MEMORANDUM

451 South State Street, Room 406 Vo d Y
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 _ HE g 4
(801) 535-7757

Planning and Zoning Division
Department of Community Development

TO: Salt Lake City historic Landmark Commission
FROM: Doug Dansie, Senior Planner
DATE: August 25,2010

SUBJECT: PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside (Broadway Place) Apartments

PEG development, represented by Matt Hansen, is requesting the Salt Lake City Historic
Landmark Commission approve the final design for an apartment building at 556 East 300
South.

This is phase two of a two phase project. The 600 East building of the project (Eastside
Apartments) was approved at the July 7, 2010 meeting. The Historic Landmark Commission
held the 300 South Building (Broadway Place) and asked the petitioners to review concerns and
return with an updated plan. T

Specific items of concern were:
e Fenestration, particularly the EFIS treatment
e Recessed windows
e Full course brick
e Panel system on the upper story to create shadow lines and continue a theme from the other building
e Balcony depth
e Balcony covering on 4" floor



The petitioners have responded to Historic Landmark Commission concerns regarding the items raised.
Note that the new drawings indicate full course brick on the ground level, hardy plank on the second and
third levels and stucco on the fourth level

The roof has been removed on the fourth floor courtyard balconies (the roofs were retained over
projecting balconies at staff’s request, since those balconies appeared unresolved without a roof.)

The windows have been set into the facade to provide a three dimensional appearance

At their August 17, 2010 meeting, the City Council approved the rezone request for the Eastside
Apartments (600 East parcel.) The Broadway Place Apartments (this 300 South parcel) were
held, pending approval by the Historic Landmark Commission. The petitioner is minimally
requesting a conceptual approval so that the City Council may act at their September 7, 2010
meeting.

Please find attached New Drawings for the Broadway Place Apartments and the Minutes and
Staff Reports from the previous meeting.



New Drawings



o b o e g k1 A IGO0 ST

| |
INDEX OF DRAWINGS B
o | sweer e o [ seerme g
GENERAL _
) CoveRsuEET H
e THFICAL OSTALS &
350 SOUTH 600 EAST S 4
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111 CVIL Q 2
HUD SUBMITTAL e CRRREE
LANDSCAPE -1
PROJECT IMAGE me= s g
0T AOTECTURAL STE L gl
A0 SENORLVNG PARNGLEVEL 1 ENnnne
o SENORLIING 15T LOR P H
ez SENCRUMNG 20 4 R FLOCR AU
M@ SENORUVING ST FLOCRPLM
o BULGHG sEcTiox
o EALIRCED UNT PLAAS
o AROHTECTURAL RENCERNG
N ACHTECTURAREICERAG _
a0 ARCHITECTURAL RENDERING
o ARATECTURA RENCERIS
ATIS ARCHITECTURAL RENDERING.
STRUCTURAL
== seme
MECHANICAL
s SHEET TTILE
PLUMBING
== seome
ELECTRICAL
e semTTE
L
= SPECIALTIES 2 =
== seme - 3
n =
==
_ =
3=
=385
Dzy
Sgl
UNIT SUMMARY @25
MAIN FLOOR m s
1BEDROOM 6
2BEDROOM 12
ARCHITECT OWNER 2ND FLOOR
BEECHER, WALKER & ASSOCIATES PEG DEVELOPMENT 1BEDROOM  §
ARCHITECTS 2BEDROCM 13
3115 EAST LION LANE. SUITE 200 480 WEST 800 NORTH STE 203 3RD FLOOR
HOLLADAY, UTAH B4121 OREM, UTAH 84057 1BEDROOM 6
B: 801.433.8500 B: 801.655.1998
F: 801.438.3501 F. 8016550729 2 BEDROOM &
" M 8015622115 4THFLOOR \\
CONTACT: BRYAN ROHBOCK CONTACT; MATT HANSEN 1BEDROOM 4 \
EMAIL: EMAIL: mar@ m
CONTRACTOR CIVIL ENGINEER TOTAL ZEEDROcH ;2 - —BWA
COMPANY NAME STANTEC 1BEDROOM ARGHITEGTS
2BEDROOM 51 RS
STREET ADDRESS 3935 SOUTH 700 EAST STE 300 3118 EAST LICN LANE, 200
CITY, STATE ZIPCODE SALTLAKE CITY, UTAH 84107 FOUADAT. UTAEEL7E
Br # s ey 8 801.261.0080 BEECHERWALKER COM
E Fe 8012661671 PROIECTRUMSER
M ERREE Ay M 280.0901
CONTACT: CONTACT NAME CONTACT: ERICWINTERS FrT T
EMAIL: mme@domaln.mﬂ\ EMAIL: evdnters| gsnmeunm - -
N STRUCTLRA. ENGINEER APPROVALS DEFERRED SUBMITTALS HUDSUBITAL
COMPANY NAME COMPANY NAME T o
WUE OATE | e oATE
STREET ADDRESS STREET ADDRESS ‘COVER SHEET
CITY. STATE ZIPCODE CITY, STATE ZIPCODE o o TRAE oo
B: maases B e —
Fo et e F: et
M ey Mt et W oxE Tohe oRTE
CONTACT: CONTACT NAME CONTACT: CONTACT NAME G 0 O 1
EMALL: name@domaln.com EMAIL: T TS T BEE _




o8

I (E

L. _
vcmicms

&1/ SauE

PROVICE BACKING I

BARLOCATIONS

I I I T
55 s s e 4 TSI II TS
S e

WETTISSUE
DISPENSER

l (€[ swmany oweosL

Sy

W

/5 TYPICAL CLEAR FLOOR SPACE
/s o1

SOTE; TLRKONG SPACE SHALL BE PERDIITTED T0 DNCLUDE KNEE AND
TOE CLEARNACE,

woe I~

TSHPED

WAL BEMIND ALL GRAS

. ACCESSIBLE BATHTUS WITHOUT PERMANENT SEAT - ELEVATION . CLEAR WIDTH OF AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE
i . ACCESSIBLE BATHTUB WITHOUT PERMANENT SEAT - PLAN \&w01/seae 17 = g o501 /SeaE 17 . ACCESIBLE LAVATORY DETAIL . ADA WATER CLOSET LAYOUT
= 7= g

DocavROTH

©CoR vaOTI

[N CLEARANCF{ﬁJOR TWO DOORS IN Sg; ;;

PROVIOE BACIING N
WAL BEAND ALL GRAE
BARLOGATIONS

g, Ry Lo

¥ v,

G senz 1z w10

LEARANCES FOR TWO DOORS IN SERIES
CLE 1

ROVDL x
WALL EEHND AL GRAB
BARLCCATIONS

W

]

[

{55 "\WATER CLOSET GRAB BAR LOCATIONS

Ca/sene &7/ s wmere

T TP.ALoooRs

1EXGE APPROACHPULL SDE

5 r cosana
PR Do

‘GRSTRUCTER, FIGH FORVARD REAGH

ruge

e vaL

SYEZ=E

"TNGBSTRUCTED SICE REACH

H m
£

2 v,
carure

neR

‘CBSTRUCTED SCE READT

ADA REACH RANGES
Eafsous e ra

[ —— |

FRONT AFPROACHPUL SDE

:
E
E
#
8
- |
%
lellll
AR NEN
FOpefr et
L
Q =
S 3
D_ =
_ =<
> 25
%’:SE
SE
Qe
ogl
X £g
m 33

N
-BWA

LOCATE ELEC. OUTLET
EEHIND VIATER COCLER

VIRAP FIPES.

uGr Sidrcn.
{OSTAT, P

Gy e

SCAEZ m TS G0/ SeAE T T

L
arewammad || 4 g
SPACE E0° LU DIA \ Vi | pen)
| CLEARANGE REQURED
7 Oy QoSERAD | g 1

B / Uiz rovoeD, |

HE g !

L 3 |

3 | He
417 .

C 8L = |5
i 1 = 8 | | swown ¥
! i B
H N | 4
H 4l \ H LATCHAPBROACHPUL SEE

g \ 2 R wl¥

5 \ | ==

N § | ¥ - I

'NOTE: PROVIDE ATA. S
|,r 5 HOT BE CONFIG CONTACT, L com.ommer
] AR A THERE SHALL BE NO S"ARP ABRASIVE SURFACES UNDER LAVATORIES, o
AUL RESTRO0 FICTURES  ACCESSORES
/% \TURNING SPACE /(22 \ CLEARANCES FOR TWO DOORS [N SERIES / 33\ DOOR MANEUVERING CLEARANCES /73 \ ADA MOUNTING LOCATIONS
3

ARCHITECTS

7 85500
F 6014005501

3128 EAST UON LAXE. £700
HOULADAY, UTAN 54171

BEECHERWAUER.CON
PROJECT MU
01

280.
5

HUD SUBMITTAL

TYPICAL DETAILS

DRAVING NUVEER

G501



ks
L
H
i
!

[ ]Jo] [

v

([0 ADA WASHER & DRYER
&/ S e 77

O QO

i Er *

&
I
b —pmmm =
|

(SO\U-SHAPED KITCHEN CLEARANCE
&fsanerz-re

ar

8

|
A3\ GALLEY KITCHEN CLEARANCE
G52/ SCALE 17 = 10

» BJ

‘**T”ﬁ ]

\NASHER/DRYER ACCESSIBILITY DETAlL
&2/ sene v e

- =

oo

[ == 1

e\ REFRIGERALI'GR ACCESSIBIIITY WA!L

Ny

OTF; HOT #KTER AND CRAD PDES LAUST BE CONFIGURED
‘3D PROTECTED AGAINST CONTACT. THERE SHALL BE NO SHARP.
AGRASIVE SURFACES UKDER LAVATORES.

-
e 1
=]

240 vax
7.0, COMTER 03 T.0. SRR AV

H
,"L_ . g
3
5
@
e N
HEN RN
4
wax
il
o s
(G ADA SHOWER COMPARTMENT SEAT O
(Gosenes
i IIND AL GRAB
N
E T {
24N
[}
[}
L
(@\ SHOWER FIXTURE MOUNTING LOCATIONS O =
G sone e 15 ‘ 2 £
g 3
-
farue o s é 5;
. rovcE micaisis =85
N | /AL BEXIND ALL GRAB O T w
4 ferriioey Qg
2
4  [reomaame O O 5
= HIVER. @D =
B ol ooz
' m 3o
2F L]
5.‘
£ I
4 ‘

(55 "\ SHOWER FIXTURE MOUNTING LOCATIONS
S/ SE e 12

THRESHOLDS AT

EXTERIGR SUDING
DCORS SHALL B

75\ ADA CHANGES IN LEVEL

LA N FEIGHT IF
BEVELED WITH A SLOPE.
NOT STEEFER THaN 12,

{3\ SINK ACCESSIBILITY DETAIL
G5z /sca

(75" KNEE & TOE CLEARANCE DETAIL
&/ souzwe 1o

S /SCAE v v

\\
BWA

ARCHITECTS
T 851428 550

F 014085531

115 EAST LIGH LANE,
Rotonn un s
BEECRERVWALKER COM

PROJECT NUMBER

B | caoey

HUD SUBMITTAL

TYPICAL DETAILS

CRAVINC KUKBER

- G502



;
-z
.‘i
;
a
.

S00EAST

300SOUTH

5% (] ah

prpep—  m———

o

RITFRE
BROADWAY PLACE

EXISTING
APARTMENTS

EXISTING
PARKING STRUCTURE

[

@ & & ¢ @ @ @ @ | |

\.

600 EAST

= |Rev.oescrinon | rev.oare

1rs | s5u2 pzscrpion | 55, paTE

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

N
BWA

ARCHITECTS

T s Qs

£ 8014383501

2018 EAST LGN LANE. 2200

HOLLADAY, UTaod a1zt

EECHERWALKER.COM.
FROIECT NUIER

280.0901
DiNBY | onpr

HUD SUBMITTAL

SITE

@[AKSITE PLAN
Wsms; =30

PLAN

DRAVING NUVEER

AS101



B
H
%,
g
. — — — | —— : KK
t %l]\lll
J—‘ L - b r | =
| | |
_i% ‘ ‘ \l [HARARINNN!
H | —_— (i e ofe
]
. B
| | -
|
I |
\ |
\ _
\ |
" : T "
\ |
L B
_ |
L —H PARKING <<',:) S
$ ON SITE: 5 STALLS a _ T
B A PARKING STRUCTURE: 63 STALLS - é 2 5
TOTAL 68 STALLS =gk
O xTw
< 5%
Sga
x 25
M@ @ o 85
i \
I \
I \
[ I G) _ S

:: \\
i -BWA

[l ARCHITECTS
T A
F 601 cassm

DMK

3115 EAST UON LAYE, 200
HOLLADAY, UTAH <131

BEECHERWALKER COL

PROJECT NULEER
280.0301
Comey | cABr

@m PARKING LEVEL 1 HUD SUBHITTAL

LP101/ SCALE: 332" = 10"
PARKING LEVEL 1

; ) SR RIERER

~ A100

< ! !

ra g,



H
]
&
3 e N 2 Lo g o N 205y N e N g
i f -
" - <1
HONEOaL
APARTMENT TYPES 4
wen | rconwve | [ | GO g
% | Tenonion | mosr | wer
107 480 SF 537 SF &
o[ oo e | S 23000
o[ Teecrcovun | e | e
[ [ oo | ms | ww HOEONnE
2 zeevromnon [ s | s
| Teeovion | wowr | @i
= T A S
T T I
| zeeorooivw | wosr | mrs
118 1 BEDRCOM UNIT ST6SF 630 SF -
o | zeeorconon | mosr | wisr
o s | wer
2| zeevovion | st | awer
@[ reeoroouun | sesr | wosr
T R e
5 s | e
1| Teeoscononr [ mesr | wrsr
oS | mans
MAIN FLOOR - 18 UNITS
2 BEDROOM UNITS - 12
L
1 BEDROOM UNITS -6 (&) =
BLDG. GROSS SQ. FT. - 19,526 :: g
E courcy 3 ) Q. FT.-15; o,z
_ : Ty - BE
Qo] NOTE: % g5
APARTMENT GROSS SQ. FT. 1S <5 %
MEASURED TO OUTSIDE @] SE
FINISH OF EXTERIOR WALLS % § g‘
AND HALLWAYS, CENTER OF
V] APARTMENT DIVIDING WALLS.
U APARTMENT NET SQ. FT. IS
'7 MEASURED TO INSIDE FINISH
OF EXTERIOR WALLS AND
HALLWAYS.
BUILDING GROSS SQ. FT. IS \\
MEASURED TO OUTSIDE
FINISH OF ALL EXTERIOR
- = WALLS. - BWA
U ARCHITECTS
DECK AREAS HAVE BEEN Tt
EXCLUDED FROM ALL Q. FT. [
y NUMBERS. e e
: ——
i PR W
2 280.0901
3 SEY | owDe
? KUD SUBMITTAL
i
1
E o FIRST FLOOR PLAN
ARGV

&5, /7 \ FIRST FLOOR PLAN ) A'] 01

AL1D1/ SCALE: 1/8°= 10"

P S



£S5

APARTMENT TYPES
T

s | Roowmwe | SIS
e | zeeRoouvt | sms |swse
w | zeeRcouunt | miw [svs
x| teecroowunT_| srest | eosr
20| reEcRoouuT | s [ ewse
21| _2scvRoouun | msr [swse
| zacRoounnt | wos | s
7| zescRoouw | swsr |ws
e | veecRoouUNT | sis | mus
76| 2sechocnunr_| smsr | avsr
27| ssecRocuunt | mesr | swsr
| zseveocnunr | swsr | ower
73| 1seoRoouUNT | smeF | ewsr
21| 2sccRoouwT | emsr | mrsr
7| 280R00uuNT_| v | s
@ | zsechocuuan | wosr | s
7| tsecRoouUNT | seer | cwst
ac | reecRoovUNT | sesr | ewsr
| zeeckoonuan | wosr | syrsr
zs | zeEcRooNuNT | wowr | sws
e | 37

: yaza

18

2ND & 3RD FLOORS - 18 UNITS
2 BEDROOM UNITS - 13

1 BEDROOM UNITS - 6

BLDG. GROSS SQ. FT.- 19,390

NOTE:

APARTMENT GROSS SQ. FT. 1S
MEASURED TO QUTSIDE
FINISH OF EXTERIOR WALLS
AND HALLWAYS, CENTER OF
APARTMENT DIVIDING WALLS.

APARTMENT NET SQ. FT. 1S
MEASURED TO INSIDE FINISH
OF EXTERIOR WALLS AND
HALLWAYS.

BUILDING GROSS SQ. FT. IS
MEASURED TO OUTSIDE
FINISH OF ALL EXTERIOR
WALLS.

DECK AREAS HAVE BEEN
EXCLUDED FROMALL SQ. FT.
NUMBERS.

@@2’\@ & 3RD FLOOR PLANS
AL101/ SCALE: 1/8"= 10"

:
[
]
8
H
AR
I
lnRnne
L
&c) =
03
D_ x
- =S
> 25
<(lu§
=85
Ozu
<('5§
O%r—
X sz
m 8o

R

- BWA

ARCRITECTS

T Brasn
F 803 b3t

3118 EASTUCN LAYE, 2280
HOLLADAY, UTAH 52121
BEECKERWALKER CON
FROJECT NUIEER
280.0901
CONEY | cHDEY

'HUD SUBMITTAL

2ND AND 3RD FLOOR

ORAVING NUVBER

~A102



| Rev.oare

s5H M 53

= | rev.oescrrmon

155.DATE

-

5 APARTMENT TYPES

NOVBER | ROOWNAVE

T
ey
a0 28€CROGMUNT | seosr | TSt
w 2BEDROCNLNT | ss0SF | a7sF
o TBEDROCYUNT | s7hsF [ ewsr
an ZSECROCNWNT | #WsF | sk
an ZEECROGMNTT | amosF | 07sE
e ZSECRCONUNIT | #s0sF | a7 sk
o TBEDRODV U STSF | s0sF
e ZeEOROCN T | eS| earse
a7 woSF | e s —
I 28ECROCIUNT | sa05F | w75k
= TBERODMUNI | mASF | @0SF
at 26€DROONUNT | amosF | 7Sk
@ JBECROOLUNIT | stosF | mrsE
@ ZEEDRGOMUNTT | amosF | sa7sF
= TBECROOMUNT | s7esF | @Sk
ar J0EDRCINWNT | trosF | arsF
@ JDEDRCONWNT_| oSk | w5
ot
5

L
@

o,

uans |50z Dzscrpmon

s

4TH FLOORS - 17 UNITS

2 BEDROOM UNITS - 13

1 BEDRCOM UNITS - 4

BLDG. GROSS SQ. FT. - 18,856

|
BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST

NOTE:
APARTMENT GROSS SQ. FT. IS
MEASURED TO OUTSIDE
FINISH OF EXTERIOR WALLS
AND HALLWAYS, CENTER OF
APARTMENT DIVIDING WALLS.

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

APARTMENT NET SQ. FT. IS
MEASURED TO INSIDE FINISH
OF EXTERIOR WALLS AND
HALLWAYS.

BUILDING GROSS SQ. FT. IS

MEASURED TO QUTSIDE \\
FINISH OF ALL EXTERIOR

WALLS.

DECK AREAS HAVE BEEN B M

EXCLUDED FROM ALL SQ. FT. ARCHITECTS
i

NUMBERS. F 201 1 5501

2115 EAST UCN LANE, 1200
HOLLABAY, UTAS 52121

BEECHERWALKER.COI

PROJECT NUMEER
280.0901

ToNBY | OMDEY

HUD SUBMITTAL

4TH FLOCR PLAN

Ry

DRAVING NUVSER

| @i‘ﬂ: 1ELO)JOR PLAN B A1 03




3
§
5
i
H
H
§

CONCRETE TRANSFER
sua

V" GYPCRETE OVER
STRUCTURAL DECX

PR ENGINEERED
o0 1o

20 sTUD AL

s ovesia
7 soann omSES;

PANTED GYPSUM /
B0

w aver
STRUCTURAL DFTX

FREENCINEERED

o st

] sabiTED PSR
= osapieomisEs)

satp

1w

PARTED GYPSUM
B

PANTED GYPSUL
50430

/

e

A\ WALL SECTION
/s

HARDCOAT STUCED

PREFORNED STUCCO TRRL

5

| — oo,

[ MORZONTAL SUSER

X = \\
[T— norzeNTA SUDER
E % A e
FREFCRILED STUCCO TRl
—
E aE
L E
o -
s smuowsiL
= g N 1
x FINSH GRADE {
% | 7
-t
CONCRETE FOUNDATION
/— e \
HARDCOAT STUCCO
/4 WALL DETAIL
&/ sce vmve
/ CONCAETE FOOMNG

PREFORED STUCCO TRIY.

[

PREFCRIED STUCCO CORNICE

PAROCOAT STUCCO

%

/&5 WALL DETAIL
a1/ sea

/7R WALL DETAIL

SLLAND TR

& soue v vt

REV, DATE

REV,DESCRPTION

N

155.031E

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

Ny
- BWA

ARCHITECTS

1 1 anun
F 601 casan

3115 EAST UON LAE, 100
(LLADA, UTRH 54131

BEECHERWALKER.COM
PROJECT NUMEEA

2800201
NEY | cAoBY

HUD SUBMITTAL

BUILDING SECTION

DRAVANG NUNBER.

~ A301



wY

o

Fy

A0y
B

eig

Sy

045

o

Y

sy

N
]
=

V ] Han

N
~

L0

2 J—
g|
N Ty
satic . “

A

]

Al

sy

s | D
O/ oo
I
______ oo N
oLIO

R

1

D! | B o

VN

e l

e

K]

s8¢

/#\ ENLARGED PLAN - ONE BEDROOM APRTMENT

AL/ SCALE: 127=10°

/#\ ENLARGED PLAN - TWO BEDROOM APARTMENT

\eLent/ SCALE: 12’ =107

escRpTion | 155.DATE | # | Rev. Descremin | Rev.oate

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

RN
-BWA

ARCHITECTS

T amaeen

F 5014305501

NS EASTHCN LANE, 1200
. UTAHE2171

BEECKERVALKER COM

PROJECT NUWEER
280.0901
ormEY | coEY

HUD SUBMITYAL

ENLARGED UNIT
PLANS

DRAYING NUSBER.

MO



Wi
REV.DATE

N s b st
= | rev.oescawmon

155.DATE

1.0, PARAPET
S

HRDOCATSTIRGD

FOURTHLEVEL
S

Ty

THROLEVEL
R —

FREANS-EDROR0L
BATTENSDNG

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST

secono eveL
Sor

AN LEVEL
$iws

’ _ N\
- -BWA

ARCHITECTS
7 891388500
F 192 335501
E . 3118 EAST LION LANE, 710
HOLLADAY, UTAH 84131
BEECHERWALER.LOM
PROJECT NULBER

280.0901
DeNBY | CHOEY

HUD SUBMITTAL

ARCHITECTURAL
RENDERING

’ NORTH ELEVATION T
\AL701/ SCALE: NTS - ) A7 O 1




REV.DATE

REV, DESCRIPTIN

“ 1
¥
EERRUUIE
J 8
[ARERARINEN
[ARERARERRN
GBI -
PRETNSHD P RASING
ROTAT U ———
eABDCUN
reAS@aED
oL
S
|5 )
o L =
i -
— o, =z
— S 0 =
Z82
S22
= g5
@ O
OxTw
<5z
opgmen Sg2
3L
o~ W
“
e
G
A TS
o
H F 601 3561
H 1S EAST OH U, 00
[Ewershet
¥ BEECHERWALKES COM
PRORCTNGHRTR
280,0901
CrT Ty
E il HUD SUBMITTAL
)
;
¢ ARCHITECTURAL
RENDERING
SRAINC KR
a1\ BACK ELEVATION A702
ALT02 / SCALE: NT.S.
| B B . . : !




REV.DATE

is5.087€ | # | rev,oescrwnon

1.0, PARAPET
Sie
PEMNDEDCPRAING

HROCHT ST

IURTHLEVEL
T

BORDLEATN
o0

THRD LEVEL
Fire

ox

SECONDLEVEL
P

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

LANLEVEL
S

N\
_ - BWA

ARCHITECTS

T 801 438 0
F 101 skt

3015 EAST UCH LA, 200
H HOLLAOAY, UTA 54121

i BEECHERWAXERCON

3 PROLEC] NUIEER

: 2800301

TeNBY | oIDbY

' HUD SUBMITTAL

ARCHITECTURAL
RENDERING

"CRASING NUVEER

Eyastacum - AT03

il : N ! 3 - |

il ok e S



REV,DATE

<]

&
s issuz pescapnion | 1ss.ovie | » | Rev. vescrgion

1.0, PARAPET
e

PRENSEICPAATIG

FOVRTHLEVEL
R

BT BATEN
oG

PO .
e

BROADWAY PLACE

350 SOUTH 600 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

puANEEL
o

R\
- - BWA

ARCHITECTS

T aanss0
£ k91 15501

2115 EAST LIOK LASE, K100
HOLLADAY. UTAN 64171

5 sccrcxvancon

i T

H 280.0301
E T
§ RUD SUBMITTAL

;

§

:

; ARCHITECTURAL
:é RENDERING

i

r T

% /% WEST ELEVATION A704
4 \&70¢ / SCALE: NTs. I —
¢ : : ‘ ' : . !



= | Rev.pescrwmon | rev.onte

x| ssuz DEscapmon | 155,04

L
O =
< 3
n_ g
=<
) > 25
<oz
=gt
g
QEY
o33
xrag
m 8o

N
BWA

ARCHITECTS

T 80450

F 201 Q8501

2115 EAST UON LR%E, 200
HOLLADAY, UTAY $4131
BEECHERWALKER.CON

PROJECT NUMAER
280.0301
OBy | cwoer

HUD SUBMITTAL

ARCHITECTURAL
RENDERING

‘DRAVING SUVSER

@ ,;\ClﬁHLTTEFTURAL RENDERING ﬂ




July 7, 2010 Minutes



SALT LAKE CITY
HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION
Minutes of the Meeting
Room 315, 451 South State Street
July 7, 2010

This document along with the digital recording constitute the official minutes of the Historic Landmark
Commission regular session meeting held on July 7, 2010.

To download the FTR player and listen to audio excerpts from the record, click here.

A regular meeting of the Historic Landmark Commission was held on July 7, 2010, at 5:52:54 PM in Room 315
of the City and County Building, located at 451 South State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111. Commissioners
present for the meeting included: Earle Bevins, III, Bill Davis, Thomas Carter, Sheleigh Harding, Polly Hart,
Creed Haymond, Warren Lloyd, Chairperson; Anne Oliver, Vice Chairperson and Dave Richards. Commissioner
Arla Funk was excused from the meeting.

Planning staff present for the meeting were: Cheri Coffey, Assistant Planning Director; Carl Leith, Senior
Planner; Janice Lew, Senior Planner; Ray Milliner, Principal Planner; Paul Nielson, City Attorney; Katia Pace,
Associate Planner and Cecily Zuck, Historic Landmark Commission Secretary.

PUBLIC HEARING 5:56:11 PM

PLNHLC 2009-01346 — Eastside Apartments New Construction — (Unfinished Business) A request by PEG
Development for final design approval for New Construction located at approximately 556 East 300 South and
350 South 600 East. The subject property is located in an RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential),
RO (Residential Office) and RMU (Residential Mixed-Use) zoning districts, all proposed to be rezoned to RMU,
in the Central City Historic District in Council District 4, represented by Luke Garrott. (Staff contact: Doug
Dansie at 801-535-6182 or doug.dansie@slcgov.com.)

Staff Presentation 8:12:39 PM

Commissioner Hart inquired if the requested zoning had not been granted and the current zoning was RMF-35,
was the request putting the cart before the horse.

Mr. Dansie noted that the Planning Commission had forwarded a positive recommendation for City Council on
the rezoning and they had also approved the Planned Development Petition; however, noted Commissioner Hart’s
assumption was correct, the Commission’s approval would be moot if the City Council denied the rezoning
request.

Mr. Dansie noted that the project had been before the Commission several times and did require a rezone. He
noted that the Historic Landmark Commission had approved the general massing of the project. Mr. Dansie noted
that there were some conditions associated with that approval including; design the 300 South fagade to reduce
some of the perceived mass; on the 600 East fagade, create a distinction in materials so the building did not create
a continuous wall with the neighboring Emigration Court Development. Mr. Dansie noted that the petitioner’s
response to these requirements included bringing balconies onto the 300 South Fagade as well as changing the
proposed materials,

Mr. Dansie stated that the windows would be flush with the exterior but would include exterior detailing to create
shadow lines. He noted that the building also included base, middle and top facing sections incorporating different
materials in an attempt to break up the massing of the project. Mr. Dansie noted that the revised proposal included
unique treatment of the balconies as well and reviewed elevation drawings for the Commission illustrating
proposed materials.



Questions for Staff from the Commission 8:21:11 PM

Chairperson Lloyd inquired if the material referred to as Dryvit was a composite system and if the stucco panels
would be coated with a synthetic or hard coat stucco finish.

Mr. Dansie noted that he was uncertain.

Seeing no further questions from the Commission, Chairperson Lloyd invited the applicant forward to comment at
this time.

Applicant Presentation 8:21:47 PM

Jory Walker, project architect, noted that the Dryvit material would be a panel system, milled to match reveals of
the design resembling aluminum or metal panel systems and that it could be painted. Mr, Walker noted that this
system would allow for smooth reveals between panels. He stated that they could also build the porches and rails
with a composite material such as hardiplank to grant the same modern warehouse look to those components.

Mr. Walker stated that on the 300 South Building, they believed the detailing helped to make the brick veneer
look more appropriate. He noted that they preferred a higher brick veneer to a first story only full brick treatment

resembling wainscoting.

Mr. Walker noted that they intended to use casement windows with projecting molding and sills on 300 South,
but more modern, flush windows on the more contemporary 600 East fagade.

Questions for the Applicant from the Commission 8:25:56 PM
Chairperson Lloyd inquired how the panel system would be attached to the building.

Mr. Walker noted that the panel system would be routed to allow attachment to the face of the building at the
panel joints.

Chairperson Lloyd noted that the product could then be prefinished.

Mr. Walker stated they would prefer this.

Commissioner Richards inquired how the window surrounds would be treated.

Mr. Walker noted they would be built out with foam-cut molding to mimic historic detailing. He stated they could
recess the window somewhat if required, but were looking primarily to create some kind of shadow line on the
300 South fagade.

Chairperson Lloyd inquired how they might change the 300 South fagade if the Commission decided a more
contemporary treatment would be appropriate.

Mr. Walker noted that they could treat the 300 South fagade the same as the proposal for 600 East, however, their
consultants had found that as it was proposed to be part of a Senior living facility, most Seniors would be more
comfortable with architecture which they were more familiar with.

Chairperson Lloyd inquired what a four-level glass panel on the courtyard elevation would be part of.

Mr. Walker indicated it would be a lobby window and part of the two residences directly above the lobby.

Commissioner Richards requested clarification regarding material location on the 600 East elevation drawing.



Mr. Walker noted that each box indicated on the 600 East elevation drawing would be a different material;
alternating between the proposed hardiboard system and an EFIS (Exterior Insulation and Finishing System)
cladding.

Public Hearing 8:35:28 PM

Cindy Cromer, 816 East 100 South, noted she felt the project to be bold considering the City’s current vacancy
rate. She stated the 600 East building had improved considerably from the original proposal; however felt the
proposal on 300 South was less appealing than in its original configuration. She stated that the recessed entry on
the north elevation would be problematic as it would be very dark and cold in the winter and the brick veneer
looked false as it stopped mid-story. Ms. Cromer stated that the entry should be more prominent on 300 South.

Seeing no further comments from the public, Chairperson Lloyd closed the public hearing and brought the
applicant forward to respond.

Applicant Response 8:38:43 PM

Mr. Walker noted that the owners would be willing to replicate the design concept on 600 East for the 300 South
building if so desired by the Commission. He stated that there would be a senior drop off lane behind the building,
not on 300 South.

Commissioner Richards noted that the back entry was not indicated on the provided drawing.
Executive Session §:40:05 PM

Commissioner Harding noted that the balconies appeared very shallow to her, long and narrow, and reminded her
more of a hotel balcony.

Chairperson Lloyd noted he would agree that if the balconies were not deep enough for sitting, it would be
problematic. He stated that the current proposal, however, was a much more sympathetic concept than other such
structures in the area. Chairperson Lloyd noted that it seemed the 300 South building with its stepped column
bases and capitals on the porches was attempting to replicate the same such elements on surrounding historic
buildings and asked the Commission how they felt about that attempt at replication.

Commissioner Richards inquired what level of detail the Commission was accepting at this point in time.

Chairperson Lloyd noted they were requesting final approval. He stated that the Commission could approve the
request but ask that certain items be further resolved with staff.

Commissioner Haymond noted that he would like to see a repetition of the roofless balconies on the ends of the
300 South building on the top level of the center balconies.

Commissioner Carter noted he was comfortable with the proposal for the 600 East building. He indicated that
although he was fairly comfortable with it, there seemed to be general unease about the concept for the building
on 300 South. He noted that they should do what was necessary to grant approval and allow the applicant to move
forward.

Chairperson Lloyd noted that if the top level were treated like a trellised structure, the detailing of the roof would
be differentiated and if the columns were treated differently, that would be sufficient.

Commissioner Haymond noted that he wondered if there were simply too many differing opinions.

Commissioner Richards noted that he concurred with Commissioner Carter in that he was in agreement regarding
the treatment of the building on 600 South, but did not feel the building on 300 South was there. He noted that he



felt the fenestration was of concern, particularly the projecting EFIS treatment, as recessed windows and a full
course brick would be more appropriate. He noted that the applicant might consider using the panel system on the
upper story to create some shadow lines and continue a theme from the other building. He stated that this might be
contemporary, but not so much that the seniors would be thrown off by it.

Chairperson Lloyd clarified that this would mean swapping the proposed EFIS for the panel system proposed on
the 600 East building.

Chairperson Lloyd invited the applicant forward to respond to this proposal.
Mr. Walker noted he believed the suggestion made sense. He noted that the proposal for the building on 600 East
would be submitted to HUD on July 17, 2010 with final drawings, but they were still 40-45 days away from
submitting drawings on the 300 South building, so there was time for change. Mr. Walker stated he liked the idea
of removing the porch roofs on the center balconies. He noted they could bring the brick down to one course and
then incorporate the panel system on the remaining floors and go to a board and batton or shingle application to
still indicate a difference in the levels of materials. Mr. Walker stated they could come back to the Commission

with these changes in the near future.

Motion 8:56:31 PM
In the case of Petition PLNHLC2009-01346, Commissioner Richards made a motion based on the Findings
and the Staff recommendations, to approve the 600 East Building and request that the 300 East building be

brought back for further refinements and review by the Commission. Commissioner Haymond seconded
the motion.

Discussion of the Motion 8:57:00 PM

Commissioner Haymond inquired if this would require an Architectural Committee meeting.
Chairperson Lloyd inquired if staff had enough information to move forward.

Mr. Dansie indicated he had enough information.

Vice Chairperson Oliver inquired if they needed to clarify in the motion the swapping of material on the 600 East
side to clarify for the applicant that the use of the hardiplank be swapped for the other material.

Ms. Coffey suggested that they should make that clarification in the motion.

Vice Chairperson Oliver suggested an amendment to the motion to clarify for the applicant that the use of
hardiplank be swapped for the use of Dryvit on all portions of the building.

Commissioner Richards accepted the amendment to the motion. Commissioner Haymond seconded the
amendment.

Chairperson Lloyd inquired if the Commission wished to bring the item back to a public hearing.

Ms. Coffey noted she would suggest they not name a date certain as staff could not know when the applicant
would be ready.

Amended Motion

Therefore the amended motion states:



In the case of Petition PLNHIL.C2009-01346, Commissioner Richards made a motion based on the Findings
and the Staff recommendations, to approve the 600 East Building and request that the 300 East building be
brought back for further refinements and review by the Commission noting that the use of hardiplank be
swapped for the use of Dryvit on all portions of the building. Commissioner Haymond seconded the
motion.

Commissioners Bevins, Carter, Davis, Hart, Haymond, Richards and Vice Chairperson Oliver all voted
“Aye”. Commissioner Harding voted “Nay”. The motion carries 7-1.

OTHER BUSINESS 9:00:24 PM

There was no further business.

Commissioner Hart moved to adjourn. Commissioner Carter seconded the motion. There was no objection.
The meeting stands adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

Cecily Zuck, Historic Landmark Commission Secretary
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HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION STAFF REPORT |

Applicant:
Matt Hansen of PEG Development

Staff:
Doug Dansie, 535-6182
Doug.Dansie@slcgov.com

Tax ID:
16-06-283-009
16-06-427-038

Current Zone:
RMF-35 and RO (RMU proposed as patt of
petition PLNPCM?2009-01347)

Master Plan Designation:
Central Community Master Plan: medium
density residential of 15-30 per acre.

Council District: .
District Four Luke Garrott

Community Council:
Central City; Thomas Mutter, Chair

Lot Size:
2.10 acres this phase 4.59 total complex

Current Use:
Vacant

Applicable Land Use Regulations;
e City Code Sections
21A.34.020;21A.24.170

Notification

e Notice: June 24, 2010
o Sign; June 24, 2010

e Web: June 25, 2010

Attachments:
A. Site Plan & Elevation Drawings.
B. Minutes form May 5, 2010
C. Staffreport for previous approval

Eastside Apartments
PLNHLC 2009-01346
New Construction
556 East 300 South/350 South 600 East
in the Central City Historic District
July 7, 2010
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Planning and Zoning Division
Department of Community and

Economic Development

Request

This is a request from PEG Development for approval of new construction of
residential development located at approximately 556 East 300 South (including
350 S 600 East). The site is presently zoned RMF-35 Residential Multi-Family
medium density and RO Residential Office. The petitioner has an associated
rezone petition to change the zoning to. RMU Residential Mixed-Use;
PLNPCM2009-01347. The petitioner is proposing to construct two apartment
complexes on the site (the site on 300 South is being marketed as senior
housing). This is a phased project (the Emigration Court Apartments on 500
East were the first phase). The two apartment buildings will be phased based
upon market demand and financing. The Historic Landmark Commission
approved general mass and site layout at their May 5, 2010 meeting. This
hearing is for final design details.

Staff Recommendation

Based on the analysis and findings in the staff report, staff recommends that the
Historic Landmark Commission discuss items highlighted in the staff report,
provide the petitioner with feedback and approve the final design and materials
of the proposed project.

Potential Discussion items for the Commission to consider:

Would the facade of the 300 South building be better if there were more reveal
to at least the ground level windows along the fagade? Is the thin brick
appropriate? Would the building have a better base, middle and top if
real brick were used on the first floor (providing deeper recess to ground
level windows) and using Dryvit above the first level?

Is it appropriate to have the same size window on all levels of the 600 East
Jacade or would the architecture be served by a different size of opening on the
ground level? Is the random placement of the single balconies on the central
portion appropriate? Would the larger balconies emphasize the vertical nature
of the building better if they were treated the same on all floors (or at least on
the all floors above the ground level)? Is the concept of a base, middle and
top appropriate on 600 East or is the large expanse of single material
appropriate? Do the differing treatments of each level of balcony add
or detract from the minimalist nature of the architecture? Is Dryvit the
appropriate material at the ground level of the 600 East fagade, or would
the use of a harder material as a base distract from the minimalist
architecture? \

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments

Published Date: June 30,2010
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Comments

Public Comments

The project was presented to the Central City Community Council on January 6, 2010. The Planning
Commission held public hearings on April 14 and May 28, 2010. The Historic Landmark Commission held
public hearings on February 3 and May 5, 2010. The design has been significantly aliered based upon
communiiy, Planning Commission and Historic Landmark Commission feedback.

Background

Project Description
The petitioner is proposing to build two apartment buildings (with one being marketed as a senior living center).

Details are in the May 5, 2010 staff report,
PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: lune 30, 2010



This is a residential project with minimal signage. A separate permit for signage is required. Signage must
meet City Code and be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission.

Project Review

The Planning Commission approved the planned development and rezone request on April 14, 2010 and May
28, 2010. The planned development approval included modification of the rear yard setback and inclusion of a
front yard setback on 600 East. The rezone request has been transmitted to the City Council for final action.
The Historic Landmark Commission approved the massing and general design on May 5, 2010 with the
condition that the west end on the south fagade be diminished or lightened to avoid creating a continuous wall
with Emigration Court and that the massing on the north face of the 300 South building be reconfigured to
minimize the height along the street front.

Analysis and Findings

Options

1. The Historic Landmark Commission may determine that the petition can be approved as proposed and make
a motion to approve the request as stated in Staff’s Recommendation or make their own findings for
approval, or

2. The Historic Landmark Commission can deny the proposed project upon creating findings that indicate that
the proposed development does not substantially comply with the applicable standards and is in the best
interest of the City as stated in Zoning Ordinance Section 21A.34.020.H Standards for Certificate of
Appropriateness Involving New Construction or Alteration of a Noncontributing Structure;

3. The Historic Landmark Commission may continue the petition and require additional information from the
applicant or staff.

Use and Density

The City is concurrently processing petition PLNPCM2009-01347, which requests the rezoning of the property
to RMU. The proposed project is consistent with the density regulations in the RMU Zone; the use is considered
a permitted use.

Building Height

The proposed project is under the height limits in the RMU Zoning District. The Historic Landmark
Commission approved the general building massing and design on May 5, 2010 with the condition that the west
end on the South fagade be diminished or lightened to avoid creating a continuous wall with Emigration Court

and that the massing on the north face of the 300 South building be reconfigured to minimize the height along
the street front. This hearing is for final design details.

Off Street Parking

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010



The proposed development meets the required off street parking standards.
Required Standards for New Construction

Zoning Ordinance section 21A.34.020 (H) lists the standards for new construction in a Historic District. In
considering an application for a certificate of appropriateness involving new construction, or alterations of
noncontributing structures, the Historic Landmark Commission shall determine whether the project
substantially complies with all of the following standards that pertain to the application, is visually compatible
with surrounding structures and streetscape as illustrated in any design standards adopted by the Historic
Landmark Commission and City Council and is in the best interest of the city: The Historic Landmark
Commission is charged with determining if the project substantially complies with the following standards and
is in the best interest of the city:

1. Scale And Form:

a. Height And Width: The proposed height and width shall be visually compatible with surrounding
structures and streetscape;

b. Proportion Of Principal Facades: The relationship of the width to the height of the principal
elevations shall be in scale with surrounding structures and streetscape;

c¢. Roof Shape: The roof shape of a structure shall be visually compatible with the surrounding structures
and streetscape; and

d. Scale Of A Structure: The size and mass of the structures shall be visually compatible with the size
and mass of surrounding structure and streetscape.

Analysis:

a. Height and Width

The general massing of the buildings were approved on May 5, 2010 with the condition that the west
end on the south fagade be diminished or lightened to avoid creating a continuous wall with
Emigration Court and that the massing on the north face of the 300 South building be reconfigured
to minimize the height along the street front.

The petitioner has modified the design to include balconies on the front units of the 300 South
building in order to provide a better street presence.

The petitioner has provided following drawing to indicate that the 600 South building is 70 feet from

the Emigration Court apartments and indicates that the south fagade of the 600 East building is
sufficiently detailed to not create a “wall” in relation to the Emigration Court Apartments.

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010
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b, Proportion of Principal Facades
The general massing of the hulldings were approved on May 5, 2010, This staff report will focus on
building detnitng,

€. Rool Shupe
The roofs of the propused sirictures are flut, consistent with the spplicable Design Cluidelines

d. Scale of Structure
I'he general mmssing ol the buildings were upproved on May 5, 3010

Finding: The bullding massang was proviously approved with conditions. Those conditions huve
been addreased

2. Composition OF Principal Fucades:

a. Propurtion OF Openings: The relationship of the width to the beight of windows and doors of the
structure shall be visually compatible with surrounding structures angd sireetscape;

b Rhythm Of Solids To Voids In Facsdes: The relntionshup of solids to voids m the facade of the
structure shull be visually compatible with surrounsding stroctures and streetscape;

¢ Rhythm OF Entrance Poreh And Other Projections: The relationshap ol entrances and othey
projections to sidewulks dhall be visvally compatible with suivounding struclures sl streetscape, and
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d. Relationship Of Materials: The relationship of the color and texture of materials (other than paint
color) of the facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials used in surrounding
structures and streetscape.

Analysis:

The block where the subject property is located contains a new multi-family dwelling: Emigration Court
Apartments; which is atypical of historic apartment buildings in the Central City Historic District
because of its height. The proposed new buildings are intended to be more sensitive to the adjacent land
uses.

a. Proportion of Openings

Windows on historic structures in the Central City Historic District typically have a three
dimensional aspect to them. The three dimensional aspect is created by the depth of the window sill,
the sash profile, width of the casing, and lintel. The design of both the 300 South and 600 East
buildings have windows that are flush with the facade. There is some three dimensional quality in
the fact that they are using horizontal sliding windows, therefore one-half of the window is indented
further than the other, but basically the windows are in line with the other materials of the fagade.

The windows on the 300 South building are outlined with casing that creates some shadow effect
(see elevation drawings).

*Discussion item: Would the fagade of the 300 South building be better if there were more reveal to
at least the ground level windows along the facade?

The 600 East building is more modern in its design and the windows are less three dimensional, but
the facade is more varied in terms of balconies and doors. The building makes little attempt to mimic
historic pattern beyond general massing and balcony entrance features.

The major balconies on the 600 East fagade are designed with a solid railing on the ground level,
transitioning to a glass railing on the upper levels. This tends to emphasize the horizontal nature of
this portion of the fagade. There are also random single balconies placed along the “solid” facades.

*Discussion item: Is it appropriate to have the same size window on all levels of the 600 East fa¢ade
or would the architecture be served by a different size of opening on the ground level? Is the
random placement of the single balconies on the central portion appropriate? Would the larger
balconies emphasize the vertical nature of the building better if they were treated the same on all
Sfloors (or at least on the all floors above the ground level)?

b. Rhythm of Solids to Voids in Facades
The historic multi-family buildings in the general area and District are designed in such a manner
that the openings create a rhythm along the exterior walls of the structure. The windows often have

a regular spacing pattern, both horizontally and vertically. Windows on upper floors align with the
windows on the levels below. The rhythm is enhanced by the symmetry of the historic structures.

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010



The 300 South building has windows that are arranged in a more formal and symmetrical pattern,
similar to other historic building in the area. The building is “U” shaped, similar to many historic
buildings and the main entry is at the center of the “U”

The 600 West building is atypical of historical patterns in the area. While the building is designed
with varying indentation to break up the overall massing, the predominant architectural feature of the
600 East fagade is a large three story wall that is not differentiated with a base middle and top. It is
merely a solid wall interrupted by random single balconies (and flanked by recessed portions of the
building with large balconies. The entry way is at the center of the 600 East facade.

*Discussion item. Is the concept of a base, middle and top appropriate on 600 East or is the large
expanse of a single material appropriate?

¢. Rhythm of Entrance Porch and Other Projections

The existing multi-family residential structures in the District typically have a prominent primary
entrance that faces the street. Some of the buildings have a single entrance, while others have
multiple entrances. Regardless of the number of entrances, they are mostly symmetrical. The larger
multi-family structures tend to have a single primary entrance that leads to a center loaded hallway
that provides access to the individual units.

Porches along the primary fagade of both buildings have been provided to diminish the perceived
mass and to provide interaction with the street. The balconies are located symmetrically to the
building. The building entries are located in the center of each building fagade.

*Discussion item.: Do the differing treatments of each level of balcony add or detract from the
minimalist nature of the architecture?

d. Relationship of Materials

The primary building materials in the area tend to be brick for multi-family buildings. The existing
structures on the block face include other minor materials, including wood, metal, glass, and stucco.

The proposed fagade of the 300 South building uses “thin brick” on the lower floors. Brick is used
for the first two and one half stories to provide a similar scale to adjacent land uses. The thin brick is
spec-ed to use corner pieces that will give the appearance of full size brick. The upper floors are a
“Monastery Brown” (beige) Dryvit with “China White” (off-white) trim. Both materials have a
sandblast, rather than smooth, finish. The windows are bronze tinted glass.

*Discussion item: Is the thin brick appropriate? Would the building have a better base, middle and
top if real brick were used on the first floor (providing deeper recess to ground level windows) and
using Dryvit above the first level?

The 600 East facade is composed of a new palette of materials not normally used with historic
architecture, but appropriate to more modern architecture. The fagade is proposed to be primarily of
Dryvit in “Foggy Grey (light green gray) and “Stamp Grey” (darker green grey) and two forms of
smooth fiber cement panel in two colors; Heather (slightly lavender brown) and Linen (beige).

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010



* Discussion item: Is Dryvit the appropriate material at the ground level of the 600 East fagade, or
would the use of a harder material as a base distract from the minimalist architecture?

Design Guidelines for Composition of Principal Facades

11.13 Design overall facade proportions to be similar to those of historic buildings in the neighborhood. The
“overall proportion” is the ratio of the width to height of the building, especially the front facade. See the
discussions of individual districts and of typical historic building styles for more details about facade proportions.

11.14 Keep the proportions of window and door openings similar to those of historic buildings in the area,
This is an important design standard because these details strongly influence the compatibility of a building within
its context. Large expanses of glass, either vertical or horizontal, are generally inappropriate on new buildings in the
historic districts. ’

11.15 Use building materials that contribute to the traditional sense of scale of the block. This will reinforce
the sense of visual continuity in the district.

11.16 New materials that are similar in character to traditional materials may be acceptable with appropriate
detailing. Alternative materials should appear similar in scale, proportion, texture and finish to those used
historically. They also must have a proven durability in similar locations in this climate. Metal products are allowed
for soffits and eaves only.

11.17 Use building components that are similar in size and shape to those found historically along the street.
These include windows, doors, and porches.

11.19 Contemporary interpretations of traditional details are encouraged. New designs for window moldings
and door surrounds, for example, can provide visual interest while helping to convey the fact that the building is
new. Contemporary details for porch railings and columns are other examples. New soffit details and dormer
designs also could be used to create interest while expressing a new, compatible style.

11.21 Windows with vertical emphasis are encouraged. A general rule is that the height of the window should be
twice the dimension of the width in most residential contexts. See also the discussions of the character of the
relevant historic district and architectural styles.

11.22 Frame windows and doors in materials that appear similar in scale, proportion and character to those
used traditionally in the neighborhood. Double-hung windows with traditional depth and trim are preferred in
most districts. (See also the rehabilitation section on windows as well as the discussions of specific historic districts
and relevant architectural styles.)

11.23 Windows shall be simple in shape. Odd window shapes such as octagons, circles, diamonds, etc. are
discouraged.

Finding: The materials are appropriate to the architecture.

3. Relationship To Street:
a. Walls Of Continuity: Facades and site structures, such as walls, fences and landscape masses, shall,

when it is characteristic of the area, form continuity along a street to ensure visual compatibility with the
structures, public ways and places to which such elements are visually related;

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010



b. Rhythm Of Spacing And Structures On Streets: The relationship of a structure or object to the open
space between it and adjoining structures or objects shall be visually compatible with the structures,
objects, public ways and places to which it is visually related; :

¢. Directional Expression Of Principal Elevation: A structure shall be visually compatible with the
structures, public ways and places to which it is visually related in its orientation toward the street; and

d. Streetscape Pedestrian Improvements: Streetscape and pedestrian improvements and any change in
its appearance shall be compatible to the historic character of the landmark site or H historic preservation
overlay district.

Analysis:
a. Walls of Continuity
The layout of the building was approved on May 5, 2010.
b. Rhythm of Spacing and Structures on Streets
The layout of the building was approved on May 5, 2010.
¢. Directional Expression of Principal Elevation

The historic multi-family structures in the area have dominant entrances that face the street. The
elevations that face a street typically include more detail than the secondary elevations that do not
face a street.

The elevation of the principle fagade of both proposed structures contains a higher degree of design
than the other facades of the building.

d. Streetscape Pedestrian Improvements

The proposed building includes design elements that add to the interest of the streetscape, including
ground level windows, patios and entrances. The entrance feature is similar in form to the entrance
features of other multi-family buildings in the area. The entrance to the parking structure is in the
middle of the building and is not visible from the pedestrian way.

Design Guidelines related to Relationship with the Street

11.1 Respect historic settlement patterns. Site new buildings such that they are arranged on their sites in ways
similar to historic buildings in the area. This includes consideration of building
setbacks, orientation and open space, all of which are addressed in more detail in the individual district standards.

11.3 Orient the front of a primary structure to the street. The building should be oriented parallel to the lot
lines, maintaining the traditional grid pattern of the block. An exception is where early developments have
introduced curvilinear streets, like Capitol Hill.

11.4 Construct a new building to reinforce a sense of human scale. A new building may convey a sense of
human scale by employing techniques such as these: .

- Using building materials that are of traditional dimensions,

- Providing a one-story porch that is similar to that seen traditionally.

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010
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- Using a building mass that is similar in size to those seen traditionally.
- Using a solid-to-void that is similar to that seen traditionally and using window openings that are similar in size to
those seen traditionally.

11.5 Construct a new building to appear similar in scale to the scale that is established in the block. Subdivide
larger masses into smaller “modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.

11.6 Design a front elevation to be similar in scale to those seen traditionally in the block. The front shall
include a one-story element, such as a porch. The primary plane of the front should not appear taller than those of
typical historic structures in the block. A single wall plane should not exceed the typical maximum facade width in
the district.

11.7 Build to heights that appear similar to those found historically in the district. This is an important
standard which should be met in all projects.

11.9 Design a new building to appear similar in width to that of nearby historic buildings. If a building would
be wider overall than structures seen historically, the facade should be divided into subordinate planes that are
similar in width to those of the context.

11.11 Use building forms that are similar to those seen traditionally on the block. Simple rectangular solids are
typically appropriate.

11.13 Design overall facade proportions to be similar to those of historic buildings in the neighborhood. The
“overall proportion” is the ratio of the width to height of the building, especially the front facade. See the
discussions of individual districts and of typical historic building styles for more details about facade proportions.

11.14 Keep the proportions of window and door openings similar to those of historic buildings in the area.
This is an important design standard because these details strongly influence the compatibility of a building within
its context. Large expanses of glass, either vertical or horizontal, are generally inappropriate on new buildings in the
historic districts.

11.17 Use building components that are similar in size and shape to those found historically along the street.
These include windows, doors, and porches.

Design Guidelines specific to Central City Historic District

13.27 Design new buildings to appear similar in mass to those that were typical historically in the district. Ifa
building would be larger than those seen on the block, subdivide larger masses of the building into smaller
“modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.

13.28 Design new buildings so that they appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally on the block.
Historically, most houses appeared to have a height of one, one-and-one half or two stories. A new front facade
should appear similar in height to those seen historically in the block. Taller portions should be set back farther on
the lot. Story heights should appear similar to those seen historically. Also, consider using architectural details to
give a sense of the traditional scale of the block.

13.29 Design a new building to have a form similar to those seen historically. In most cases, the primary form
of the house was a simple rectangle. In some styles, smaller, subordinate masses were then attached to this primary
form.

13.30 Use primary building materials that will appear similar to those used historically. Appropriate building

materials include: brick, stucco, and painted wood. Substitute materials may be considered under some
circumstances. See Sections 2.0 and 6.0 and page 126.

Finding: The general layout and massing were approved on May 5, 2010

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30,2010
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4. Subdivision Of Lots: The Planning Director shall review subdivision plats proposed for property within
an H Historic Preservation Overlay District or of a landmark site and may require changes to ensure the
proposed subdivision will be compatible with the historic character of the district and/or site(s).

Analysis: Not applicable

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: June 30, 2010
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Site Plan and Elevation Drawings
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Attachment B
Minutes from May 5, 2010



SALT LAKE CITY
HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION
Minutes of the Meeting
Room 315, 451 South State Street
May 5, 2010

A regular meeting of the Historic Landmark Commission was held on May 5, 2010, at 5:51:47 PM in Room
315 of the City and County Building, located at 451 Scuth State Street, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84111.
Commissioners present for the meeting included: Earle Bevins |ll, Thomas Carter, Bill Davis, Arla Funk,
Polly Hart, Creed Haymond, Warren Lloyd, Chairperson; Anne Oliver, Vice Chairperson and Dave Richards.
Commissicner Sheleigh Harding was excused from the meeting.

Flanning staff present for the meeting were: Doug Dansie, Senior Planner, Carl Leith, Senior Planner,
Janice Lew, Senior Planner, Katia Pace, Associate Planner, Joel Paterson, Planning Manager, Lex
Traughber, Principal Planner and Cecily Zuck, Historic Landmark Commission Secretary.

PLNHLC 2009-01346, Eastside Apartments Certificate of Appropriateness for New Construction — A
request by PEG Development for New Construction located at approximately 556 East 300 South in the
Central City Historic District. The subject property is located in an RMF-35 (Moderate Density Multi-Famity
Residential), RO (Residential Office) and RMU (Residential Mixed-Use) zoning districts all proposed to be
rezoned to RMU, and is located in Council District 4, represented by Council Member Luke Garrott. {Staff
contact: Doug Dansie, 801-535-6182, doug dansie@slegov.cam)

Staff Presentation 8:18:20 'M

Mr. Dansie noted that the project was complicated and had quite a lengthy history. He indicated that the first
phase of the original proposal was the now alrgady built Emigration Court Apartments. Mr. Dansie noted that
the second and third phases of the proposal had never been built and approvals had since expired. Mr.
Dansie noted that the revised proposal involved two apartment buildings.

Mr. Dansie noted that the applicant was now looking for approval from the Landmarks Commission of the
basic mass and scale of the revised proposal. He noted that the applicant would return on June 2, 2010, to
review the materizls, palette and othar fine detailing. Mr. Dansie reviewed a Power Point slide show of
different elevations and the proposed massing for the structures. He noted that the petitioners had
attempted to remove some of the mass from the originally proposed 300 South frontage as well as along the
600 East fagade.

Questions for Staff from the Commission 8:24:2| M

Chairperson Lloyd inquired if there was a slide of the 600 East Elevation to compare to the 300 South
Elevation.

Mr. Dansie stated that he had not included all of the elevations in the staff report, but to compare, the 600
East elevation was cn the first two pages of included drawings and the 300 South elevation on the next two
bages.

Mr. Dansie noted that if the Commission was comfortable with the proposed massing of the project they
might provide the petitioners with some direction regarding appropriate design materials.



Commissioner Hart noted that the parcel was currently zoned RMF-35, which meant that the maximum
building height allowed would be 35 feet. She voiced her cancern that this put the cart before the horse in
asking for approval in massing before a change in zoning was approved.

Mr. Dansie stated that the Planning Commission had already approved the planned development and had
also forwarded a positive recommendation to the City Council to rezene the parcel.

Commissioner Funk inquired what the average height of existing buildings was along the 300 South
frontage.

Mr. Dansie stated that most existing structures on the 300 South frontage were one-and-a-half or two stories
tall. He ncted that the petition parcel used to have a three story apartment building on ft.

Commissioner Hart indicated her concern that the proposal for the 300 South frontage overwhelmed the
existing streetscape.

Mr. Dansie noted that the Planning Commission had taken under consideration that the proposal was within
a local historic district and their thinking had been that the west half of the block was zoned Residential
Mixed Use (RMU), which had a building height of 75 feet and that the northeast corner was zoned
Residential Office (RO), which also allowed for a building height of 75 . Mr. Dansie stated that as part of the
planned development approval, the Planning Commission noted that they would not take issue with the
increased height on the 300 South Frontage if the setback were increased to help mitigate the perceived
impact from the pedestrian viewpaint.

Applicant Presentation §:32:08 PM

Jory Walker, Principal Architect for the project, noted that he weould answer any questions the Commission
might have regarding the proposal. He stated that in their research of the area they had particularly studied
a humber of three story walk-up apartment buildings. He noted that they had tried to imitate these buildings
in their redesign and had pulled the buildings back to 50° from the back of the curb on 300 South in their
attempt to break the mass down to a more human scale.

Questions for the Applicant from the Commission H:34:22 '

Commissioner Carter noted that during a recent trip to Chicago he had heen intrigued by the materials used -
in larger new construction projects and inquired if the applicants had considered trying to emulate this with
more use of metal or contemporary materials other than stucco.

Mr. Walker noted that they could consider it; however, with the scale of the project, alternative materials
would greatly increase cost. He stated that they might provide more architectural variation on the first two
flocrs of the development and then transition into more cost effective materials.

Several other Commissioners noted their concerns regarding materials. Highlights of the discussion:

« Commissioner Carter stated they might consider using a honed cinderblock with interesting metal
windows on the lower levels.

s Commissioner Carter noted that they could use a rusticated finish on some materials.

» Chairperson Lloyd noted that he did not feel the 300 South Elevation was as successful material-
wise as the 800 East frontage and a more traditional detailing approach might help that elevation,
such as turning or wrapping around balconies towards that frontage, as well as the creation of a
porch element of some sort.

* Vice Chairperson Oliver concurred that it was important to bring back a public face to the 300 South
frontage.



» Vice Chairperson Oliver noted that small details such as window height and depth would make a
great deal of difference, especially on 600 East.

« Vice Chairperson Oliver stated that the applicant might consider a more subtle approach than using
high contrast colors in differentiating between units; that it might be better achieved by with a softer
palette or differences in the inherent material of the structure.

Commissioner Funk noted her concern that part of the 300 South frontage should still be reduced in height.

Chairperson Lloyd noted that historically, before the Maverick station was installed across the street, there
was a walkable, scalable building pattern on the street frontage that was actually higher density than the
current configuration of buildings. He stated that on both the north and south ends of the block, multi-level
housing units had been lost to single story retail buildings.

Commissioner Hart stated while it was unfortunate that these buildings had been lost, the existing buildings
on the 300 South block face were primarily all one story. She noted that the propoesal for that frontage then
seemed guite out of place.

Mr. Dansie noted that the north side of the street generally had much larger buildings than on the south side
of the street.

Vice Chairperson Oliver noted that originally the proposal was for a six story building on 300 South.

Mr. Walker noted that this was true and that it had been decided this was too large. He noted that if the
Commission directed that the building needed to be lowered further, that is what the applicant would do. He
noted that in the current configuration, only the stair towers were four stories on 300 South. Mr. Walker

. indicated that another option would be to redesign 300 South to bring some unit balconies forward, making
the facade not seem 30 harsh.

Vice Chairperson Oliver noted her concern that the west end of the taller units on 600 East indicated that
there would not be a great deal of difference between the east end of Emigration Court and the west end of
the proposal, creating a virtual wall all along that block face. She stated that any softening or stepping back
~ of the units on that corner might alleviate that concern.

Commissioner Hart noted that there was anly one histeric building left on the block, but ne other contributing
structure present.

Vice Chairperson Oliver stated that she felt it then became more of a matter of how the project engaged
buildings across the street and in the surrounding area.

Public Hearing 9:08:30 PM

Chairperson Lloyd opened the hearing to public comment.

Cindy Cromer, 816 East 100 South, stated that it was essential o have a successful project here, because
s0 many great historic buildings in the area had been lost in the past. She noted that the overlay zoning did
not match the listed zoning, which should be addressed with the City Council. Ms. Cromer indicated that she
felt the 600 East frontage had greatly improved, however, the 300 South elevation had not.

Ms. Cromer stated her opinion that there had been a previous intent to place the highest density in the
center of the block, however, for the sake of the views, the density of the project had been pushed cut to the
street fronts. She noted that she felt the north side of the project would be cold and dreary and felt it might
behoove the applicant to have a shadow study done.

Executive Session 9:14:00 PM

Chairperson lLlayd noted that the topic was discussed at length during the applicant presentation.



Mr. Paterson reminded the Commission that the applicant was seeking a motion regarding the massing of
the project after which the applicant would return to the Commission with design details.

Motion 9:14:52 'l

In the case of petition PLNHLC2009-01346, Vice Chairperson Qliver made a motion based upon the
analysis and findings in the staff report to approve the massing and layout of the proposed project
with the condition that the west end on the South fagade be diminished or lightened to avoid
creating a continuous wall with Emigration Court and that the massing on the north face of the 300
South building be reconfigured to minimize the height along the street front.

There was no further discussion of the motion.

Commissioner Carter seconded the motion. All voted “Aye”. The motion carries unanimously.
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THISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION STAFF REPORT |

Eastside Apartments
PLNHLC 2009-01346

New Construction
556 East 300 South
in the Central City Historic District
May 5, 2010

Agglican:
Matt Hansen of PEG Development
Staff:

Doug Dansie, 535-6182
Doug.Dansie@slcgov.com

Tax ID:
16-06-283-009
16-06-427-038

Current Zone:
RMF-35 and RO (RMU proposed as part of
petition PLNPCM2009-01347)

Master Plan Designation:
Central Community Master Plan: medium
density residential of 15-30 per acre.

Council District:
District Four Luke Garrott

Community Council;
Central City

Lot Size:
2.10 acres this phase 4.59 total complex

Current Use:
Vacant

Applicable Land Use Regulations:
e City Code Section 21A.34.020

Notification

e Notice: April 22,2010
e Sign: April 26, 2010

e Web: April 30, 2010

Attachments:
A. Site Plan & Elevation Drawings.
B. PC Subcommittee notes
C. Department Comments
D. Staff report for previous approval
E. Design of previously approved plan

Planning and Zoning Division
Department of Community and
Economic Development

Request

This is a request from PEG Development for a Planned Development located at
approximately 556 East 300 South (including 350 S 600 East). The site is presently
zoned RMF-35 Residential Multi-Family medium density and RO Residential Office.
The petitioner has an associated rezone petition to change the zoning to RMU
Residential Mixed-Use; PLNPCM?2009-01347. The petitioner is proposing to construct
two apartment complexes on the site (the site on 300 South is being marketed as senior
housing). This is a phased project (the Emigration Court Apartments were the first
phase). The two apartment buildings will be phased based upon market demand and
financing. The layout of the buildings requires some modification of setback
requirements to allow the project to work as an integrated complex with shared parking,
open space and access.

Staff Recommendation

Based on the analysis and findings in the staff report, staff recommends that the Historic
Landmark Commission approve the massing and layout of the proposed project and
provide input for the building detailing to be discussed at the next meeting,

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments

Published Date: April 30,2010
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Comments

Public Comments

The project was presented to the Central City Community Council on January 6, 2010. The Community
Council felt that the design was too suburban looking and was incompatible with the neighborhood. The design
has been significantly altered based upon commumty, Planning Commission and Historic Landmark
Commission feedback.

Background

Project Description

The petitioner is proposing to build two apartment buildings (with one being marketed as a senior living center).
The site is presently zoned RMF-35 and RO. The petitioner is proposing the RMU zone to allow for density
and height and to make the zoning of the entire site consistent. There was a previous conditional use/planned
development approved for this site in 2002 (Planned Development Petition 410-584 Rezone Petition 400-01-
37). The first phase of the previously approved development was constructed as Emigration Court Apartments.

PLNIHLC2009-01346 Easiside Aparimenis Published Date. Apnl 30, 2010



The second and third phase approvals, which constitute the presently proposed development, have expired. The
developer wishes to resurrect the previously approved rezone and planned development in a newer format, with
generally the same layout. The new proposal would consist of an apartment building facing 600 East and
another (senior living) facing 300 South. The 600 East apartments are proposed to be three to six stories tall
and the 300 South apartments are proposed to be three to four stories tall. The previous proposal and present
proposal placed parking underground. The petitioner is asking for a modification to rear yard setbacks, because
all three phases share a common open space on top of an underground parking structure. The new proposal
would also setback the building 15 feet from 600 East to be sensitive to the historic character of the street.

The project is in the Central City Historic District and has been presented to the Historic Landmark
Commission and been presented to an HLC subcommittee on two occasions. The petitioner has modified their
original plans to respond to suggestions from the Historic Landmark Commission, Planning Commission and
the Community Council.

The proposed phasing timeline is as follows:

Eastside Apartments (600 East)

Construction start: August 2010

Construction completion: October 2011 (the front buildings could open around July 2011)

Senior Apartments (300 South)
Construction start: April 2011
Construction completion: March 2012

The adjacent zoning districts are RMU to the west and northwest, RMF-35 to the northeast and east and TC
Transit Corridor to the south and southeast. The proposed setbacks provided along 300 South and 600 East are
consistent with setbacks along those streets. The rear yard setbacks are being reduced, as part of the planned
development approval, because the three buildings in the complex share a common open space on the roof of an
underground parking structure that is guaranteed to remain open space through cross easements with each

property.

This project has a significant topographic change, dropping over one story in height from east to west. The
overall project has been designed with a parking structure built into the grade change. The roof of the parking
structure provides open space for the three buildings in the overall complex. The Planning Commission
approved the reduction of the rear yard requirements of the two new apartment buildings in order to take
advantage of the shared open space on top of the parking structure. The project benefits by the reduction of rear
yard requirement by allowing all parking (except for a few visitor stalls) to be located underground. Parking
will not be visible from the street. Parking access is from a private drive that will access all three exterior streets
(500 East, 600 East, 300 South). Pedestrian access through the block is available along the east/west central
private drive. This will essentially function as a mid-block walkway for the larger neighborhood. All major
loading and access is from the interior of the block. The 300 South apartment building is being marketed as
senior housing and will have a drop-off area on the south side of the building, interior to the block, to
accommodate handicap and assisted access.

This is a residential project with minimal signage. A separate permit for signage is required. Signage must
meet City Code and be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission.

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: April 30, 2010



Project Review

This project is being jointly reviewed by the Planning Commission and Historic Landmark Commission. The
Planning Commission approved the general concept on April 14, 2010.

Planning Commission Subcommittee

The Planning Commission held a joint Planned Development subcommittee with the Historic Landmark
Commission subcommittee on February 25, 2010. Discussion was held about general massing and materials.
Minutes from the subcommittee are attached. The petitioner had a follow up meeting with the Historic
Landmark Commission subcommittee. The plans have been modified to respond to concerns expressed.

Analysis and Findings @.

Options

1. The Historic Landmark Commission may determine that the petition can be approved as proposed and make
a motion to approve the request as stated in Staff’s Recommendation or make their own findings for
approval, or

2. The Historic Landmark Commission can deny the proposed project upon creating findings that indicate that
the proposed development does not substantially comply with the applicable standards and is in the best
interest of the City as stated in Zoning Ordinance Section 21A.34.020.H Standards for Certificate of
Appropriateness Involving New Construction or Alteration of a Noncontributing Structure;

3. The Historic Landmark Commission may continue the petition and require additional information from the
applicant or staff.

Use and Density

The City is concurrently processing petition PLNPCM?2009-01347, which requests the rezoning of the property
to RMU. The proposed project is consistent with the density regulations in the RMU Zone; the use is considered
a permitted use. The purpose of the R-MU residential/mixed use district is to reinforce the residential character
of the area and encourage the development of areas as high density residential urban neighborhoods containing
supportive retail, service commercial, and small scale office uses. The design guidelines are intended to
facilitate the creation of a walkable urban neighborhood with an emphasis on pedestrian scale activity while
acknowledging the need for transit and automobile access. The design of the proposed apartments meets the
intent of the purpose statement.

The Central Community Master Plan identifies the area to be a combination of housing density: Medium
density transit (10-50 dwelling units per acre) along 600 East, residential office (10-50 units per acre) on the
corner or 600 East and 300 South and high density mixed-use (50 or more units per acre) on 300 South. This
proposal is consistent with the master plan in that it places the density towards the interior and western portions
of the block and lowers the building along 600 East. The site is adjacent to Light Rail mass transit.

Building Height

The proposed project is under the height limits in the RMU Zoning District. However, the H Historic
Preservation Overlay District also regulates height. According to Zoning Ordinance Section 21A.34.010.A,
when the overlay district and the base zoning conflict, the overlay districts regulations supersede the base
zoning regulations. In the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, new construction must be compatible with

PLNHLC2009-01346 Eastside Apartments Published Date: April 30, 2010
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the heights of the existing buildings on the block. The petitioner has proposed lowering the building along the
600 East frontage to insure compatibility with the main spine of the historic district. The three story height is
consistent with walk-up apartments in the area, including the Juel apartments which were demolished on the
site. The other structures on the block vary in height; The 300 South building is three and four stories tall, the
center of the block portions of the 600 East building are five and six stories tall.

General statistics are as follows:

Eastside Apartments (600 East)

One-bedroom Units: 94

Two-bedroom Units: 80

Total Number of Units: 174

Setback from 600 East: 50 feet (35-foot setback from the curb + 15-feet from the property line)
Building Height Fronting 600 East: 31' 2"

Rear Building Height: 39' 4" in 4-story portions, 49' 8"in 5-story portions, and 65' 6" in 6-story portions

Broadway Place Apartments (300 South)

One-bedroom Units: 22

Two-bedroom Units: 51

Total Number of Units: 73

Setback from 300 South: 35 feet from the curb

Building Height: 29' 2" in 3-story portions, 39" 4"in 4-story portions, and 53' 8" to the parapet at the building core

Off Street Parking

The proposed development meets the required off street parking standards. The RMU zoning district requires
one half parking stall per dwelling unit, which is generally lower than market requirements. The proposed
development will provide all of it parking underneath the building with the exception of a few loading stalls to
the rear of the 300 South building

Required Standards for New Construction

Zoning Ordinance section 21A.34.020 (H) lists the standards for new construction in a Historic District. In
considering an application for a certificate of appropriateness involving new construction, or alterations of
noncontributing structures, the Historic L.andmark Commission shall determine whether the project
substantially complies with all of the following standards that pertain to the application, is visually compatible
with surrounding structures and streetscape as illustrated in any design standards adopted by the Historic
Landmark Commission and City Council and is in the best interest of the city: The Historic Landmark
Commission is charged with determining if the project substantially complies the following standards and is in
the best interest of the city:

1. Scale And Form:

a. Height And Width: The proposed height and width shall be visually compatible with surrounding
structures and streetscape;

b. Proportion Of Principal Facades: The relationship of the width to the height of the principal
elevations shall be in scale with surrounding structures and streetscape;

c. Roof Shape: The roof shape of a structure shall be visually compatible with the surrounding structures
and streetscape; and
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d. Scale Of A Structure: The size and mass of the structures shall be visually compatible with the size
and mass of surrounding structure and streetscape.

Analysis:

a. Height and Width

The proposed buildings are three stories tall along the street frontages. The 300 South building has
portions that rise to 4 stories, but they are stepped back from the front fagade. The 300 South
building is in a “U” shape to mimic the mass of historical apartment building in the neighborhood.
The 600 East building is constructed in two portions; the front building is three stories tall but the
rear portion is 5 and 6 stories tall. The building was designed this way to allow for density on the
block but to create a perception along the street frontage that the building remained in scale with the
historical mass of apartment structures in the area. The 600 East building is set back from the
property line by 15 feet to respect the historical setbacks along 600 East.

The block face where the subject property is located contains structures that are between one and
two and one half stories in height. The residential structures actually tend to be taller than the
commercial structures.

According to the Design Guidelines, “the most significant feature of the Central City Historic
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.”

On page 122-123 of Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts in Salt Lake City the
overall scale and form for new buildings is discussed under the headings Mass and Scale, Building
Height and Building Width. The design guidelines do state that it is anticipated that new
construction would be larger than historic structures, but that “new construction should not be so
dramatically greater in scale than the established context such that the visual continuity of the
historic district would be compromised. The proposed structure is taller, wider, and deeper than
many of the existing structures within the district, however the massing has been broken to “hide”
the taller portions of the building and decrease the perception of width. The width of the 600 East
building has been divided into two separate sections. The 300 South building is “U” shape to make
its mass similar to the historical development pattern of many apartments in the area.

The design guidelines also state that “... a new building should not overwhelm historic structures in
terms of building height, but rather should be within the range of heights found historically in the
vicinity.” The proposed structure would be of similar height to the Emigration Court Apartments to
the west; however the tallest portions of the complex are located at the interior of the block, away
from street frontages. The buildings frontages are not significantly taller than previous buildings on
the site. 300 South was formerly occupied by a three story apartment building. 600 East was
formerly occupied by a 3.5 story apartment building and a 1.5 story single family home. There are
some structures in the Central City Historic District that are similar in height or taller than the
proposed structure: Taller structures are typically located north of 200 South with the exception of
the Emigrations apartments located immediately west of this site and part of this planned
development.

The applicable Design Guidelines do discuss that it may be appropriate to set taller buildings back
further than the established front setback to decrease the visual impact (Guideline 13.23). The top
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two stories of the proposed 600 East building are stepped back on corners and other locations to
decrease the appearance of mass.

The prominent building features, such as cornices and balconies, align along the block and
contribute to the sense of visual continuity along the block face. These design features are in need of
further review and refinement.

b. Proportion of Principal Facades

The proposed 600 East structure is wider than the other buildings on the block face. At the ground
level, the width of the building is broken up into two sections, with the pedestrian entrance to the

rear (taller) portion of the building, in the middle being flanked by residential buildings on each side.
The 300 South building is “U” shaped to respond to historical development patterns. The applicable
Design Guidelines related to height and width is discussed under the previous section. The proposed -
development complies with the applicable Design Guidelines in terms of height and mass.

c. Roof Shape

The roof of the proposed structure is flat. The structures on the block have a variety of roof shapes
that tend to be dictated by the use. The multi-family, commercial and office structures have flat
roofs, while the single family residential structures have pitched roofs. Historic multi-story
structures in the district typically have some sort of design element, either a cornice or parapet that
defines the roof line. The shape of the roof is generally consistent with the applicable Design
Guidelines.

d. Scale of Structure

The proposed structures are similar in scale to the former and the existing buildings on the block
face along the street frontages. The proposed structures are one to three stories taller towards the
interior of the block. The applicants have broken up the plane of taller portions by stepping back the
top two floors. On page 121 of Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts, visual
compatibility is discussed. The guidelines state that where on a site a building is located, the manner
in which the building addresses the street and its basic mass, form and materials help a new building
relate to the fundamental characteristics of the district in which it is located. When these design
variables “are arranged in new building to be similar to those seen traditionally in the area, visual
compatibility results.” The proposed building is consistent with this statement because the mass of
the structure is focused in the center of the block, away from street frontages, and the visible street
frontage portion of the buildings are similar in height, although wider, than historical uses on the
site.

Design Guidelines related to Scale and Form

11.1 Respect historic settlement patterns. Site new buildings such that they are arranged on their sites in ways
similar to historic buildings in the area. This includes consideration of building setbacks, orientation and open space,
all of which are addressed in more detail in the individual district standards.
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11.3 Orient the front of a primary structure to the street. The building should be oriented parallel to the lot
lines, maintaining the traditional grid pattern of the block. An exception is where early developments have
introduced curvilinear streets, like Capitol Hill.

11.4 Construct a new building to reinforce a sense of human scale. A new building may convey a sense of
human scale by employing techniques such as these:

- Using building materials that are of traditional dimensions.

- Providing a one-story porch that is similar to that seen traditionally.

- Using a building mass that is similar in size to those seen traditionally.

- Using a solid-to-void that is similar to that seen traditionally and using window openings that are similar in size to
those seen traditionally.

11.5 Construct a new building to appear similar in scale to the scale that is established in the block. Subdivide
larger masses into smaller “modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.

11.6 Design a front elevation to be similar in scale to those seen traditionally in the block. The front shall
include a one-story element, such as a porch. The primary plane of the front should not appear taller than those of
typical historic structures in the block. A single wall plane should not exceed the typical maximum facade width in
the district.

11.7 Build to heights that appear similar to those found historically in the district. This is an important
standard which should be met in all projects.

11.9 Design a new building to appear similar in width to that of nearby historic buildings. If a building would
be wider overall than structures seen historically, the facade should be divided into subordinate planes that are
similar in width to those of the context.

11.11 Use building forms that are similar to those seen traditionally on the block. Simple rectangular solids are
typically appropriate.

11.12 Use roof forms that are similar to those seen traditionally in the block. Visually, the roof is the single
most important element in an overall building form. Gable and hip roofs are appropriate for primary roof forms in
most residential areas. Shed roofs are appropriate for some additions. Roof pitches should be 6:12 or greater. Flat
roofs should be used only in areas where it is appropriate to the context. They are appropriate for muitiple apartment
buildings, duplexes, and fourplexes. In commercial areas, a wider variety of roof forms may occur.

11.13 Design overall facade proportions to be similar to those of historic buildings in the neighborhood. The
“overall proportion” is the ratio of the width to height of the building, especially the front facade. See the
discussions of individual districts and of typical historic building styles for more details about facade proportions.

11.14 Keep the proportions of window and door openings similar to those of historic buildings in the area.
This is an important design standard because these details strongly influence the compatibility of a building within
its context. Large expanses of glass, either vertical or horizontal, are generally inappropriate on new buildings in the
historic districts.

Design Guidelines Specific to the Central City Historic District

13.23 Maintain the established alignment of building fronts in the block. In general, larger, taller masses should
be set back farther from the front than smaller structures. In some cases, therefore, a setback that is greater than the
median setback may be appropriate.

13.25 Clearly define the primary entrance to the house. Use a porch, stoop, portico or similar one-story feature
to indicate the entry. Orienting the entry to the street is preferred. Establishing a “progression” of entry elements,
including walkway, landscape elements and porch also is encouraged.

13.27 Design new buildings to appear similar in mass to those that were typical historically in the district. Ifa
building would be larger than those seen on the block, subdivide larger masses of the building into smaller
“modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.
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13.28 Design new buildings so that they appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally on the block.
Historically, most houses appeared to have a height of one, one-and-one half or two stories. A new front facade
should appear similar in height to those seen historically in the block. Taller portions should be set back farther on
the lot. Story heights should appear similar to those seen historically. Also, consider using architectural details to
give a sense of the traditional scale of the block.

13.29 Design a new building to have a form similar to those seen historically. In most cases, the primary form
of the house was a simple rectangle. In some styles, smaller, subordinate masses were then attached to this primary
form.

Finding: As proposed, this project is consistent with the scale of the block face. The proposed building
is taller than the neighboring buildings on the block interior but not on the block face. The roof shape is
similar to the roof shape of the existing commercial/office uses and is consistent with roof type of
historic apartment buildings. The overall scale of the structures are consistent with the scale of other
structures on the block face or on the block. The proposed development complies with this standard.

2. Composition Of Principal Facades:

a. Proportion Of Openings: The relationship of the width to the height of windows and doors of the
structure shall be visually compatible with surrounding structures and streetscape;

b. Rhythm Of Solids To Voids In Facades: The relationship of solids to voids in the facade of the
structure shall be visually compatible with surrounding structures and streetscape;

¢. Rhythm Of Entrance Porch And Other Projections: The relationship of entrances and other
projections to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with surrounding structures and streetscape; and

d. Relationship Of Materials: The relationship of the color and texture of materials (other than paint
color) of the facade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials used in surrounding
structures and streetscape.

Analysis:

The block where the subject property is located contains a new multi-family dwelling: Emigration Court
Apartments; which is atypical of historic apartment buildings in the Central City Historic District
because of its height. The proposed new buildings are intended to be more sensitive to the adjacent land
uses. At this point the petitioners are looking to receive approval for the general mass and scale of the
building and receive guidance regarding the final detailing, which includes the following:

a. Proportion of Openings

Windows on historic structures in the Central City Historic District typically have a three
dimensional aspect to them. The three dimensional aspect is created by the depth of the window sill,
the sash profile, width of the casing, and lintel. It is suggested that the Historic Landmark
Commission provide discretion as to whether the design of the s structure should also require such
three dimensional window treatment or whether a different treatment would be more appropriate tot
eh design and mass of the proposed structure.
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b. Rhythm of Solids to Voids in Facades

The historic multi-family buildings in the general area and District are designed in such a manner
that the openings create a rhythm along the exterior walls of the structure. The windows often have
a regular spacing pattern, both horizontally and vertically. Windows on upper floors align with the
windows on the levels below. The rhythm is enhanced by the symmetry of the historic structures.

It is recommended that the Historic Landmark Commission provide feedback to the petitioner
regarding the juxtaposition of traditional development patterns and the proposed design.

c. Rhythm of Entrance Porch and Other Projections

The existing multi-family residential structures in the District typically have a prominent primary
entrance that faces the street. Some of the buildings have a single entrance, while others have
multiple entrances. Regardless of the number of entrances, they are mostly symmetrical. The larger
multi-family structures tend to have a single primary entrance that leads to a center loaded hallway
that provides access to the individual units.

It is recommended that the Historic Landmark Commission provide feedback to the petitioner
regarding the juxtaposition of traditional development patterns and the proposed design.

d. Relationship of Materials

The primary building materials in the area tend to be brick for multi-family buildings. The existing

structures on the block face include other minor materials, including wood, metal, glass, and stucco.
The proposed building materials for this proposal have not been defined and the applicant is looking
for direction regarding the palate of materials

Design Guidelines for Composition of Principal Facades

11.13 Design overall facade proportions to be similar to those of historic buildings in the neighborhood. The
“overall proportion” is the ratio of the width to height of the building, especially the front facade. See the
discussions of individual districts and of typical historic building styles for more details about facade proportions.

11.14 Keep the proportions of window and door openings similar to those of historic buildings in the area.
This is an important design standard because these details strongly influence the compatibility of a building within
its context. Large expanses of glass, either vertical or horizontal, are generally inappropriate on new buildings in the
historic districts.

11.15 Use building materials that contribute to the traditional sense of scale of the block. This will reinforce
the sense of visual continuity in the district.

11.16 New materials that are similar in character to traditional materials may be acceptable with appropriate
detailing. Alternative materials should appear similar in scale, proportion, texture and finish to those used
historically. They also must have a proven durability in similar locations in this climate. Metal products are allowed
for soffits and eaves only.

11.17 Use building components that are similar in size and shape to those found historically along the street.
These include windows, doors, and porches.

11.19 Contemporary interpretations of traditional details are encouraged. New designs for window moldings
and door surrounds, for example, can provide visual interest while helping to convey the fact that the building is
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new. Contemporary details for porch railings and columns are other examples. New soffit details and dormer
designs also could be used to create interest while expressing a new, compatible style.

11.21 Windows with vertical emphasis are encouraged. A general rule is that the height of the window should be
twice the dimension of the width in most residential contexts. See also the discussions of the character of the
relevant historic district and architectural styles.

11.22 Frame windows and doors in materials that appear similar in scale, proportion and character to those
used traditionally in the neighborhood. Double-hung windows with traditional depth and trim are preferred in
most districts. (See also the rehabilitation section on windows as well as the discussions of specific historic districts
and relevant architectural styles.)

11.23 Windows shall be simple in shape. Odd window shapes such as octagons, circles, diamonds, etc. are
discouraged.

Finding: If the general massing and scale of the proposed structure are acceptable to the Historic
Landmark Commission, further guidance should be provided to the applicant regarding the choice of
building materials and whether the new buildings should use similar materials to the district or provide a
departure that enhances the unique nature of this particular proposal.

3. Relationship To Street:

a. Walls Of Continuity: Facades and site structures, such as walls, fences and landscape masses, shall,
when it is characteristic of the area, form continuity along a street to ensure visual compatibility with the
structures, public ways and places to which such elements are visually related;

b. Rhythm Of Spacing And Structures On Streets: The relationship of a structure or object to the open
space between it and adjoining structures or objects shall be visually compatible with the structures,
objects, public ways and places to which it is visually related,;

¢. Directional Expression Of Principal Elevation: A structure shall be visually compatible with the
structures, public ways and places to which it is visually related in its orientation toward the street; and

d. Streetscape Pedestrian Improvements: Streetscape and pedestrian improvements and any change in
its appearance shall be compatible to the historic character of the landmark site or H historic preservation
overlay district.

Analysis:
a. Walls of Continuity

The setback of the proposed structure on 600 East is fifteen (15) feet the setback for the structure on
300 South is between 0 and 5 feet. The minimum required setback in the RMU Zoning District is
zero. The proposed building setback maintains the concept of “walls of continuity” because the
proposed setback meets the setback range of the existing buildings on the block face.

The Central City Design Guidelines discuss setting taller portions of a structures further back than

the other structures on the block face (Guideline 13.28). The applicants have stepped back the top

two floors of the structures. The offset reduces the visual impact on the streetscape. The result is

that the full height of the structure is not readily visible from the public right of way. In the text of
the design guidelines, stepping buildings to reduce mass is discussed on page 179 under Design
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Guideline 13.28. In addition, the banding on the first two levels of the building is visually
compatible in terms of height with the banding on other buildings on the block face. Banding refers
to the visual clues on the exterior of a building that indicates each level of the building. This concept
is discussed on page 123 of Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts in Salt Lake City.

b. Rhythm of Spacing and Structures on Streets

The distance between the structures in the District varies with use. The residential structures tend to
be approximately eight feet apart.. The multi-family structures on the block generally have a larger
distance between adjacent buildings to accommodate driveways, although some multi-family
structures are located fairly close to the adjacent structures.

The proposed building is spaced in a manner that is visually compatible with the spacing of historic
structures on the block face and the block. The proposed structure does meet the minimum setbacks
in the RMU Zoning district. :

c. Directional Expression of Principal Elevation

The historic multi-family structures in the area have dominant entrances that face the street. The
elevations that face a street typically include more detail than the secondary elevations that do not
face a street.

The elevation of the principle fagade of both proposed structures contains a higher degree of design
than the other facades of the building.

d. Streetscape Pedestrian Improvements

The proposed building includes design elements that add to the interest of the streetscape, including
ground level windows, patios and entrances. The entrance feature is similar in form to the entrance
features of other multi-family building in the area. The entrance to the parking structure is in the
middle of the building and is not visible from the pedestrian way.

Design Guidelines related to Relationship with the Street

11.1 Respect historic settlement patterns. Site new buildings such that they are arranged on their sites in ways
similar to historic buildings in the area. This includes consideration of building
setbacks, orientation and open space, all of which are addressed in more detail in the individual district standards.

11.3 Orient the front of a primary structure to the street. The building should be oriented parallel to the lot
lines, maintaining the traditional grid pattern of the block. An exception is where early developments have
introduced curvilinear streets, like Capitol Hill.

11.4 Construct a new building to reinforce a sense of human scale. A new building may convey a sense of
human scale by employing techniques such as these:

- Using building materials that are of traditional dimensions.

- Providing a one-story porch that is similar to that seen traditionally.

- Using a building mass that is similar in size to those seen traditionally.

- Using a solid-to-void that is similar to that seen traditionally and using window openings that are similar in size to
those seen traditionally.

11.5 Construct a new building to appear similar in scale to the scale that is established in the block. Subdivide
larger masses into smaller “modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.
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11.6 Design a front elevation to be similar in scale to those seen traditionally in the block. The front shall
include a one-story element, such as a porch. The primary plane of the front should not appear taller than those of
typical historic structures in the block. A single wall plane should not exceed the typical maximum facade width in
the district.

11.7 Build to heights that appear similar to those found historically in the district. This is.an important
standard which should be met in all projects.

11.9 Design a new building to appear similar in width to that of nearby historic buildings. If a building would
be wider overall than structures seen historically, the facade should be divided into subordinate planes that are
similar in width to those of the context.

11.11 Use building forms that are similar to those seen traditionally on the block. Simple rectangular solids are
typically appropriate.

11.13 Design overall facade proportions to be similar to those of historic buildings in the neighborhood. The
“overall proportion” is the ratio of the width to height of the building, especially the front facade. See the
discussions of individual districts and of typical historic building styles for more details about facade proportions.

11.14 Keep the proportions of window and door openings similar to those of historic buildings in the area.
This is an important design standard because these details strongly influence the compatibility of a building within
its context. Large expanses of glass, either vertical or horizontal, are generally inappropriate on new buildings in the
historic districts.

11.17 Use building components that are similar in size and shape to those found historically along the street.
These include windows, doors, and porches.

Design Guidelines specific to Central City Historic District

13.27 Design new buildings to appear similar in mass to those that were typical historically in the district. Ifa
building would be larger than those seen on the block, subdivide larger masses of the building into smaller
“modules” that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.

13.28 Design new buildings so that they appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally on the block.
Historically, most houses appeared to have a height of one, one-and-one half or two stories. A new front facade
should appear similar in height to those seen historically in the block. Taller portions should be set back farther on
the lot. Story heights should appear similar to those seen historically. Also, consider using architectural details to
give a sense of the traditional scale of the block.

13.29 Design a new building to have a form similar to those seen historically. In most cases, the primary form
of the house was a simple rectangle. In some styles, smaller, subordinate masses were then attached to this primary
form.

13.30 Use primary building materials that will appear similar to those used historically. Appropriate building
materials include: brick, stucco, and painted wood. Substitute materials may be considered under some
circumstances. See Sections 2.0 and 6.0 and page 126.

Finding: The proposed development addresses the street by maintaining the existing development
pattern in terms of setbacks of the existing buildings on the block face. The height of the structure does
not diminish the relationship of the building to the street because the vertical portions are in the center of
the block and not along the block face. The proposed project complies with this standard because the
height of the proposed structure provides a buffer between historically and newly developed helghts in
the area and is consistent with the heights of other structures on the block face.
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4. Subdivision Of Lots: The Planning Director shall review subdivision plats proposed for property within
an H Historic Preservation Overlay District or of a landmark site and may require changes to ensure the
proposed subdivision will be compatible with the historic character of the district and/or site(s).

Analysis: The proposed apartment development does not require a subdivision process. In the RMU
Residential Mixed-Use Zoning District, there is not a minimum lot size for multi-family developments.
The proposed development is consistent with the dimensional standards in the RMU Zoning District.

Finding: The proposed development does not require an administrative public hearing or public hearing
before the Planning Commission for subdivision purposes.
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Attachment A

Site Plan and Elevation Drawings
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Attachment B

Planning Commission Subcommittee notes



Planning Commission Subcommittee

February 25, 2010

Attendees:

Planning Commission: Michael Gallegos, Michael Fife, and Angela Dean

Historic Landmark Commission: Dave Richards and Anne Oliver

Planning Division Staff: Doug Dansie, Carl Leith, and Janice Lew

Applicant: Emigration Court Project: Jordy Walker and Matt Hansen

Background and Project Location: 600 East 300 South

Presentation in summary including changes to the project: The applicant is proposing a planned
development approval, landmark site, and zoning change in adopted phases. The site had been cleared of
the Jewel Apartments, two single-family homes and an apartment building on 300 South.

Mr. Dansie noted the Planning Commission (PC) would approve the general layout of the plan and the
Historic Landmark Commission (HLC) would approve the detail of the architecture after the PC’s
decision. He noted that originally the HL.C stated the project was too generic, with no sense of character
or uniqueness to Salt Lake City.

Commissioner Oliver was concerned that historic elements tended to be tacked onto huge building
masses, so anyway the applicant could reduce the mass and bring this project into harmony with the
neighborhood was her main concern.

Commissioner Gallegos inquired if there were height restrictions.

Mzr. Dansie noted approximately 75 feet, if it is rezoned to the RM-U zone from the current three zones
it falls under now (RMF-35, RO, and RM-U).

Planning Commissioners agreed with that, but on 600 East there were setbacks of 15 feet so there would
be a front yard, they did not want to see 75 feet at the property line.

Commissioner Dean stated it would be helpful to know which parts of the lot were being rezoned.

Mzr. Dansie stated the RMU zone was already in place where the existing apartments and garage were.
The frontage on 600 East is RMF-35 and the RO is on 300 South.

Mr. Walker noted that making the project one zone would aid in everything working together.

Mr. Walker stated the brownstone they were using had a historical look; he stated he took note at the last
HLC meeting when Commissioners said if it is going to be new materials do it well.



Mr. Walker stated they would start with the assisted living building on 300 South, the height was
reduced on the front of the building and a gated courtyard was added. He stated the first three floors
would be used for intensive care residents and the top three floors would be for residents that were more
active.

Mr. Dansie noted there would be a shared parking area.

Commissioner Richards inquired if this was zoned RMF-35 could the PC add conditions to height limit
and require a setback on 600 East.

Mr. Dansie stated conditions could be added.

Mr. Walker inquired if the mass made sense to step the different heights of the building and if the
courtyard looked okay.

Commissioner Gallegos inquired about the parking allowance and inquired why 5 stalls were required
for an assisted living facility.

Mr. Dansie stated the applicant was not asking for a reduction in parking, and the City has parking
rules/processes for specialized living conditions.

Mr. Hansen stated 130 stalls for assisted living and approximately 138 stalls for the apartments.

Mr. Walker stated there would be secure parking underground with an easement off the north drive that
would be able to feed that parking. He stated this parking lot would be located in the center of the block
for the apartments, which would also allow for a great open space to be used for basketball and

volleyball courts on the surface.

Commissioner Oliver suggested the applicant take the context of the buildihgs on 300 South and design
to the least common denominator.

Commissioner Fife stated there was variation along the front of the building, but the courtyard was
oddly split.

Mr. Walker stated they could pull the entry over to one side to allow for a better spaced courtyard.
Commissioner Richards inquired about the building materials.

Mr. Walker stated they would use brick and stucco.

Mr. Dansie stated if there was already a feeling from HLC members of what materials would be okay
with them, they should let Mr. Walker know what was expected.

Mr. Walker stated the apartments would be more modern looking.

Commissioner Dean stated 300 South had more residential on it so that would be appropriate and 600

South was more modern, so that would be appropriate. She stated she would like to see more elevations
of the buildings when the applicant brought this to the PC.



Mr. Walker stated another change they had made was to break down the massing of the building by
having covered decks that could be used year round. Stairs could be accessed from the courtyard and
both parts of the building had step out decks.

Commissioner Richards stated the project still appeared to be one long building face, with not much
variation. He stated it was most massive along the south side, but he applicant had done a good job
breaking the mass of the front of the building.

Mr. Dansie stated the 3 1/2 story apartments were not uncommon in the area, but they were not as deep
and long as this proposal.

Commissioner Dean stated the front setback was nice, but it was sacrificing the usability of the
courtyard (area between the front and rear building portions facing 600 East).

Mr. Walker stated the courtyard also functioned as giving natural light to the buildings as well.
Commissioner Oliver stated she was concerned about the two broken up courtyards as well, they seemed
more like walkways with lots of landscaping. She also suggested a few secondary entrances to help
break the elevation down and allow the building to look more approachable.

Mr. Danise inquired how parking would be affected.

Mr. Walker stated that would not affect parking.

Commissioner Oliver suggested recessing more sections of the building and popping out more elements.

Commissioner Richards agreed that recessing would draw people in and the scale of the building would
feel more comfortable.

Mr, Walker stated he liked the that idea and people would not have to enter only through the main
building to access the units, which would also help the building look more pedestrian friendly.

Commissioner Oliver suggested one more subcommittee with the HLC members within a week or two.



Attachment C

Department Comments



Public Utilities Justin Stoker

We have reviewed the proposed Planned Unit Development for the Eastside Apartments located at approximately 556 E 300
S and 350 S 600 E. We have no objections to the proposed development and look forward to a detailed review of the
project when improvement plans have been submitted for review. Major issues that will need to be addressed during design
include the capacity of the water and exist in 300 South and 600 East. The water mains in both of those streets are only 6-
inches in size and are not adequate for buildings with a fire suppression system. It is highly likely that the water demand of
this project will necessitate the upsizing of the water mains to provide for the project. Please work with us to ensure that
adequate capacity exists in the sanitary sewer system and that an adequate solution is provided for the storm drain (no
storm drain systems are currently located adjacent to the project).

Engineering Randy Drummond

SUBJECT: Eastside Apartments/Assisted Living (Formerly known as Emigration Court Development) 556 East 300 South &
350 South 600 East PLNPCM2009-01348, 01347 & 013476 City Engineering review comments are as follows: 1- Thisis a
proposal to construct an assisted living facility facing 300 South and apartments facing 600 East under a planned
development and subdivision. Inasmuch as a planned development and subdivision are proposed, the developer must enter
into a subdivision improvement construction agreement. This agreement requires the payment of a stepped fee starting at
5% based on the estimated cost of constructing the street improvements. Street improvements for a condominium or
planned unit development include the on-site driveways serving the parking lots. We will provide further requirements on
the subdivision drawings below. 2- Curb, gutter and sidewalk exist in 300 South Street and 600 East Street along the
frontages of the proposed development. The existing drive approaches that will not be used for the proposed project must
be removed and replaced with new curb & gutter. New drive approaches must conform with APWA Std. Plan 225 with 8”
thick concrete. If the cut back parking, proposed to be built on the 600 East frontage, is approved, it must be installed with
concrete. Any curb & gutter or sidewalk along the project’s frontage that is defective when construction of the buildings is
completed must be replaced. Any uneven sidewalk joints over ¥2"” causing a tripping hazard must be ground down or
replaced. 3- It is our understanding that there were two existing private streets, Vernier Place (335 South) and Delwood
Court (540 East) and they no longer exist. 4- It is our understanding that a plat will be required for this project. A plat
should be submitted as soon as possible to allow the SLC Surveyor to begin his review. Alice Montoya (535-7248) in SLC
Engineering will assign addresses on the plat. Certified addresses are required prior to applying for a building permit. I have
included a copy of the preliminary plat checklist for use by the developer’s consultant. Page 2 Doug Dansie Eastside
Apartments PUD Dec. 18, 2009 5- The construction contractor must file a Notice of Intent with the State of Utah,
Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality, to comply with the NPDES permitting process. A copy of
the pollution prevention plan (SWPP) must also be submitted to SLC Public Utilities. 6- At least one member of the concrete
finishing crew must be ACI certified. The name of the ACI certified finisher must be provided at the pre-construction
meeting for the subdivision. 7- The grading plan, or plan & profile drawings for the proposed new access-ways must comply
with Salt Lake City Engineering design regulations. Some of the significant requirements are as follows: Minimum design
grade is 0.50%. Maximum grade for accessible parking stalls is 2%. The horizontal scale shall be 1"=20", 1"=30" or 1"=40".
The vertical scale shall be one-tenth the horizontal scale, if a profile is needed. The minimum size lettering shall be 1/10"
and capital letters shall be used. The north arrow shall point toward the top or left of the sheet with stationing progressing
from west to east or from north to south. The following approval signatures are required on the cover sheet for the project:
SLC Transportation for approval of street geometrics and street lighting. SLC Fire Department SLC Public Utility Department
(sewer, water & drainage improvements) SLC Engineering Division (street design) cc: Scott Weiler Brad Stewart Barry
Walsh Vault

Transportation Barry Walsh

Re: PUD Development at 556 East 300 South (Assisted Living) and 350 South 600 East (Apartment). PLNNHL2009-01346 -
Historic Landmarks Commission review. PLNPCM2009-01347 - Rezone from RMF-35 & Ro to RMU. PLNPCM2009-01348 -
Planned Development. The division of transportation review comments and recommendations are as follows; Per the DRT
review November 24 , 2009 our comments for the 556 E 300 South site were — The 300 So. Drop off port chair proposal is
not recommended. A field review is needed to address concerns for; trees, lighting (Michael Barry), existing utilities, Fire
hydrants, physical geometrics, and traffic patterns, etc. per the revocable lease agreement process. The proposed 2 levels
Parking Structure needs design reviews to address: column locations and grid spacing, ramps, height (8'-2") clearance, rear
access alley easements (one-way SB) and width/ fire, Etc. and Jower level abutting parking structure access. (Emigration
Court) The draft submittal notes, 132 units and 93 stalls , but needs SLC standard parking calc's to address ADA & the 5%
of required parking for bike rack stalls issues. Our comments for the 350 South 600 East site were — The proposed 600 E.
angle parking is not recommended. Historic landmarks review is require for any change to 600 East corridor. A
transportation field review is needed to address concerns for: frees, lighting (Michael Barry), existing utilities, Fire hydrants,
physical geometrics, and traffic patterns, etc. The proposed 2 level parking structure needs design reviews to address:
column locations and grid spacing, ramps, height (8'-2") clearance. etc. The access is proposed by shared access alley
easements. 600 East is a one-way (SB) Right only access and 500 East as a (EB) alleyway access. The north alleyway is
one-way WB and the south alleyway is one-way EB with exits open to north or south travel. (existing median break on 600
East) These alleyways also service the existing Emigration Court abutting parking structure access and need fire and
transportation review for required widths and traffic circulation. The draft submittal notes, 176 units and 243 stalls, but
needs SLC standard parking calc's to address ADA & the 5% of required parking for bike rack stalls issues. Sincerely, Barry
Walsh Cc Kevin Young, P.E. Scott Weiler, P.E.



SALT LAKE CITY BUILDING SERVICES

Preliminary Zoning Review

Log Number: PLNPCM2009-01348 Date: December 17, 2009

PLNPCM?2009-01247
PLNNHL2009-01346

Project Name: Peg Development

Project Address: 556 East 300 South

350 South 600 East

Contact Person: Doug Dansie Fax Number: (801) 535-6174

Phone Number: (801) 535-6182 E-mail Address:

Zoning District: R-MU (proposed) Reviewer: Alan Hardman  Phone: (801) 535-7742
Comments

This preliminary zoning review is based on comments received at DRT meetings held on
November 24, 2009 and December 16, 2009.

hal i e

&

Provide cross-access easement agreements between adjacent lots and have them recorded.
Verify compliance with all of the entrance and visual access requirements of the R-MU zone.
Provide actual parking calculations. )

Transportation Division special approval required for the following: 1) the porte cochere drop off
at 556 East 300 South; 2) the angled on-street parking at 350 South 600 East, and 3) drive
approaches less than 6 feet from property lines.

Non-complying zoning issues to be addressed and approved or waived in the Planned
Development process:

a. Both buildings do not meet the minimum rear yard setback required;

b. The building at 350 South 600 East does not meet the minimum 20% open space required.
Property Management Division approval required for the porte cochere that encroaches onto city
property at 556 East 300 South.

Trash dumpsters provided on site appear to be inadequate.

City Planning, Public Utilities, Fire, Transportation and Engineering approvals required.
Ground-mounted transformers require conditional use approval.
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SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Petition 410-584 (Revised)
Modification of a previously approved Planned Development
between 300 to 400 South and 500 to 600 East,
in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district.
November 21, 2002

REQUEST

Petition # 410-584, is a request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, to modify a
previously approved Planned Development, generally located between 300 to 400 South
and 500 to 600 East, in a [proposed] Residential Mixed-Use (R-MU) zoning district. The
development will be completed in three phases. The first phase will bave approximately
208 units. The total project will have approximately 430 units. The applicant is
requesting approval for Phase I of the development. Phase Il and Phase III will be
submitted to the Planning Commission for approval at a later date.

The Planning Commission approved a variation of this planned development on June 6,
2002. The parking being moved to the rear, rather than beneath the first phase building is
the primary difference with this reiteration.

COMMUNITY/NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL REVIEW

The Central City Community Council has heard this proposal on multiple occasions.
They voted on April 3, 2002 not to support the project. It was a split vote. The stated
reason for non-support was that they preferred a previous proposal with a pitched roof
(which may have been from a previous developer). The issue was presented again to the
Community Council on November 6, 2002. Although no vote was taken, the comments
were mainly supportive of the development although there were some comments
requesting the developer retain the Juel Apartments located at 340 South 600 East which
is located on property associated with Phase 11T of the development.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised} 1 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division
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BACKGROUND

Property Owner Name
And Applicant:

Purpose of proposal or
proposed site changes:

Affected Parcel Number(s):

Previous Case Files:

Lot Size / Lot Area of
subject property:

Ken Holman, Block 38 Associates (Overland
Development Corporation)

Planned Development (for a2 multi-building residential
planned development).

16-06-426-008 and 16-06-427-036

The Historic Landmark Commission approved the
project on November 6, 2002.

The Planning Commission previously heard this issue
on June 6, 2002. The site plan has been altered and is
being resubmitted.

In 1998, the Planning Commission approved Petition
410-301, a different planned proposal from a different
applicant, for a portion of the site. The approval
expired because the previous applicant never obtained a
building permit. The previously approval affected the
site of the second and third phase of this proposed
development. '

1.86 acres — first phase 4.588 acres - total i:)roject

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised]
by Salt Lake City Planning Division
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Existing Land Use on

subject property: Vacant land and the Juel Apartments. Other structures
on the site have been demolished or are in process of
being demolished.

Existing Zoning and
Overlay Districts on
subject property: The proposed zoning is RMU (Petition 400-01-37).
Currently the entire site consists of RMU, RO and
RMF-35.
H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.
Groundwater Source Protection Overlay Zone,
secondary recharge area.

¥

Existing Master Pian )
Land Use Designation: East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium to high
) density housing on the block.

IDENTIFICATION AND ANAILYSIS OF ISSUES

Issues that are being generated by this proposal.

Zoning :

The proposed planned development consists of three separate buildings that face onto

three separate streets: 500 East, 300 South and 600 East. The planned development also

spans three separate zoning districts: R-MU, RO and RMF-35. The applicant has initiated
" a separate petition (400-01-37), to rezone the entire site to RMU. The current proposal for

the first phase of the planned development is primarily located within the R-MU zoning

district, although the proposed parking is on land presently zoned RMU and RO.

Modification of Setback Requirements Because of multiple parcels, there are inherent
conflicts with the interface of lot lines. The required minimum rear yard setback in the R-
MU zone is 30 feet. The first phase is proposed to encroach into land that is presently on
a separate lot and within separate zoning. The new zoning and lot lines will resolve this
problem, however the second and third phases as proposed, will not maintain the required
.30 foot rear yard setback. The top level of the proposed parking structure for phase one
will be the rear yard open space for phases two and three. The planned development
process is necessary to modify the 30-foot minimum rear yard requirement, since all three
building are proposed to share a joint open space.

There are no side or front yaid setback requirernents for multi-family development in the
R-MU zoning district, however 20-foot side yards are being proposed. Twenty feet is a
minimum setback for unprotected window space by building code. There is a 15-foot
landscaped setback shown on 600 East. No setback is required in the proposed RMU
zoning district, but the setback is consistent with the 600 East historic district
development pattemn.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 3 11721702
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Height In 1998, the Planning Commission approved rezoning the 600 East frontage to
RMF-75, with the caveat that the height be restricted to 35 feet. The rezoning was
proposed because the RMF-75 zoning district allows a higher density than the RMF-35
district. The Planning Commission agreed with the density, but not the height. The
previous petition was tied to the issuance of a building permit. The applicant did not
develop the project and therefore the zoning was not changéd.

Historic Preservation

The entire proposed complex is within the Central City Historic District. The Historic
Landmark Commission has approved the demolition of structures along Vernier Place
(where the first phase is proposed) and has approved the proposed design for the first
phase building (November 6, 2002). The proposed densities and height should be
focused along the 500 East frontage in order to lower height and density along 600 East,
which is the spine of the historic district. There is also an approximate 20-foot elevation
difference between the 500 East Frontage and the 600 East frontage.

The site plan for future phases identifies the Juel Apartments, which fronts onto 600 East,
as being removed and replaced with new development. At its November 6, 2002
meeting, the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission rejected the findings of the
Economic Review Panel relating to the economic viability of the Juel. The applicant
intends to appeal this finding to the Land Use Appeals Board. Therefore, staff is
uncertain whether the Juel site will be available for new construction in this project. The
applicant has stated that if they are not-able to demolish the Juel Apartments, the building
will be incorporated into Phase III of the planned development.

The first phase consists of 208 units. The applicant desires that the total complex have
approximately 430 units. However, the total number of units will depend on what the
Historic Landmark Commission finds to be the appropriate height for the new buildings
to ensure compatibility with the historic district. The total number of units allowed will
be determined through separate review processes for Phase II and Phase II1.

Subdivision :

The Planned Development is requested because of multiple buildings on the site. The
overall project will contain three major buildings. The site contains multiple parcels and
will continue to do so for financing reasons, although lot lines will be readjusted through
a separate subdivision process to combine the lot with stiuctured parking and a plaza so
construction can begin on Phase 1. Private Streets, Vernier Place (335 South) and
Delwood Court (540 East) will be incorporated into the new parcel lines.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 4 11/21/02
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CODE CRITERIA / DISCUSSION / FINDINGS OF FACT

21.54.080 Standards for Conditional Uses,
A, The proposed development is one of the conditional uses specifically listed in
this Title.

Discussion: Section 21A.54.140.C allows the planned development process in
the RMU zoning district for parcels greater than 20,000 square feet. The total
acreage of the project is 6.45 acres with 1.86 acres for Phase 1.

Finding: The site meets the required acreage for Planned Developments in the
RMU zoning district.

B. The proposed development is in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of this Title and is compatible with and implements the planning goals
and objectives of the City, including applicable City master plans.

Discussion:

Zoning

Most of Phase I is currently zoned R-MU, which allows for high-density
residential and mixed-use development. The larger site is zoned a combination of
R-MU, RO and RMF-35, all of which allow medium to high-density residential
development. The petitioner is concurrently requesting the entire site be rezoned

to RMU.

" Setback Because of financing reasons, the applicant would like the final layout of
the subject property to consist of three parcels. The RMU zoning district requires
a 30-foot rear yard setback., The underground parking structure will encroach into
this setback area. Therefore the applicant is requesting the Planning Commission
modify the rear yard setback requirement to allow for this encroachment. Section
21A.54.140.C allows the Planning Conmumission authority to modify individual
setback requirements in order to create a better design.

The conceptual plan for the project consists of all phases connecting via an open
space amenity on the interior of the block above the parking structure. The
amenity will mainly serve the residents of Phases II and III because Phase I will
have amenities within the building for its residents (including a fitness facility,
common space, interior courtyard and computer center). The applicant should
return to the Planning Comimission for final approval of Phase Il and Phase I11.
Assurance that the amenities on top of the parking structure will be built should
be a condition of approval for those phases.

Height The proposed maximum building height for Phase I is 75 feet. The zoning
allows for a 75-foot tall building in the R-MU zoning district. On November 6,
2002 the Historic Landmark Commission approved the design of Phase 1 finding
that the layout and height are consistent with the historic preservation regulations.

[$2]
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Master Plan _ '

The East Downtown Master Plan (1990) identifies the majority of the site as high
density residential (R-6). The 1995 zoning rewrite project (Ordinance 26, 1995)
effectively updated the master plan to allow mixed-use, office and residential
development on the subject properties. The text of the East Downtown Master
Plan splits the block into two subareas: the Bryant atea (600 East frontage and the
middle of the block) 1s identified as a medivm density high quality residential area
which mainly relates to Phase III, while the Brownstone Apartment mixed use
area (300 South, 400 South and 500 East frontage) 1s identified as a high density
residential “urban neighborhood” and mainly relates to Phases I and I1.

Height The Brownstone Apartment subarea was zoned RMU and RO in the
zoning rewrite project, which is consistent with the text of the East Downtown
Master Plan. Although the RMU zoning classification allows a height of 125 feet
as a conditional vuse, the East Downtown Master Plan limits the height on this
block to 75 feet to protect view corridors, eliminating the potential to extend the
building to 125 feet. The proposal for Phase I of a 75-foot, 208-unit residential
development is consistent with the master plan policies for this area. Higher
density development is also consistent with Phase II. However final design of
Phase II will have to be approved by the Historic Landmark Commission to
ensure the height is compatible with the historic district regulations. Their
determination may impact the overall height and, therefore, density, of Phase 11.

In the Bryant subarea, the frontage along 600 East was originally zoned RMF-35
because 600 East is the spine of the Central City Historic District and the majority
of structures along the street are a lower scale. The Juel apartment building, which
has been the center of numerous preservation discussions, is approximately 45
feet tall and has a density that is greater than what is presently allowed in the
RMF-35 zoning district. The East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium

" density residential development with no new commercial development and a 45-
foot height limit in the Bryant subarea. Because of its proximity to the Light Rail
Transit Station, staff believes it is appropriate to allow heights higher than 45 feet .
on the interior of the block, while limiting the height along 600 East to 45 feet.
Final design of Phase IIT will have to be approved by the Historic Landmark
Cornmission to ensure the height is compatible with the historic district
regulations. Their determination may impact the overall height and, therefore,
density of Phase III.

Transportation Master Plan

The Transportation Master Plan (1996) identifies the need for higher density

development along the major transit corridors to benefit the transit system. The
| plan states that encouraging higher density housing and concentrating business

and commercial uses at transit stations, allows greater opportunities for

ridesharing which inturn helps implement one of the “Guiding Principles” of the

plan in reducing the dependence on the automobile as our primary mode of

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 6 11/21/02
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transportation. The proposed medium-high density residential planned
development is consistent with the policies of the Transportation Master Plan.

Findings:

Phase I meets all of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning district except
the rear yard setback. Staff recommends the Planning Commission modify the
rear yard setback requirement through the planned development process in
accordance with Section 21A.54.150.C

Phase I of the proposed Planned Development is consistent with the East
Downtown and Transportation Master Plans in that it provides high density
residential development in the East Downtown neighborhood near the University
Trax Line Station. Final design proposals for Phases 1T and 11T must be submitted
to the Planning Commission and Historic Landmarlk Commission for approval.
Those future approvals may impact the overall density of the development. The
maximum height for buildings in Phase Il should be limited to 45 feet with a 15-
foot front yard setback or other dimensions compatible with the character of the
historic district as deternuined by the Historic Landmark Commission.

C. Streets or other means of access to the proposed development are suitable
and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not materially degrade the
service level on the adjacent streets.

Discussion: Primary access to the site is from 500 East, 300 South and 600 East.
500 East and 300 South are collector streets. 600 East is the spine of the historic
district and has a major landscaped median. Existing private courts, Delwood
Court and Vernier Place will be incorporated into the development. The Salt
Lake City Transportation Division has reviewed the plan, and they have
determined that access to the site is adequate. A traffic impact study was
performed for a previous proposal. The Transportation Division is not requesting
a new fraffic impact study.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that access
is adequate.

.D. The internal cirenlation system of the propesed development is properly
designed. :

Discussion:

On Site Parking »

All of the parking will be within the lower levels of the structures or under the
central plaza. Because the site is sloped, the parking may be entered at grade
from 500 East but is buried within the hillside towards the interior of the block.
Preliminary review by the Salt Lake City Transportation Division indicates that
the parking and internal circulation for the specific first phase building and the
larger complex is adequate or may be made adequate with more detailed review at
the time of issuing a building permit. ‘
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The off-street parking requirement for multi-family dwellings in the RMU zoning
district is ¥ parking space for each dwelling wnit. Phase I includes approximately
208 units which would require 104 off-street parking spaces. The apphcant is
proposing to build 304 stalls. These stalls will meet the required parking for the
entire development although Phase I11 1s intended to have parking beneath the
building and provide its own parking on-site. The dpplicant will have to request
a conditional use for off-site parking as part of the approval for the Phase IT and
possibly Phase [II developments. :

On Street Parking

The 500 East building is faced with commercial uses. The petitioners are
proposing cutback parking within the park strip along 500 East to accommodate
parking for the commercial uses within the public right-of-way.

Pedestrian Circulation

The applicant is proposing to provide pedestrian access to the interior of the block
via two access roads on the north and south of the development. The design of
these access roads should include a differentiated paving material as well as
Jandscaping and pedestrian amenities.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal
circulation is adequate. The first phase will exceed the number of required off-
street parking stalls. Crossover easements will be required to ensure access to the
parking on the lot of Phase I for Phases Il and IlI. A conditional use will be
required for off-site parking as part of the approval process for Phases IT and II1.
The final design of the access roads should include differentiated paving
materials, landscaping and pedestrian amenities.

E. Existing or proposed utility services are adequate for the proposed
development and are designed in a maanner that will not have an adverse
impact on adjacent land uses or resources,

Discussion: The Public Utilities Department reviewed the project as part of the
Development Review Team. They determined that utilities were adequate. Their
primary concern is removal of dead sewer and water lines and tying into adequate
stormn drainage. -

Finding: Public Utilities are adequate. The applicant will be required to meet all
applicable utility codes prior to the issuance of a building permit.

. Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent land uses from light,
noise and visual impacis.

Discussion: No side yards are required within the R-MU zoning district, yet the
development will provide a setback of approximately 20 feet on most sides.
Adjacent uses are commercial and office. No Front yard is required in the R-MU
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zoning district; however, a 15-foot setback has been provided for most of the
frontages including 600 East in keepin g with the historic development pattern.

The proposed buildings will have retail space at the ground level, along the 500
East frontage and potentially along 300 South. Comumercial uses within the
building are separated from residential uses. The East Downtown Master Plan
does not encourage new commercial development along the 600 East frontage and
none is planned.

Finding: Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed
apartment complex. Buffering of the apartiments from adjacent land uses is
adequate. Retall space in the project should be prohibited along the 600 East
frontage. ‘

G. Architecture and building materials are consistent with the development and
compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.

Discussion: The architecture of the building is a departure from traditional
architecture located on the site and 1s different from adjacent commercial
buildings, however it takes elements from historical apartment buildings in the
area (such as protruding balconies) and creates a modern version of a traditional
East Central Walk-up apartment. On November 6, 2002, the Salt Lake City
Historic Landmark Comnussion approved the design of Phase L.

The final approved design for Phases II and III may be substantially different than
what is shown on the attached schematic drawing.

Finding: The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density
housing in the neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved
the design of the first phase structure and will review future phases. The project
is a Planned Development and the Planning Commission has authority to review
and approve the final design of the buildings in the development. However, since
the property is within an H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone and the
regulations governing the overlay zone take precedence when there is a conflict
between the base zoning and the overlay zone, Staff reconumends the Planning
Commission delegate final design approval of the buildings for Phases II and
Phase III to the Planning Director with the directive that final approval be

- consistent with the Historic Landmark Commission’s approval. The final
approved design for Phases 11 and [l may be substantially different than what is
shown on the attached schematic drawing.

H. Landscaping is appropriate for the scale of the development.
Discussion: All yard spaces have some landscaping but they also serve dual

purposes. By ordinance, driveways and sidewalks are allowed to pass through
landscaped areas.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 [revised] 9 11/21/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division



The Phase 1 building on 500 East is near the front property line, although there is
a small setback. The front yard will have a mix of trees and shrubs but also
serves as the forecourt to commercial spaces. The tenant of these spaces may
serve to determine the ultimate type of landscaping along 500 East depending on
what the use is (for example; if it were a deli, outdoor seating may be provided),
Both side yards are shared with driveways to/from the parking and as a pedestrian
corridor/fire lane through the site. The yards will be landscaped but will be mixed
with hard surfacing., The rear yard will be itegrated into the overall planned
development plaza are in the center of the block.

The complex’s main amenities (especially for Phases II and I1I) will be provided
on top of the underground parking structure. The proposed amenities will consist
of an outdoor pool, playground, putting green and gathering spaces. These
amenities will be developed as part of Phases IT and III. Amenities for Phase I
will be provided within that development and include a fitness center, computel
center, interior courtyard and common space.

The proposed third phase building is setback approximately 15-feet from the front
property line on 600 East. ‘

Finding: Landscaping may be adequate, but may need further review upon final
development of the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
delegate final approval of the landscaping plan to the Planning Director. Staff
recommends the maintenance of a 15-foot landscaped setback along 600 East as
part of the future Phase III development or as otherwise required by the Historic
Landmark Commission. Staff recommends the final mid-block walkway design
and improvements are subject to Planning Director approval.

I The proposed development preserves historical architectural and
environmental features of the property.

Discussion: In order to develop this project as designed, the applicant requested
demolition approval for the confributing structures on the block. Several
buildings that were coutributing to the historic district have been given approval
for demolition through the economic hardship process of the historic preservation
overlay zone. The Historic Landmark Commission rejected the Economic
Review Panels determination of Economic Hardship relating to the Juel
Apartments, another contributing structure located in Phase III of the project. The
Commission’s decision is being appealed to the Land Use Appeals Board.

Finding: The Historic Landmark Commission found that an economiic hardship
would occur if the applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on
the block and therefore the demolitions were allowed to occur. There are no
sensitive environmental features associated with this site.
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J. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

Discussion: The apartments will have a 24-hour land use. Adjacent properties
are retall and office uses that are usually only active during daylight and evening
hours. Hours of the retail space within the development have not been
determined, but are vertically separated from the residential portions of the
building. Most potential land uses that may cause noise interference with the
residential portions of the project, such as a club/tavern, would be required to
submit separate conditional use application before opening,..

Finding: Operating and delivery hours of the commercial land uses must comply
with the Salt Lake County Health Department regulations and should not
negatively impact adjacent residential land uses.

K. The proposed conditional use or, in the case of a planned development, the
permitted and conditional uses contained therein, are compatible with the
neighborheod surrounding the proposed development and will not have a
material net cumulative adverse impact on the neighborhood or the City as a
whole.

Discussion: The East Downtown Neighborhood is a neighborhood with a
mixture of uses including multi-family residential development. The City policies
for this neighborhood include promoting historic preservation, encouraging
medium to high-density residential development and allowing development that
will support the Light Rail Transit line. The proposed project will implement the
housing and transit oriented development policies of the City and will not have a
net cumulative adverse impact on the City. The application to demolish several
contributing historic resources met the requirements for demolition as outlined in
Section 21A.34.020.LL and were therefore, allowed to be demolished.

Finding: The proposed planﬁed development furthers the goals of the master
plan and will implement master plan policies of the City. The final design of
Phase IT and Phase III will require approval from the Planning Comrnission as

well as the Historic Landmark Commission.

L. The proposed development complies with all ether applicable codes and
ordinances.

Discussion: The applicant will be required to reconfigure the lot lines of the
properties to provide three different parcels. Most of the parking and amenities
will be provided on the parcel of Phase I. Cross-over easements should be
provided to allow access to the parking and amenities from Phases 1T and I1I. All
other City requirements must be met, prior to the issuance of a building permit,

Finding: The development will be required to meet all applicable codes prior to
the issuance of any building permit.
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21.54.150 Planned Developments

The purpose of planned development is to provide flexibility in the ordinance to achieve
the following objects:

1. Creation of a more desirable environment than would be possible through strict
application of other City land use regulations.

2. Promotion of a creative approach to the use of land and related physical facilities
resulting in better design and development, including aesthetic amenities.

3. Combination and coordination of architectural styles, building forms and building
relationships. ,

4. Preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural
topography, vegetation and geologic features, and the prevention of soil erosion.

5. Preservation of buildings, which are architecturally or historically significant or
contribute to the character of the City.

6. Use of design, landscape or architectural features to create a pleasing
environment.

7. Inclusion of special development amenities.

8. Elimination of blighted structures or incompatible uses through redevelopment or
rehabilitation.

(
Strict application of the zoning ordinance would limit the site to one single building. The
proposed modifications to the rear yard requirement allow the developer to develop
multiple buildings, which allow for increased internal pedestrian circulation, respond fo
varying grades on the site and accommodate historic preservation goals along 600 East.
Therefore, the proposed development conforms with objectives 1, 2, 3,4, 6, and 7 of
Section 21A.54.150.

21A.54.150F — Othex standards.
There are three standards for planned development approval

Standard 1. The project must meet the minimum lot size.
Discussion:  The minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet for planned developmients in
the R-MU zoning district. The project consists of 1.86 acres in Phase 1

and a total of 4.59 acres total.

Finding: . The project meets the minimum lot size standard.

Standard 2. Residential density may not be greater than the base zone.,
Discussion:  The density is unlimited in'the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria

Stapdard 3. Reduced width streets must be properly engineered.
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Discussion:  There are no proposed intemal streets.

Finding: This standard is not applicable.

Recommendation:

Based on the findings, the Planning Staff recommends conceptual approval for a three
phase residential mixed-use planned development generally located between the blocks
0f 300 to 400 South and 500 to 600 East, and final approval for the first phase building
being located at approximately 325 South 500 East, with the following conditions:

o The Planning Commission modifies the rear yard setback requirements.

o The final landscape plan and mid-block walkway design be approved by the
Planning Director. ‘

o The 600 East frontage maintain a 15-foot landscaped setback or an altemative as
approved by the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission, to maintain the
historic character of the street.

o The buildings along 600 East maintain a 45-foot height limit or an alternative as
approved by the Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission, to maintain the
historic scale and character of the street.

o New commercial uses are prohibited along the 600 East frontage.

o Phases IT and III be submitted to the Planning Commission for final approval.

o The applicant grant an easement for Phases II and Phases III to ensure cross
access easenments are allowed for parking and access to the amenities on the lot of
Phase 1. : '

o The Planning Commission grant final building design approval to the Planning
Director for Phases II and IIT with the directive that the design be consistent with
the approval by the Historic Landmark Commission.

o The Planning Commission allow the applicant two years to obtain final
conditional use approval for Phases I and I1II.

Doug Dansie
Principal Planner

Attachments:  Exhibit 1 - June 6, 2002 Staff Report and Minutes. Exhibit 2 — Division
Recommendations, Enclosure - Site plan and Building Elevations -
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SALT LAKK CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
STAI'F REPORT
Petition 410-584

A request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a Planned Development (for the

first phase building of what will eventually be a multi-building residential planned

development) generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU

zoning district.

June 6, 2002

REQUEST

Petition # 410-584, a request by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a Planned
Development (for the first phase building of what will eventually be a multi-building
residential planned development) generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a
Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district. The first phase will have 200 units. The
total project will have approximately 500 units.

COMMUNITY/NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL REVIEW

The Central City Community Council has heard this proposal on multiple occasions.
They voted on April 3, 2002 not to support the project. It was a split vote. The stated
reason for non-support was that they preferred a previous proposal with a pitched roof
(which may have been from a previous developer).

e |
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BACKGROUND

~ Property Owner Name
And Applicant:

Purpese of proposal or
propesed site changes:

Affected Parcel Number(s):

Previous Case Files:

Lot Size / Lot Area of
subject property:

Existing Land Use on
“subject property:

Existing Zoning and
Overlay Districis on
subject property:

Existing Master Plan
Land Use Designation:

Ken Holman, Block 38 Associates (Overland
Development)

4

Planned Development (for the first phase building of
what will eventually be a multi-building residential
planned development).

16-00-426-008

The project has been reviewed by the Historic
Landmark Commission. Petition 410-301 was
previously approved by the Planning Commission for
an adjacent property (not built/approval expired), which
is the site of the second and third phase of this proposed
development.

1.86 acres — first phase of Jarger project
Existing site has several single-family homes and

duplexes that are being demolished per Historic
Landmark approval, and vacant Jand

Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district,
Groundwater Source Protection overlay, secondary

. recharge area. H Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.

The larger site, for future phases, also contains
Residential Office RO zoning along 300 South and
Residential nmilti-family RMF-35 zoning along 600
East.

East Downtown Master Plan calls for medium to high
density housing on the block.

IDENTIFICATION AND ANAILYSIS OF ISSUKES

Issues that are being generated by this proposal.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584
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The proposed building is the first phase of a Jarger complex that faces onto three separate
streets: 500 East, 300 South and 600 East. The final planned development also spans
three separate zoning districts: R-MU, RO and RMF-35. The current proposal is located
entirely within the R-MU zoning district. The petitioner has initiated a separate petition
to alter the zoning of the remainder of the block. That petition will be addressed prior to
building the second and third phases, but is being held until the Historic Landmark
Commission makes a final recommendation on the demolition request for the Juel
Apartments at 340 South 600 East. The first phase consists of 200 units. The total
complex will have up to 500 units, depending on final configuration of the second phase
units (rental or owner occupied). '

The entire proposed complex 1s within the Central City Historic District. The Historic
Landmark Commission has approved the demolition of structures along Vernier Court
(where the first phase is proposed) and has approved the proposed design. It is proposed
that the densities and height be focused along the 500 East frontage in order to lower the
height and density along 600 East, which 1s the spine of the historic district. There is also
an approximate 20-foot elevation difference between the 500 East Frontage and the 600
East frontage.

The site plan for future phases illustrates the Juel Apartments, which fronts onto 600
East, as being removed and replaced with new development. The Salt Lake City Historic
Landmark Commission has not approved demolition of the Juel Apartments. The
Landmark Commission did not find an economic hardship, which would allow
demolition of the apartments. The Landmark decision was appealed to the Land Use
Appeals Board. The case is currently being remanded to the Historic Landmark
Commission for additional appraisal work. The final overall site plan may or may not be
required to be amended in future phases to accommodate the Juel Apartments.

The Planned Development is requested because of multiple buildings on one site. The
site contains multiple parcels and will continue to be so for financing reasons, but it is
one overall project that will contain three major buildings tied together with underground
parking.

Because of multiple parcels, there are inherent conflicts with the interface with lot lines.
The required minimum rear yard in the R-MU zone is 30 feet. The first phase is 20 feet
from the rear property line of its specific lot line to the balcony of the building. The
actual building face is approximately 27 feet from the property line. Underground
parking will eventually cross property lines to connect to underground parking on
adjacent lots as part of the larger project. The next building in the planned development
will be 40 feet from the first phase proposed building (it is also proposed to be 20 feet
from the property line.)

There are no side or front yard requirements for multi-fanmly development in the R-MU
zoning district, however 20-foot side yards are being proposed. Twenty feet is a

minimum setback for unprotected window space by building code.

There are unresolved height issues for the building,
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The Planning Commission previously approved rezoning the 600 East frontage to RMF-
75, with the caveat that the height be restricted to 35 feet. The property was previously
proposed for rezoning because other density of RMFE-75 is greater than RMF-35. The
Planning Commission agreed with the density, but not the height. The previous petition
was tied to the issuaince of a building permit. The previous owner did not move forward
with the project and therefore the rezoning was not changed.

CODE CRITERIA / DISCUSSION / FINDINGS OF FACT

21.54.080 Standards for Conditional Uses.

M.

The proposed development is one of the conditional uses specifically listed in
this Title. '

Discussion: Section 21A.54.140.C allows the planned development process to
allow multiple buildings on a single site.

Finding: The Planning Commission is authorized to approve planned
developments with multiple buildings.

The proposed development is in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of this Title and is compatible with and implements the planning goals
and objectives of the City, including applicable City master plans.’

Discussion: The zoning on the specific site is R-MU, which allows for high-
density residential and mixed-use development. The larger site is zoned a
combination of R-MU, RO and RMF-35, all of which allow medium to high-
density residential development. The proposed building is 20 feet from the rear
property line (from the balcony), but will be 40 feet from the next building in the
complex. Section 21A.54.140.C allows the Planning Commission authority to
alter or waive individual setback requirements in order fo create a better product.
The underground parking will eventually cross property lines. -

The proposed building is between 70 and 78 feet tall. The zoning allows for a 75-
foot tall building in the R-MU zoning district. The ordinance allows for an
increase in height up to 125 feet when the East Downtown Master Plan identifies
such height. The master plan identifies the area across the street to the west as

“potential to increase to 125 feet, but this specific site remains in the 75-foot area.

The petitioner has applied to the Board of Adjustment for a variance for the height
based on the fact that the site is sloped, it meets the intent of the ordinance and the
design has received Historic Landmark Commission approval.

The overall complex is within an area noted for medium to high-density
development by the East Downtown Master Plan. It is also within a one-block
wall of a light rail transit station.
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Finding: The project meets all of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning
district except the rear yard setback and the height. Staff recommends the
Plarming Commission modify the rear yard setback requirement to 20 feet
through the planned development process in accordance with Section
21A.54.150.C

The proposal is consistent with the East Downtown Mastel Plan, which calls for
medium to high-density housing.

0. Streets or other nieans of access to thre proposed development are suitable
and adequate to carry anticipated traffic and will not materially degrade the
service level on the adjacent sireefs.

Discussion: Primary access to the site is from 500 East. 500 East is a collector
street. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has reviewed the plan, and
they have determined that access to the site is adequate.

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that access
is adequate.

P. The internal circulation system of the proposed development is properly
designed.

Discussion: All of the parking will be within the lower levels of the structure.
The building is faced with commercial uses along 500 East with parking located
behind. Because the site is sloped, the parking may be entered at grade from 500
East but it is buried within the hillside towards the interior of the block,
Preliminary review by the Salt Lake City Transportation Division indicates that
the parking and internal circulation for the specific building and the larger
complex is adequate or may be made adequate with more detailed review at the
time of issuing a building permit.

A two hundred-unit apartment complex would require 100 parking stalls in the R.
MU zoning district. Commercial space is required to have 3 parking spaces per
1,000 square feet. There is approximately 4,000 square feet of commercial space,
which would require 12 stalls. Therefore a total of 112 stalls are required.

214 parking stalls are provided in the first phase, which is nearly double the
required amount. .

Finding: The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal
circulation is adequate. The first phase wxl] exceed the number of required off-
street parking stalls.

Q.  Existing or proposed ufility sexrvices are adequate for the proposed
development and are designed in a manner that will not have an adverse
impact on adjacent land uses or resources.

Staff Report, Case No. 410-584 5 06/ 06702
by Salt Lake City Planning Division )



Discussion: The Public Utilities Department reviewed the project as part of the
Development Review Team. They determined that utilities were adequate.

Finding: Public Utilities are adequafe.

R. Appropriate buffering is provided to protect adjacent land uses from light,
noise and visual impacts,

Discussion: No side yards are required within the R-MU zoning district, yet the
development is providing approximately 20 feet on both the north and south sides.
All adjacent uses are commercial/office. No Front yard is required in the R-MU
zoning district, however, a 15 foot setback has been provided for most of the
frontage (staircase excepted).

The building cannot be pulled forward to accommodate the required.rear yard
without placing the staircase for access to the mid-block walkway into the public
right-of-way.

Adjacent land uses consist of a Maverick gas station and an office building. The
proposed building will have retail space at the ground level, along the 500 East
frontage. Commercial uses within the building are vertically separated from
residential uses.

Finding: Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed
apartment complex. Buffering of the apartments from adjacent land uses is
adequate.

S. Architecture and building materials are consistent with the development and
compatible with the adjacent neighborhood.

Discussion: The architecture of the building is a departure from traditional
architecture located on the site and is different from adjacent commercial
buildings, however it takes elements from historical apartiment buildings in the
area (such as protruding balconies) and creates a modem version of a traditional
East Central Walk-up apartment. The design has received the approval of the Salt
Lake City Historic Landmark Commission.

Finding: The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density
housing in the neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved
the design of the structure.

T. Landscaping is appropriate for the scale of the development,
Discussion: All yard spaces have some landscaping but they also serve dual

purposes. By ordinance, driveways and sidewalks are allowed to pass through
landscaped areas.
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The building is setback approximately 15 feet from the front property line; the
front yard will have a mix of trees and shrubs but also serves as the forecourt to
cominercial spaces. The tenets of these spaces may serve to determine the '
ultimate type of landscaping along 500 East depending on what the uses is (for
example; if it were a deli; outdoor seating may be provided). Both side yards are
shared with driveways to/from the parking and as a pedestrian corridor/fire Jane
through the site. The yards will be landscaped but will be mixed with hard
surfacing. The rear yard will be integrated into the overall planned development.

Finding: Landscaping may be adequate, but may need further review upon final
development of the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
delegate final approval of the landscaping plan to the Planning Director.

. The proposed development preserves historical architectural and
enviropmental features of the property.

Discussion: Several building that were contributing to the historic district have
been given approval for demolition through the economic hardship process of the
historic preservation overlay zone. Demolition approval for the Juel apartments
on the larger site, facing 600 East, is still being discussed. This particular phase
of construction does not immediately 1mpact the Juel.

Finding: The Historic Landmark Commission found and economic hardship
would occur if the applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on
the block and therefore will allow for the demolitions. The fate of the Juel
apartments has not been determined.

V. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

Discussion: The apartments will have a 24-hour land use. Adjacent properties
are retail and office uses that are usually only active during daylight and evening
hours. Hours of the retail space within the building have not been determined, but
are vertically separated from the residential portions of the building. Most
potential land uses that may cause noise interference with the residential portions
of the project, such as a club/tavern, would be required to submit separate
conditional use application before opening. '

Finding: Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

W.  The proposed conditional use or, in the case of a planned development, the
permitted and conditional uses contained therein, are compatible with the
neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and will not have a
material net cimulative adverse impact on the neighborhood or the City as a
whole.

" Discussion: The Downtown master plan calls for increasing housing in and
adjacent to the downtown area. The draft Central City plan also calls for

Staff Report, Case No, 410-584 7 06/06/02
by Salt Lake City Planning Division



increasing density, when appropriate, near LRT transit stations. This project
furthers the goals of the master plan. The proposed project will have an impact on
the neighborhood because it facilitates a general transition from lower to higher
density on the block. The transition is supported by the Master Plan.

The 600 East frontage is considered the main spine of the Central City Historic
District. The proposed planned development will lower building heights along
600 East to be compatible with the historic district.

The proposed planned development will be creating a mid-block walkway
through the center of the block, which facilitates the City’s goals of creating a
more walkable community.

Finding: The proposed planned development furthers the goals off the master
plan and will impact the neighborhood consistent with the master plan and

historic district design policies.

The propoesed development complies with all other applieable codes and
ordinances.

Discussion: The height of the building remains in question. The majority of the
building falls within the 75-foot height limit, however because of the slope of the
site, the building exceeds 75 feet.in several portions. The Planning Commission is
not authorized to waive the height restrictions in this instance. The petitioners
have applied for a variance, due to slope, fo rectify the height issue. It is
scheduled for a Board of Adjustment hearing on Tune 17, 2002. All other building
code issues and requirements will be met prior to receiving a building permit.

Finding: A Board of Adjustment variance is required to rectify outstanding
height issues, or the building must be lowered by several feet. The staff
recommends the Planning Commission reduce the rear yard requirement from 30
feet to 20 feet, and that the underground parking be allowed to cross property
lines, consistent with the planned development process. All other code
requirements will be met.

21.54.150 Planned Developments

The purpose of planned development is to provide flexibility in the ordinance to achieve
the following objects: ‘ ,

1. Creation of a more desirable environment than would be possible through strict
application of other City Jand use regulations.

2. Promotion of a creative approach to the use of land and related physical facilities
resulting in better design and development, including aesthetic amenities.

3. Combination and coordination of architectural styles, building forms and building
relationships.

4, Preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as natural
topography, vegetation and geologic features, and the prevention of soil erosion.
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5, Preservation of buildings, which are architecturally or historically significant or
' contribute to the character of the City.

6. Use of design, landscape or architectural features to create a pleasing
environment.

7. Inclusion of special development amenities. _

3. Elimination of blighted structures or incompatible uses through redevelopment or
rehabilitation. N

Strict application of the zoning ordinance would limit the site to one single building. The
proposed modifications to the rear yard requirement allow the developer to develop
multiple buildings, which allow for increased internal pedestrian circulation, respond to
varying grades on the site and to accommodate historic preservation goals along 600
East. This is in conformity with objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 of Section 21 A.54.150,

21A.54.150E — Other standards.
There are three standards for planned development approval
1. It must meet the minimum lot size.
Discussion: The minimum lot size is 20,000 square feet for planned
developments in the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria.

2. Residential density may not be greater than the base zone.
Discussion: The density is unlimited in the R-MU zoning district.
Finding: The project meets the criteria

4. Reduced width streets must be properly engineered.

Discussion: There are no intermal streets.
Finding: Not applicable.

Recommendation:

Based on the ﬁndings, the Planning Staff recomnmends approval for the first phase of a
planned development for a mixed-use development at approximately 325 South 500 East,
with the following conditions: The Planning Commission modify the rear yard setback
requirement to allow a 20 foot rear yard setback for the specific building at
approximately 325 South 500 East, the underground parking be allowed to cross property
lines, and the final Jandscape plan be approved by the Planning Director.

The Planning Commission will be reviewing a rezoning request for the eastern portion of
the block once the Juel apartment issue is resolved and will have an opportunity to review
the final planned development at that time.

Doug Dansie
Principal Planner

Attachments:  Exhibit 1 - Previous case minutes, Exhibit 2 — Division Recommendations, Exhibit
3 - Site plan and Building Elevations
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A. The proposed amendment will be in the best interest of the City. -

B. All newly created lots will meet the minimurm ot area and ot widifyrequirements for the
zone., /

C. No changes will be made to the plat that would require a dedication to the City. Utility

easements of record will be preserved.
D. The provisions for any consiruction in the public wa§ will be included.

This proposed amendment will comply with all,@pplicable laws and regulations.
F. This minor subdivision amendment will noj.Mmaterially injure the public or any person and

there is a good cause for the amendfﬁ

Conditions of Approval
1. That a building permit only be issued once an amended plat for the Subdivision is

e
recorded with the Salt Lake County Recorders Office.
2. That the appliy' complies with all City Departmental comments and recommendations.

Ms. Arnold, Ms? Barrows, Mr. Chambless, Mr. Diarnond, Ms. Funk, Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough,
Mr. Muir,
The

/. Nelson, and Ms. Noda voted “Aye.” Robert "Bip” Daniels, as chair, did not vote.

tion carried.

PUBLIC HEARING - Petition No. 41 0-584, by Ken Holman of Block 38 Associates, for a

Planned Development (o reduce the rear vard reguirement for the first phase building of

what will eventually be a mulfi-building residential complex Planned Development)

generally located at 325 South 500 East, in a Residential Mixed-Use R-MU zoning district.

Due to a conflict of interest, Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough, and Mr. Nelson recused themselves

from this item and left the room.

Planner Doug Dansie reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff report. He noted that this
is the first phase of a planned development that will eveniually have frontage on 500 and 600
East and 300 South.” In writing the staff report, he noticed that the RMU District ties specifically
to a map in the master plan, and although the property on the west side of {he street is allowed
125 feet, this one is limited to 75 feet. The petitioner removed a foot from each level to lower
the bdilding, resulting in the building shown in the staff report. This brought the building within
range to request a 4-foot variance from the Board of Adjustment. Upon reconsideration, the
petitioner has decided it would be difficult to market units with 8-foot cellings and has requested
the 9-foot ceilings. Because the first phase has been financed, between 190 and 200 units are

needed to meet bond requ1rements The only way to remain within the height limit and have 9~
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foot ceilings would be to remove the top level and add the units to the back of the existing
building. As part of the planned development, the petilioner wishes to reduce the rear yard
toward the property line. Mr. Dansie noted that the property line exists primarily for financing
purposes, and within the planned development it will coordinate with at least two other buildings.
The City will receive a public mid-block walkway through the planned development process.
The Staff recommended that the Planning Commmission apprové the first phase of the plarined
development with the modification of the rear setback lo allow zero rear yard and allow for
underground parking to cross property lines. The Staff also recommended that the final
landscape plan be approved by the Planning Director. Due to the rear yard issue, the Staff
recommended that the developer enter inlo a development agreement with the City which
should include a requirement that the entire planned development be completed within two
years. If it has not been completed by then, the developer should either commit to move the
rear p'rop'eriy line back 30 feet and adjust the zoning appropriately or provide a 30-foot no build

easement on the adjacent property.

‘Ms. Barrows noted that the Staff report refers to a previous approval on a petition for the same
developmént, but she recalled this as being very different. Mr. Dansie replied that the original
planned development conlained the 300 South and 600 East parcel but it not Vernier Place. A
rezone was approved for the site to RMF-75, and the planned development was approved for
multiple buildings. After that, the property owner acquired Vernier place, and the property has
been under contract several fimes. Ms. Barrows asked Mr. Dansie for his perception on the .
spacing if all the phases are completed. If Phase 2 is RMF-35, she asked what setback would
be required and whether it could encroach on a 30-footf-wide no build easement. Mr. Dansie
explained that there is a petition from the developer for the second phase to rezone the RMF-35
to R-MU, bul there is an oulstanding issue on the east parcel with the Juel Apartments. Even
though the previous Planning Commission agreed to rezone to RMF-75, they placed a caveat
that the frontage along 600 East would be limiled to 35 feet in height. [tis assumed that the
same limitation will be in place along 600 Eastin the second phase. Ms. Barrows asked if Staff
had any concerns about solar access and gelling light into thé 30-foot space belween the
buildings. Mr. Muir shared Ms. Barrows’ concern, noting that 50% of the units would never get
direct light, and this project could be the prototype for future developments. Mr. Dansie replied
that the issue has not been addressed. The petition has been through the design process with
the Historic Landmark Commission, and in that process the design was altered and the

balconies became semi-freestanding.

Mr. Chambless asked who would be a {ypical occupant in these units. Mr, Dansie replied that
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the first phase will be rental, and the petitioner is deciding about ownership units in subsequent

phases. , ’

Ms. Funk referred to the reference in the staff reporl to 20-foot side yards where none are
required and to a combination of pedestrian corridors, parking, and fire lanes through {he site.
She asked. if that would all be hard surface and whether there,will be a demarcalion between
pedeslrian and vehicle access. Mr. Dansie replied that most will be hard surféce, but thatis not
abnormal. He discussed the access and noted that the fire depaﬂment'requires complete

access along the side and through the block.

Tim Chambless asked about landscaping. Mr. Dansie replied thal landscaping in the side yard
will mostly be trees. Front landscaping will depend on the users. Mr. Chambless asked if -
children would occupy the building. Mr. Dansie replied that the units are one or two bedrooms,
and this project has a mix of markel housing and subsidized housing. He did not think the units
would be conducive to children and, based on the location, he assumed lhe tenanls would be

students and single people working downtown,

Ken Holman, represénting ihe developer, was available to answer questions. Ms, Funk asked
about plans if the Juel Apariments are not torn down since a caveat for allowing this is the
corridor from 500 East to 600 East. Mr. Holman stated that there is no specific requirement to
provide a mid-block pedestrian corridor, but 1'hey intend to provide one. If the apartments stay,
the mid-block corridor will be on the north side of the apariments. Ms. Funk expressed concern
about approving a project in phases when the second phase is so uncertain. Mr. Holman
e'xplained that, if the apartments stay, there is a question about the economic feasibility of v
Phase 2, because the 24-unit Juel complex sits in the middle of what could be 100 units. He
believed that the Juel might receive demolition approval through proof of economic hardship. If
not, the developer would have to reevaluate Phase 2. Ms. Funk referred to the
recommendation received by the Planning Commission today and asked Mr. Holman if he
agreed with those conditions if Phase 2 does not go through. Mr. Holman replied that he did

agree with those conditions.

Ms. Barrows asked why the petitioner was building 100% more parking than what is required
when they are within a half block of the light rail system. Mr. Holman commented on parking
ratios for other buildings he has developed, and in all instances they found the parking to be too
tight. He noled that the parking ratio is only 1.3 to 1, and the 100% figure mentioned by Ms.

Barrows is incorrect. Mr. Dansie clarified that parking was increased to 1.5 per unit, so the
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requirement would be 80 stalls for the residential plus the commercial. Ms. Barmows asked Mr.
Hclman {o address solar access and asked whether he had done shadow models. Mr. Holman
explained the heights and stated thal they have not done any shadow models. Although the
width of the courtyard is 40 feet, running east o west he believed a fair amount of light would
come in. He understood that units on the north would not gét direct sunlight, but that is not

unusual for apartment projects in Salt Lake. ¥

Mr. Muir asked Mr. Holman if he would consider changing lhe design if he had more flexibility
with height and provided ideas on how this could be done. Mr. Holman felt Mr. Muir had an
excellent suggestion. M. Muir stated that he was unsure if the Planning Commission had the
purview to grant that flexibility, but he was putting it on the table as a hypothetical. Mr. Dansie
replied the height could be adjusted through the conditional use process, but the RMU zone
language lies this {o a map for the East Downlown Master Plan. The developer would have to
prove a hardship in order to vary the height. '

Mr. Chambless asked Mr. Holman who would live in these units. Mr. Holman replied that 60%
of the units will be affordable and will be rented to people who earn less than 60% of the median
income. Mr. Chambless asked if Mr. Holman believed this project met the needs of the
downtown housing requirement. Mr. Holman replied that it does meet the needs, but downtown

needs more of this type of project.

Mr. Daniels applauded the developer for this project and agreed that downtown Salt Lake City
needed more projects like this cne. The idea of a mix of people was especially attractive to him,
and he liked the fact that the developer was open to suggestions for the second and third

phases.
Chair Daniels opened the public hearing.

Thomas Mudder, a resident at the Juel Apartments, expressed concern with the height on 500
East. He did not think there was anything higher than 3-1/2 stories in view from the end of
Vernier Place. He asked why this proposed height was allowed. He asked why the elevations
were rubbed off the sketches and wondered if the number of stories would change if the
developer keeps the 9-foot ceilings. Mr. Dansie explained that the elevation numbers were
removed because they related to the original design for a taller building and changed when the
ceiling heights were changed. He explained that, if a floor is removed from the building, it will
be one story shorter, but it will come out of the middle, not the top. Mr. Mudder asked about

side yards and asked if the north and south borders are hardscaped into the adjacent property.
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Mr. Holman explained that a 12" wide driveway is planned for the north and south and the
remaining eight feet will be landscaped. Mr. Mudder asked where the vehicles would enter for
the complex. Mr. Holman explained that they would enter on the first level at the front of the
project and on the second level 12 feet up at the back of the project and exit out the other side.
Mr. Mudder commented on how difficult it was to live with the Trax construction and his concern
that they will continue to see the same problems of dust, noise, and heavy equipment with all
phases of this project. He noted that if parking exits onto 600 East, the cars can only turn right,

and he wondered if lhat was looked at through a traffic siudy.
Chair Daniels closed the public hearing.

"Mr. Muir commented that this is a significant neighborhood, and he wished they had better tools
to model where this heads in terms of light and easement rather than responding strictly to
height and density restrictions. He preferred to give some directive of license to the Staff as o
what degree they can bend the rules in a planned development to address {hose issues. They
could give an incentlive to the developer from the beginning so the developer would have an
opportunity to investigate the issues and create informal work sessions before this body to
explore the sentiments of the Commission. Mr. Wilde replied that in many zones the City has
lhe conditional use mechanism for additional height, but not in this zone. If the Staff knows of
panrticular concerns, they can pay more altenlion to that in their initial plan review. Mr. Wilde

accepted Mr. Muir's directive.

Mr. Diamond commented on the design elements of the building. Mr. Muir agreed with Mr.

Diamond and felt it was within the Planning Commission’s purview to altach design conditions to

the approval.

Ms. Arnold staled that it does not speak well for anyone to have to spend two years pulting
together a project. She felt the City should do something to improve and speed up the process,

because smaller development groups cannot afford fo do this.

Ms. Barrows disagreed and felt it was better to take the time to work through a project. She
noted that this is a large developmeht, and the developer has come up against many issues.

Ms. Funk felt that, if they wanted a change, the process should have been in place before it
came to the Planning Commission. The developer has spent the time fo bring it to the Planning

Commission, and she believed it met most of the criteria. The fact that the developer is willing
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to accept one of three options in the event Phase 2 does not come through makes the project
aceeptable. She was troubled by the fact that the Pianning Commission could not see the entire

project in all phases.

Motion for Petition 410-584

Arla Funk moved that Petition 410-584 be approved on the basis of the findings of fact in the
staff report wilh the recommendations, including the agreement with the developer to one of

three options for finalization of the second phase. Kay (berger) Arnold seconded the motion.

Prescott Muir suggested an amendment to the motion giving the Planning Director authority to
work with the applicant to explore ways to create better connectivity to the street within grid 2 to
the west. He believed it was important for the building cores o have direct connection to the

higher plaza.

Ms. Funk accepted the amendment to her molion. Ms. Amold accepled the amendment in her

second.

Findings of Fact

i)

A. The Planning Commission is authorized to approve planned developments with multiple
buildings.
B. The project meets al! of the zoning requirements for the RMU zoning district except the

rear yard setback and the height. Staff recommends the Planning Commission modify
the rear yard setback requirement to 20 feet through the planned development process
in accordance with Section 21A.54.150.C. The proposal is consistent with the East
Downtown Master Plan, which calls for medium to high-density housing.

C. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has delermined that access is adequate.

D. The Salt Lake City Transportation Division has determined that internal circulation is
adequate. The first phase will exceed the number of required off-street parking stalls.

" E. Public Utilities are adequate.

F. Adjacent land uses do not require buffering from the proposed apartment complex.
Buffering of the apartments from adjacent land uses is adequate.

G. The architecture is different, but compatible with historic high-density housing in the
neighborhood. The Historic Landmark Commission has approved the design of the

structure.
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H. ~ Landscaping may be adequate but may need further review upon final development of
the site plan. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission delegate final approval
of the landscaping plan to the Planning Direclor.

The Historic Landmark Commission found an economic hardship would occur if the
applicant were required to renovate most of the structures on the block and therefore will
allow for the demolitions. The fale of lhe Juel apartments has not been determined.

J. Operating and delivery hours are compatible with adjacent land uses.

K. The proposed planned development furthers the goals of the master plan and will impact
the neighborhood consistent with the master plan and historic district design policies.

L. A Board of Adjustment variance is required to reclify outstanding height issues or the
building must be lowered by several feet. The Staff recommends the Planning
Commission reduce the rear yard requirement from 30 feet to 20 feet and that the
underground parking be allowed to cross property lines, consistent with the planned

development process. All other code requirements will be met.

Ms. Arnold,~ Ms. Barrows, Mr. Chambless, Mr. Diamond, Ms. Funk, Mr. Muir and Ms. Noda
voted "Aye.” Mr. Jonas, Ms. McDonough, and Mr. Nelson were not present for the vote.

Robert"Bip" Daniels as chair, did not vote.
Mr. Wilde clarified that the three provisions of the development agreement will be specified in

lhe order of priority. They will expect the developer o accomplish a property line shift and a

rezoning with a 30-foot restrictive covenant as a fall back if they do not accomplish the first.

{OTHER BUSINESS

Contimssion of Petition No. 410-586, by Total Property Asset Management,

reguesting a plan?e\d\deveiopment subdivision approval to create a pad lot at 464 South

600 East as part of the\F\amily Center (Fred Meyer Planned Development. Thisis a

reguest to modify the previo&pjanned development (Petition No. 410-135) to

incorporate the McHenry home site\and deveiop an 11, 730 square foot pad site as part of

the original planned development for th\e\Eamﬁly Center. This planned development

reguests modification of zoning ordinance}f&ndards consistent with the approval of the -

original Fred Meyer development. Ordinance mowjfications are reduction of the front

yard landscaping and setback requirements,‘fmt;y\a) d parking, and a change of grade in
excess of two feet at the propeity line. This Qmpertﬁ'\a Commercial “CS” Zoning

District and in the Central Communify Historic Overlay Distridt,
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Projed‘f Summary

Located in downtown Salt Lake City, Emigration Court is a mixed-usc project
focusing on the quality of life offered by its urban selling. Eating and shop-
ping opportunities abound here within an easily walkable one-block radius, To
be completed in three phases, Emigration Court Apartments will consisi of 6
stories of residential unily and a level of underground parking. Phase One wili”
include 208 units, 304 parking spaces and 230,000 square feet. while Phases
Two and Three are planned for an addilional 220 unifs.

With retai] (rontage on Filth East Street, Emigration Court Apartments adds
new activily at the pedesttian level, contributing to the vitality of ils neighbor-
hood and making it a truly mixed-use development. Approximately 5.000
square feet of relail space is planned, providing opportunities for traditional.
neighborhood-scaled shops like coffee houses, dry-cleaning outlels and conve-
nience stores. These will benefit not only the residents of Emigration Court, but
neighbaring residents as well.

Pedestrians may walk through the block via a path connecting Fifth and Sixth
East Streets. respecling the human scale that characterized the bistoric residen-
tial development typical of the ceniral city. A landscaped courtyard oriented to
Fifth East provides outdoor space for residents and open space for the general
public (o enjoy visually. Tnner block parking stalls are cavered by a large
central plaza which enhances residential life with a private outdoor pool, a play
ground area, a pulting green and activity gathering space.

One of the truly exciting facets of Emigration Court is its proximily to the
newly completed 400 Sowth TRAX line. Completed in Novernber of 2001,

ihe new line expands cominuter options and links downtown Salt Lake City to
the University of Utah, Residents of Emigration Court will enjoy convenient
access 1o public ransportalion with the option of commuting, learning, work-
ing and shopping without relying on the car. This not only impacls air quality
hy limiting Fossil-fuel emissions, bul also helps to reduce tralfic congestion.
Making reality the principles of walkable communities and Transit Oriented
neighborhoods, Emigratien Court can become the Hagship project for the new
Transit Orientcd District zoning overlay.

Because of its higher population density values, Emigration Court will reduce
pressure on undeveloped areas remaining in the Salt Lake Valley. This.praject
takes advanlage of the infill opportunilies prevalent in this part of the city, en-
abling the majoity of the streelscape to remain intact, while developing greater
density in Block 38.

50% of the housing units are low income atlowing Emigration Cout! to accom-
plish much in the way of removing anificial barriers which can exist between
morc and Jess affiuent residents. This will help bring diversity to the centra)
city, further enhancing its vitaliiy.

Emigration Court is designed with 2 moment resisting concyete frame, with
floor stabs of post-lensioned concrete for the parking and first three levels of
apartments and lightweight framing for the upper three levels.

N

@\@Ri}m

0o Loy deoM oL N T

Emigration Court
Multi-Family
Housing and Retalil
Sait Lake Cily, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHTNARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Temple

Suite 100

Salt Lake City, Ush 84111
Telcphanc (801) 595-6900
Telelax (801) 595-6717
www.mhtn.com

10.15.02




300 South Stirest
: L

i '____‘ = phemils
| E A
! T
I
Lo =
|8 -
..... 19 i
!’ |§/ x‘ B9 \‘ ==
H <L i
| g (8L | 0
o & U 1)
I.QL} ‘ t >
= 5
lE@l I8
- o3 i
A
@
IR ERENG RNLY P SN IRLN D O WA S fectiry = e

500 East Street

600 East Street

UVE RLAND

L2200 EENA S A VRO LS A

-

R ” 7 w) -
Servtce_Aocess,_ T T

L Emigration Court
e e A Multi-Family

Ao B Housing and Retail

ho . . _ Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHTN ARCHITECTS, INC.
4320 East South Temple
Suite 100
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephane (801) 595-6900
L o e ——— e o i Telefax (€01) 595-6717

- i [P Ce e e ervemhin.com

@ Site miar‘

400 South Street
10.15.02




500 East Street

300 South Street

N

600 East Street

[PELEEERON

OWVERLAND

I PRRR AT S S S S SR E N

Emigration Court
Multi-Family
Housing and Retall
Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHTN ARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Temple

Svite 100

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone {801) 595-6500
Telcfax (801) 595-6717
wwwv.mhin.com

10.15.02




B : ! :
| [ ‘ }‘ : ‘ ‘I | _-l -
{ i i | :

! ;

: i

[

i

OVERLAND

o N L N N

Errigration Court

I ] ! ~ Muit-Family

s | : Housing and Retail
: ; L Salt Lake City, Utah
-

| i | j - - - e Schematic Design

é g : Submitial

: MHTN ARCHITECTS, INC.

] 420 Easst South Temple

: ! ) . : Suite 100

b Salt Lake Cily, Utah 84111
Telephone (801) 595-6900

Telefax (801) 585-6717

wwnv.nhin.com ”

10.15.02

TN Parking Level Plan
: e )




OVERLAND

UL N LN

Emigration Court
Multi-Family
Housing and Retail
Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHTN ARCHITECTS, (NC.
420 East Sonth Temple
Suite 100

Sait Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone (801) 595-6900
Telelax (301) 595-6717
www.mhin.com

10.15.02

/T Residential Level 1 and Plaza Plan




Resideniial Levels 2-6 Floor Plans

OVERLAND

[T N REUTE Y S

Emigration Court
Muii-Family
Housing and Hetail
Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submiital

MHTNARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Temple

Suite 100

Salt Lake City, Utah 34111
Telephane (801) 595-6900
Telefax (301) 595-6717
wwwanhitn.com

10.15.02




"

OVERLAND

3 SR G TR C T

Emigration Court
Multi-Family
Housing and Retail
Salt Lake City, Utah

Scnematic Design
Submittal

MHTN ARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Temple
Suite 100

Salt Lake City, Utsh 34 113
Telephone (801) 595-6900
Telefax (801) 595-6717
www.mlitn.com

10.15.02




OVERLAND

7 S L

Emigration Court
Mudti-Famity
Housing and Retall
Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHETN ARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Temple

Suite 100

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone (801) 595-6900
Telelix (801) 595-6717
www,miitn.cam

10.15.02




East Elevation

OWERLAND

S N GRS SO S S TN LS S R S

Emigraticn Court
Mulii-Family
Housing and Retail
Salt Lake City, Utah

Schematic Design
Submittal

MHTN ARCHITECTS, INC.
420 East South Tomple

Suite 100

Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone (801) 595-6900
Telefax (801) 595-6717
wwivmhln.com

10.15.02







	Eastside 1.pdf
	09-01346_Eastside_sr1
	ESIDE_1.pdf
	ESIDE_2
	ESIDE_3
	ESIDE_4




