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HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Planning Division 
Department of Community and 

Economic Development 

 

Newhouse Apartments 
New Construction 

PLNHLC2012-00538 
540 East 500 South 
December 6, 2012 

 
Applicant   
Strategic Capital Group 
Adam Paul, Representative 
 
Staff 
Elizabeth Buehler (801) 535-6313 
elizabeth.buehler@slcgov.com  
 
Tax ID  16-06-476-030, 16-06-476-
032, 16-06-476-033, 16-06-476-014 
 
Current Zone 
RO Residential Office 
 
Master Plan Designation   
Residential Office Mixed Use 
 
Lot Size .80 acres, 34,848 square feet 
 
Current Use 
Vacant office building and 
parking lot 
 
Council District  
District 4-Luke Garrott 
 
Review Standards 
• 21A.34.020 
• 21A.24.180 
• 21A.24.130 
 
Notification 
• Notice mailed on:  

November 21, 2012 
• Property posted: November 26, 2012 
• Posted on City & State Websites: 

November 21, 2012 
 
 
 

REQUEST 
Strategic Capital Group, represented by Adam Paul, requests 
approval to construct a multi-family structure at approximately 540 
East 500 South. The demolition of the existing office building on the 
site was approved by staff on April 26, 2012.  
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Historic Landmark Commission review 
the petition and approve the request pursuant to the findings and 
analysis in this report on the condition site lighting be directed away 
from homes on Hawthorne Avenue. The proposed project 
substantially complies with all of the review standards. 
 

POTENTIAL MOTIONS 
Consistent with Staff Recommendation: Based on the analysis 
and findings listed in this staff report, testimony and the proposal 
presented, I move that the Commission approve the request for new 
construction approval at 540 East 500 South with the condition site 
lighting is directed away from homes on Hawthorne Avenue. 
Specifically, the Commission finds that the proposed project 
complies with all of the review standards. 
 
-or- 

Not Consistent with Staff Recommendation:  Based on the 
testimony and the proposal presented, I move that the Commission 
deny the request for new construction approval at 540 East 500 
South based on the following findings (Commissioner then states 
findings to support the motion based on the following Standards: 
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Attachments 
A. Current Submittal 
B. Site Photographs 
C. Previous Submittal 
D. October 4, 2012 HLC Minutes 
E. October 15, 2012 Architectural 

Subcommittee Minutes 
F. November 7, 2012 

Architectural Subcommittee 
Minutes 

1.  Scale and Form: 
a.  Height and Width 
b.  Proportion of Principal Facades 
c.  Roof Shape 
d.  Scale of a Structure 

2.  Composition of Principal Facades: 
a.  Proportion of Openings 
b.  Rhythm of Solids To Voids In Facades 
c.  Rhythm of Entrance Porch And Other Projections 
d.  Relationship of Materials 

3.  Relationship to Street: 
a.  Walls of Continuity 
b.  Rhythm of Spacing and Structures on Streets 
c.  Directional Expression of Principal Elevation 
d.  Streetscape; Pedestrian Improvements 

      4.  Subdivision of Lots 
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Vicinity Map 
 

 
 
 
Project Information 
 
Request 
The applicant, Strategic Capital Group, seeks approval to build a new multi-family structure at approximately 
540 East 500 South. Since the October 4, 2012 Historic Landmark Commission meeting the applicant has met 
with the architectural subcommittee two times and redesigned the proposal. The previous submittal is 
Attachment C, the current submittal is Attachment A. 
 
The current proposal differs from the previous proposal in several ways. The building has been pulled back 
from the homes on Hawthorne Avenue. The parking garage entrance has been moved from the center of the 
front façade to the eastern façade. The front elevation pedestrian entrance has been strengthened. Metal is no 
longer a primary building material. Instead of scored CMU block, brick will be used on the front elevation’s 
lower half. Hardie panels with metal seams will be used in place of Hardie boards. The building’s front 
elevation will no longer be at street grade, but above it. 
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Project Details 
 

RO Ordinance Requirement Existing/Proposed Comply 
Minimum Lot Area And Lot Width: 
No min lot area/100 feet width 

34,848 square feet/143 feet COMPLIES 

Maximum Building Height: 60 ft. 46 ft. COMPLIES 
Minimum Front Yard Requirements: 
25 ft. 

25 ft. COMPLIES 

Interior Side Yard: 4 ft./10 ft. 15 ft./15 ft. COMPLIES 
Rear Yard: 30 ft. 115 ft. COMPLIES 
Maximum Building Coverage: 60% 41% COMPLIES 

 

Background 
The applicant, Strategic Capital Group, owns four parcels at approximately 540 East 500 South. Currently there 
is an unoccupied office building and parking lot on the parcels. The office building was approved for demolition 
on April 26, 2012 due to a Land Use Appeal Board decision from 2007 that determined the existing building as 
non-contributory (PLNHLC2012-00236). The applicant intends to tear down the existing building and place a 
new multi-family structure in its place.  
 
Two previous proposals have been approved by the Historic Landmark Commission in the past for this site. 
Both were four story multi-family projects, one was in 2008 (470-07-15), the other in 2009 (PLNHLC2009-
00481). Neither project was developed. 
 
All four parcels are zoned RO Residential Office District. The City Council approved the rezone of the fourth 
interior parcel from RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District to RO Residential Office 
District at its November 13, 2012 regular meeting. 
 
Comments 
Public Comments 
Two residents of Hawthorne Avenue spoke against the project at the October 4, 2012 Historic Landmark 
Commission meeting. Both stated that they did not receive mailed notices for the public hearing. Staff records 
show that notices were mailed to them and other owners/residents of Hawthorne Avenue. The residents also 
noted they did not like a tall building so close to the rear of their properties. Since that meeting, the building has 
been pulled back eighty-five feet (85’) to be one-hundred fifteen feet (115’) from the rear property lines of the 
homes on Hawthorne Avenue. 
 
Project History 
This application was before the Historic Landmark Commission at its October 4, 2012 regular meeting. During 
Commission discussion, members of the Commission expressed concerns about the appropriateness of proposal. 
Vice Chair Hart made the motion to table the item and form an architectural subcommittee to give the applicant 
more direction. Commissioner Brennan seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 
Commissioners Hart, James, McClintic, Brennan and Shepherd volunteered to serve on the committee. (See 
Attachment D) 
 
On October 15, 2012, the applicants presented a revised proposal to Commissioners Hart, McClintick and 
Shepherd and members of staff at the first architectural subcommittee meeting. The subcommittee members 
noted that the new proposal met the main concerns expressed at the Historic Landmark Commission meeting 
but more work had to be done. (See Attachment E) 
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On November 7, 2012, the applicant’s architect, Eric Tuttle, met with Commissioners Hart, James and Brennan 
and members of staff at a second architectural subcommittee meeting. Mr. Tuttle presented a new proposal 
based on comments received at the first subcommittee meeting and after the meeting from individual committee 
members. The new proposal included brick in place of scored CMU block and an emphasized front entrance. 
The comments from subcommittee members were mixed about the new proposal. The subcommittee members 
commented positively about the change in building materials. Some members of the subcommittee felt that the 
building did not have continuity. However, all members of the subcommittee present felt the proposal could go 
back to the full Historic Landmark Commission. (See Attachment F) 
 
Options 
The Historic Landmark Commission can pursue three options with this application. If the Commission feels the 
application meets all applicable code and design guidelines, it can approve the application. If the Commission 
feels the application does not meet the applicable code and design guidelines, it can deny the application. Or, 
the Commission can table the application again if it wishes to allow the applicant to respond to specific 
direction from the Commission. 
 
Analysis and Findings 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE AND DESIGN GUIDELINES 
21A.34.020 H Historic Preservation Overlay District 
 
Standards For Certificate Of Appropriateness Involving New Construction Or Alteration Of A 
Noncontributing Structure: In considering an application for a certificate of appropriateness involving new 
construction, or alterations of noncontributing structures, the historic landmark commission, or planning 
director when the application involves the alteration of a noncontributing structure, 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: 
 
Standard 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. 

 
Applicable Design Guidelines 
 
Mass and Scale 
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. 
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• 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 to typical historic structures in the block. A single wall plane should not exceed the typical maximum 
façade width in the district. 
 
Height 
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. 

  
11.8 The back side of a building may be taller than the established norm if the change in scale will not be 
perceived from public ways. 
 
Width 
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. 
 
Building Form Standards 
11.11 Use building forms that are similar to those seen traditional 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 multiple apartment buildings, duplexes, and fourplexes. In commercial areas, a wider variety 
of roof forms may occur. 
 
Proportion of Building Elements 
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. 
 
Applicable Design Guidelines for the Central City Historic District 
Building Mass 
13.27 Design new buildings to be similar in mass to those that were typical historically in the district. If the 
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. 
 
Building Scale 
13.28 Design new buildings so that they appear similar in scale to those seen traditionally on the block.. A 
new front façade should appear similar in height to those seen historically in the block. Taller portions 

6



PLNHLC2012-00538, Newhouse Apartments   Published Date:  November 29, 2012 

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. 
 
Building Form 
13.29 Design a new building to have a form similar to those seen historically. If the 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. 
 
Analysis:  The proposal is still taller than the surrounding buildings. It is now proposed to be forty-six feet 
(46’) tall. The block face averages thirty-two feet (32’) and the surrounding buildings are twenty-five feet 
(25’) (560 East 500 South) and nineteen feet (19’) (530 East 500 South). The applicant feels that the height 
of the building is not an issue but it was the initial massing that caused issues for the Historic Landmark 
Commission.  
 
At the architectural subcommittee meetings, proposals with a stepped back fourth floor were presented. The 
step back has been removed in the proposal before the Commission for two main reasons according to the 
applicants. One, removing the step back will help reduce the construction costs of the building. The 
applicant is concerned about the financial feasibility of the project after reducing the size of the building to 
move it away from the homes on Hawthorne Avenue. Two, the applicant feels the step back did not provide 
enough of a benefit. Staff understands the financial concerns but feels that a step back would help alleviate 
the height difference between the proposed building and existing structures on the block face.  
 
The other concern of the building’s proposed height was that it would only be thirty feet (30’) from the 
single family homes on Hawthorne Avenue to the rear. The building has now been pushed back to be one-
hundred fifteen feet (115’) from the homes on Hawthorne Avenue. The rear of the proposed development 
will be a surface parking lot. This separation will provide a break for the height difference between the 
multi-story apartment building and single story homes on Hawthorne Avenue. 
 
While the proposal is still much larger in size, mass and depth, the new design disguises the differences. The 
building’s elevations have been broken up with a pedestrian entrance on the front elevation, the parking 
garage entrance on the eastern façade and a common patio for residents on the western façade. The 
horizontal break of materials between a now traditional brick and Hardie panels gives the building a more 
horizontal look, similar to the surrounding buildings. The pedestrian entrance on the front elevation has 
been made more prominent. This helps the building achieve a more human scale. 
 
Finding:  The proposal generally meets this Standard, but a stepped back fourth floor would help address 
the issue of mass and scale. 
 
 

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; 

c) 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 
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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. 

 
Applicable Design Guidelines 

 
Solid-to-Void Ratio 
11.10 Use a ratio of wall-to-window (solid to void) that is similar to that found on historic structures in the 
district. Large surfaces of glass are inappropriate in residential structures. Divide large glass surfaces into 
smaller windows. 
 
Rhythm and Spacing 
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 historic districts. 
 
Materials 
11.15 Use building materials that contribute to the traditional sense of scale of the block. This will reinforce 
the sense of visual continuity of 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. 
 
Architectural Character 
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. 

 
11.18 If they are to be used, design ornamental elements, such as brackets and porches to be in scale with 
similar historic features. Thin, fake brackets and strap work applied to the surface of a building are 
inappropriate uses of these traditional details. 

 
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. 

 
11.20 The imitation of older historic styles is discouraged. One should not replicate historic styles, because 
this blurs the distinction between old and new buildings, as well as making it more difficult to visually 
interpret the architectural evolution of the district. Interpretations of historic styles may be considered if they 
are subtly distinguishable as new. 

 
Windows 
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. 
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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. 

 
11.23 Windows shall be simple in shape. Odd window shapes such as octagons, circles, diamonds, etc. are 
discouraged. 
 
Applicable Design Guidelines for the Central City Historic District 
 
13.30 Use primary materials on a building 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. 
 
Analysis:  The proportion of openings and the rhythm of solids to voids will be compatible to the 
commercial buildings that surround the proposal.  The emphasis of the pedestrian entrance on the front 
elevation is also visually compatible with the surrounding structures and helps increase the walkability of 
the project.  
 
The mix of brick and Hardie panels are found on other buildings on the block. So the change of building 
materials helps the compatibility of the project. Brick is a traditional building material in the Central City 
Historic District. The larger Hardie panel is similar to another building on the block face, 510 South 600 
East. Metal spacers are proposed to be used with the Hardie panel system to create a shadow effect.  
 
Single-hung, vinyl windows are proposed. They will be recessed to be similar to traditional window 
treatments. The balconies will be constructed of perforated metal.  
 
The proposal does not imitate historic styles. Rather it is a modern design that used building materials found 
historically in the district and on the block face. 
 
Finding:  The proposal generally meets this Standard. 

 
 
Standard 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; 

c) 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. 
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Applicable Design Guidelines 
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. 
 
11.2 Preserve the historic district’s street plan. Most historic parts of the city developed in traditional grid 
patterns, with the exception of Capitol Hill. In this neighborhood the street system initially followed the 
steep topography and later a grid system was overlaid with little regard for the slope. Historic street patterns 
should be maintained. See specific district standards for more detail. The overall shape of a building can 
influence one’s ability to interpret the town grid. Oddly shaped structures, as opposed to linear forms, would 
diminish one’s perception of the grid, for example. In a similar manner, buildings that are sited at eccentric 
angles could also weaken the perception of the grid, even if the building itself is rectilinear in shape. Closing 
streets or alleys and aggregating lots into larger properties would also diminish the perception of the grid. 
 
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. 
 
12.12 Screening parking areas from view of street. Automobile headlight illumination from parking areas 
shall be screened from adjacent lots and the street. Fences, walls and plantings, or a combination of these, 
should be used to screen parking. 
 
Applicable Design Guidelines for the Central City Historic District 
Setback 
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. 
 
13.24 Maintain the rhythm established by uniform setbacks in the block. It is particularly important that the 
traditional spacing pattern be maintained as seen from the street. Follow the traditional building pattern in 
order to maintain the historic character of the street. Consider the visual impact of new construction and 
additions on neighbors along side yards. Consider varying the height and setback of the structure along the 
side yard. 
 
Primary Entrance 
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. 
 
Commercial Area Guidelines 
13.31 Minimize the visual impacts of automobiles as seen from the sidewalk by pedestrians. Provide 
landscaped buffer areas to screen and separate the sidewalk from parking and drive lanes within individual 
commercial sites. 
 
13.32 Screen service areas from the residential portions of historic districts. Use fences, walls and planting 
materials to screen service areas. When feasible, locate service areas away from residential portions of the 
historic district. 
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13.33 Minimize the visual impacts of signs. This is particularly important as seen from within residential 
portions of the historic district. Smaller signs are preferred. Monument signs and low pole-mounted signs 
are appropriate. 
 
13.34 Shield all site lighting such that it does not spill over into residential portions of the historic district. 
 
Analysis:  The horizontal split of building materials helps the proposal fit into the rhythm of the block. The 
pedestrian entrance on the front elevation has become the dominant feature on the front façade with the 
parking garage entrance being moved off the front elevation. 
 
A surface parking lot now separates the proposed building from the single family homes on Hawthorne 
Avenue. Site lighting for this parking lot should be directed away from those homes. Staff asks that the 
Commission make a condition of approval that all site lighting is directed away from the homes on 
Hawthorne Avenue. 
 
Finding: The proposal generally meets this Standard with the condition site lighting is directed away from 
the homes on Hawthorne Avenue. 

 
 
Standard 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 development includes four parcels. All four of those parcels are zoned RO 
Residential Office. The City Council approved the rezone of the fourth parcel from RMF-35 Moderate 
Density Multi-Family Residential to RO Residential Office at its November 13, 2012 regular meeting. The 
rear parcel will remain undeveloped and serve as a surface parking lot. It will be a buffer between the 
proposed building and homes on Hawthorne Avenue. 
 
Finding: The proposal meets this standard.  
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View of Project Site from 500 South 
 
 

 
 

View of Project Site from East 
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View of the Rear of Project Site 
 
 

 
 

View of Property to the West (530 East 500 South) 
 
 

21



PLNHLC2012-00538, Newhouse Apartments   Published Date:  November 29, 2012 

 
 

View of Property to the East (560 East 500 South) 
 
 

 
 

Smith’s Marketplace 
Across 500 South from Subject Property 
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Historic Landmark Commission Minutes: October 4, 2012 Page 12 

Mr. Nielson stated he is not sure if the necessary information can be prepared in time for the 
next meeting. 
 
Commissioner McClintic withdrew his motion. 
 
Commissioner McClintic stated in the case of PLNHLC2012-00120 the petition for the 
elevated deck addition will be tabled until the Applicant can provide additional information 
for review. 
 
Commissioner Brennan seconded the motion. 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Chairperson Harding reviewed the appeals process. 

7:16:11 PM 

PLNHLC2012-00538 Newhouse Apartments - A request by Strategic Capital Group for a 
certificate of appropriateness involving new construction of a multi-family structure at 
approximately 540 East 500 South. The property is located in the Central City Local Historic 
District and the RO Residential Office and RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential 
Districts, in City Council District 4, represented by Luke Garrott. (Staff contact: Elizabeth 
Buehler at (801) 535-6313 or elizabeth.buehler@slcgov.com) 
 
Ms. Elizabeth Buehler, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as presented in the Staff Report 
(located in the Case File).  She stated Staff recommends the Commission deny the proposal as 
presented. 
 
Chairperson Harding asked what type of material was used for the green portion of the 
proposed structure. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated that portion was siding. 
 
Commissioner James asked for an explanation of what was meant by vertical modules. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated she was referring to the columns of different materials. 
 
Commissioner James asked why the vertical modules are incompatible. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated they are incompatible because they accentuate the height of the building. 
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Commissioner James stated this neighborhood is in a period of transformation and asked if 
that was considered when the structure was found incompatible. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated the proposed structure was found to be incompatible with the traditional 
pattern of the neighborhood. She stated she believed a building could be constructed that 
would fit with the future of the neighborhood as well as traditional patterns. 
 
Vice Chair Hart stated the only change she could find between the first submittal and the 
second was the removal of one green block and the name banner over the door. She asked if 
there were any other changes. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated the middle sections of the structure were originally siding but are now 
CMU block. 
 
Commissioner Shepherd asked if CMU block on a large structure is typically approved in a 
historic district. 
 
Mr. Paterson stated this is up to the Commission. He stated the Commission may consider the 
material as a modern interpretation of a masonry product. He stated it would be important to 
consider the scale of the project. 
 
Ms. Buehler stated there are other examples of masonry in the district. 
 
Commissioner James and Staff discussed the zoning of the area. 
 
7:27:03 PM 
Eric Tuttle, Architect and representative of the Applicant, reviewed the proposed design and 
made the following comments: 

• A similar design was approved by the Historic Landmark Commission in 2008. 
• The front façade of the proposed structure has been divided into three modules that 

are similar in dimension to the existing multi-family structures on the block. 
• He feels the three guidelines that are not being met are up to interpretation. 
• He is willing to make changes in order to emphasize the front entrance. 
• Emphasis has been placed on the design of the sides of the building, in order to detract 

from the parking ramp in the center of the building. Other buildings in the area also 
have parking ramps in the center of the building. 
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• He does not understand why two different colors of siding are considered different 
materials. 

• The massing is similar in size or smaller than other buildings in the neighborhood. 
• Other buildings in the area have flat roofs. 

The Commission and Staff discussed the value of extending the 500 South study to adjacent 
blocks. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING  7:53:04 PM 
Chairperson Harding opened the Public Hearing.  
 
Cindy Cromer, resident, made the following comments: 

• She own three buildings in the Central City Historic District, including one two blocks 
away from this property. 

• She has been asking for design guidelines for multiple unit buildings for many years. 
• She has extensive history with the project that was previously proposed for this site. 
• The purpose of the R-O zone was to provide opportunities to protect historic structures 

and is not being used in that way. 
• The majority of the block has a height limitation of 30-35 feet. 
• Too much attention has been given to 500 South which is dominated by office 

buildings. There are many historically significant buildings on the block. 
• The east and west façades of the building are cluttered in ordered to mask the size of 

the building. 
• The point made by Staff that the material used on the historic buildings is simpler is 

accurate. 
• The project as proposed is incompatible with the preservation of the block. 

Mr. Shon Harper, Hawthorne Avenue resident, stated he is supportive of the project but is 
concerned with the height of the proposed building because the property is adjacent to his 
home.  He stated he did not receive notice of the meeting. 
 
Mr. Mark Shanbrun, Hawthrone Avenue resident, stated that the proposed building will be 
built 30 feet from his property and he is concerned that he just recently heard of these plans 
and did not receive notice of the meeting.  
 
Mr. Tuttle stated he has put design and decks on the sides of this building. He stated 
Hawthorne Avenue has been considered and there are no windows that look out onto 
Hawthorne.  
 
Chairperson Harding closed the Public Hearing. 
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COMMISSION DISCUSSION 8:03:26 PM 
 
Vice Chair Hart stated the Commission will look at the impact the proposed building has on 
Hawthorne Avenue. She stated other apartment buildings in the neighborhood have a grand 
entrance and the proposed building does not.  
 
Commissioner Davis stated the grand entrance is not an issue for him. 
 
Commissioner Shepherd stated solving the problem of the entrance does not solve all the 
problems with the building. He stated Standard 1.A, which states the proposed height and 
width shall be visually compatible with surrounding structures, needs to consider Hawthorne. 
He stated the adjacent buildings are of dubious character and will not be there as long as other 
historic structures. Commissioner Shepherd stated how this structure impacts nearby historic 
structures needs to be taken into consideration.  
 
Commissioner Brennan stated the west façade of the proposed building is 275 feet long which 
is the scale of Smith’s Marketplace located across the street, and is not compatible with the 
neighborhood. He stated the location of the proposed building is a transition to a residential 
area and a 60 foot solid wall is not appropriate. 
 
Commissioner McClintic stated massing is the main problem with the proposed building. He 
stated a development of this size has an obligation to contribute and not detract from the 
historic scale. 
 
Chairperson Harding suggested setting up an Architectural Subcommittee.  
 
Commissioner Funk stated Smith’s Marketplace is not in a historic district and the comparison 
with the scale is not appropriate. 
 
Mr. Paterson stated Smith’s is located within the Central City Historic District. 
 
Commissioner James stated a taller building on 500 South is appropriate because of the width 
of the street. He stated the concept of the proposed building does not reflect elements of the 
neighborhood. Commissioner James stated he does not like that the first floor apartments will 
be level with the street. He stated the central location of the parking garage entrance is 
problematic. He discussed problems he has with the proposed materials. 
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Commissioner Brennan stated the main façade is being treated like a side or rear yard and is 
out of character for an urban neighborhood.  
 
Vice Chair Hart stated she thought an Architectural Subcommittee would help give the 
Applicant more direction. 
 
Mr. Tuttle stated he would be open to an Architectural Subcommittee. 
 
MOTION  8:18:20 PM  
Vice Chair Hart stated in the case of PLNHLC2012-00538 the application will be tabled and an 
Architectural Subcommittee will be formed to help give the Applicant more direction. 
 
Commissioner Brennan seconded the motion. 
 
The motion passed unanimously.   
 
Commissioners James, McClintic, Brennan, Hart and Shepherd volunteered for the 
Architectural Subcommittee. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 8:20:11 PM 

Ms. Coffey updated the Commission on proposed revisions to the Rules of Procedure. She 
stated the City Council is tentatively scheduled to adopt the plan on October 23rd along with 
the Designation Criteria, Conservation District Regulations and the fine tuning of Historic 
Preservation. She stated the Council is scheduled to start working on the Design Guidelines in 
December. 
 
Chairperson Harding asked if anything was needed from the Commission at this time. 
 
Ms. Coffey stated nothing is needed from the Commission at this time.  
 

The meeting stood adjourned at 8:25:41 PM  
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HLC Architectural Sub-committee –540 East 500 South—October 15, 2012 
 
HLC Members Present: 
Polly Hart 
Robert McClintick 
Charles Shepherd 
 
Applicants Present: 
Adam Paul (Applicant) 
Preston Dean (Applicant) 
Eric Tuttle (Applicant’s Architect) 
 
Staff Present: 
Joel Paterson 
Elizabeth Buehler 
Janice Lew 
Carl Leith 
 
Meeting Summary 
The applicants presented a revised proposal for new apartments at approximately 540 East 500 South. The revised 
proposal pulls the building from the rear of the property and places surface parking in that area to provide a break 
between the houses on Hawthorne Avenue and the new building. The parking garage entrance has been moved from 
the center of the front façade to the eastern side of the building. The western façade is broken up with a courtyard. 
Glass has been added to the ground level of the front elevation do to the clubhouse moving to the front of the building. 
The pedestrian entrance on the front elevation is more pronounced. The second and third floor front elevations are 
flush with the ground level, and the fourth floor elevation is stepped back four feet. The reduced size of the building 
corresponds with fewer apartment units. The building will now have 61 units. The applicants believe the new proposal 
answers the concerns of the residents along Hawthorne Avenue and reduces the mass of the side elevations. 
 
The applicant presented two variations of the new proposal. Both simplify the materials used and emphasize the main 
pedestrian entrance on the front elevation. Both variations use CMU block and hardie plank siding. The CMU block will 
be honed for a more granite look. The hardie plank will have a metal spacer system that creates shadow lines between 
the panels. The variations differ in the proportions of materials to each other. Variation One uses CMU block on the 
lower three stories of the majority of the front elevation and the ground level of the east tower. The rest of the front 
elevation, including the upper three floors of the east tower and the fourth floor of the remainder of the front elevation 
is hardie-plank. Variation Two has the east tower completely clad in CMU block but less CMU block on the rest of the 
front elevation. The masonry transitions to hardie-plank in between the ground floor level and the second story. 
 
The subcommittee noted that the new proposal met the main concerns mentioned at the Historic Landmark 
Commission meeting. The parking entrance was moved from the front façade and the pedestrian entrance was 
emphasized. The building has been stepped back from the homes on Hawthorne Avenue. The side elevations are broken 
up with the use of a courtyard on the western façade and the parking garage on the eastern facade.  
 
Members of the sub-committee also had comments to improve the presented proposal: 

• Brick may help the building fit better with the residential character of the district and is a higher quality material 
than CMU block 

• The metal spacer system should be limited on the east tower, specifically to stop it on the third floor 
• Larger windows are preferred, possibly reconsider the horizontal windows proposed for the east tower 
• Emphasize the front pedestrian entrance more; pedestrian entrance is still understated, a stronger element 

would help grab the attention of passersby; possibly make it a two-story element  
• Consider using green roofs 
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• Any work on corners to help “lift” the building out of the ground will help; use opportunity of the sloped lot to 
show the foundation on the lower western portion 

• A center portico could help break up the horizontal mass 
• Consider stepping the front façade more 
• Closer elements to the street should be more in scale with the residential character of the district 
• Contrasting color at ground level would help with the perception of reducing the scale 
• 3-D model might be helpful to illustrate the proposal, but isn’t necessary 
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HLC Architectural Sub-committee –540 East 500 South—October 15, 2012 
 
HLC Members Present: 
Polly Hart 
Stephen James 
Tom Brennan 
 
Applicants Present: 
Eric Tuttle (Applicant’s Architect) 
 
Staff Present: 
Joel Paterson 
Elizabeth Buehler 
Janice Lew 
Carl Leith 
 
 
Meeting Summary 
Eric Tuttle, the applicant’s architect, presented a revised proposal for new apartments at approximately 540 East 500 
South. The applicants had made revisions based on comments from the first architectural subcommittee meeting.  
 
Mr. Tuttle described the changes. Brick will be used instead of scored CMU block. Store front windows will be used on 
the first floor front elevation. Vinyl single-hung windows will be used elsewhere. They will be recessed into the façade. 
 
Generally the committee members present felt the new proposal met the design guidelines. Specifically they liked that 
the building was pulled back from Hawthorne Avenue to the rear and the step back of the fourth floor.  
 
There was a question about the differentiation in design on the front elevation. Different committee members noted 
that there wasn’t symmetry in the building and it looked like the building was split in two. Mr. Tuttle answered that the 
proposal was not symmetrical because the applicant did not want to fake historic.  
 
The architectural subcommittee decided that the project was ready to come back to the full Historic Landmark 
Commission. 
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