C in the Survey Report. 
Category A: Eligible/significant: built within the historic period and 
retains integrity; excellent example of a style or type; unaltered or 
only minor alterations or additions; individually eligible for National 
Register under criterion “C”, architectural significance; also, buildings 
of known historic significance.
Category B: Eligible: built within the historic period and retains integrity; 
good example of a style or type, but not as well preserved or well 
executed as “A” buildings, though overall integrity has been retained; 
eligible for National Register as part of a potential historic district or 
primarily for historical, rather than architectural, reasons. The additions 
do not detract and may be reversible.
Other: includes buildings identified as non-contributing and all other 
sites, including some with incomplete information.

A. Eligible/Significant
B. Eligible
OTHER
Subdivision Boundaries

As Defined in Reconnaissance 
Level Suvey 2005

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010
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ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 2

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010

This map identifies all contributing buildings in 
Categories A & B in one color (green), and
also identifies recommendations for individual 
Intensive Level Survey, both for potential 
National Register status and other buildings of 
possible historical/architectural importance, as 
noted in Appendix C in the Survey Report. 
Contributing buildings include:
Category A: Eligible/significant: built within the
historic period and retains integrity; excellent
example of a style or type; unaltered or only
minor alterations or additions; individually
eligible for National Register under criterion
“C”, architectural significance; also, buildings
of known historic significance.
Category B: Eligible: built within the historic
period and retains integrity; good example of
a style or type, but not as well preserved or well
executed as “A” buildings, though overall
integrity has been retained; eligible for
National Register as part of a potential historic
district or primarily for historical, rather than
architectural, reasons. The additions do not
detract and may be reversible.
Other: includes buildings identified as non-
contributing and all other sites, including some
with incomplete information.
The buildings designed by specific architects
are also identified (see below).

ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE 2

      ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE LEGEND
Eligible/Significant + Eligible
Other
National Register Building
Architect Designed
Recommendations for Intensive
Level Survey
Subdivisions by Year
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Ü
ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010

The Yalecrest neighborhood is noted for the
concentration and rich variety of residential 
architecture in the first half of the Twentieth Century. 
The residential styles which characterize the majority 
of houses built between 1910 and 1939 include 
bungalows and the various period revival styles, 
especially those defined as English Cottage and 
English Tudor. This map uses the 2005 
Reconnaissance Level Survey information to 
define the distributionof these two categories of 
architectural design.  
Entries identified as "Other" record those buildings 
defined in the survey using alternative architectural 
classification, including late styles (generally1940 
onward) and more recent buildings. 
The map also defines the historic subdivisions and their 
dates for the Yalecrest National Register Historic 
District, which further helps in the interpretation of the 
neighborhood development patterns. 

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

ARCHITECTURAL STYLE
Period Revival
Bungalow
Other
Subdivisions by Year
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2005 SURVEY SMALLER DISTRICT SUGGESTIONS

Salt Lake City Planning Division AV, 2010

This map identifies areas identified in the survey report which 
might be considered as smaller historic districts. 
It should be noted that this is an initial identification of what 
these boundaries might be, based on the descriptive text in the 
report. As currently defined they have not been evaluated in any 
detail or on site. 
Suggestions are:
• Laird and Princeton Avenue between 1500-1600: 
Cottage district
• Michigan Avenue between 1700 East and LeGrand Street: 
Cottage district
• Normandie Heights, i.e., Harvard, Princeton & Laird between 
1300 and 1500 East including Normandie, Laird and Uintah Circles
• Lower Yale Avenue between 1300 to 1500 East
• Upper Yale Park – both sides of Miller Park running from 900 South to 
1500 East including Yale, Yalecrest and Military, Bonneview and 
Diestel

2005 SURVEY SMALLER DISTRICT SUGGESTIONS
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