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Staff Report 
PLANNING DIVISION 

  COMMUNITY & NEIGHBORHOODS 
 

To: Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission 
 

From: Michael Maloy, AICP, Senior Planner 
(801) 535-7118 or michael.maloy@slcgov.com 

 

Date: November 2, 2017 
 

Re: Petition PLNHLC2017-00677 Demolition of a Contributing Structure 
  

 
DEMOLITION OF A CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE IN A LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICT 

 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 50 S 700 East Street (formerly 46 S 700 East Street) 
PARCEL IDENTIFICATION: 16-05-101-015 (formerly 16-05-101-005) 
HISTORIC DISTRICT: Central City Historic District 
ZONING DISTRICTS: RMF-35 Moderate Density Multi-Family Residential District, and 
 H Historic Preservation Overlay District 
MASTER PLAN: Medium Density Residential (15-30 dwelling units per acre), Central Community 

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

 
Street View of Subject Property (September 2017) 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is the opinion of Planning Division staff that only two (2) of the seven (7) standards for demolition have been met, 
with the findings for Economic Hardship yet to be determined (see Exhibit H – Analysis of Standards). Therefore, 
staff recommends the Historic Landmark Commission deny the request for demolition. However, the applicant may 
choose to apply for Economic Hardship as prescribed in City Code 21A.34.020.K at any time. 
 
BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
According to City records, the existing building was constructed in circa 1905. Since construction, the property has 
been the subject of numerous permits, inspections, and complaints (see Exhibit C – Property History). 
 

 
Historic Photograph of Subject Property (date unknown) 

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

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

 
The 1980 survey described the principal building on the subject property as a 2 ½ story masonry “box” structure 
with a “hip roof and bracketed eves.” Although the 1980 survey assumed the original use was “single-family,” it 
surmised the structure was “probably a rental unit built by Isabella Armstrong and family.” The survey also 
concluded the building was in “good” condition and had “minor alterations.” 
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In 1994 the structure was resurveyed by Lisa Miller, an independent research consultant, who described the 
residence as a”foursquare,” and rated it a “B”—or “contributing” structure—in the Central City Local Historic 
District. 
 
A third survey, which was conducted in 2013, again concluded the structure was “eligible contributing”—even 
though it was “abandoned” and “collapsing” (see Exhibit E - Reconnaissance Level Surveys). 
 
According to City records, the property has been damaged by a series of fires that occurred in 1981, 1992, and 2005. 
Due to the fires, and subsequent weather damage, the City required the building to be boarded by prior property 
owners. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder the current property owner, The Other Side Holdings LLC, 
acquired the property on or before January 21, 2016 (see Exhibit C – Property History). 
 
On November 4, 2016, the applicant submitted a letter to Orion Goff, Salt Lake City Building Official, and requested 
the building be deemed “an imminent hazard to public safety,” which determination would allow the City to issue a 
demolition permit without prior approval from the Historic Landmark Commission as per the following City Code: 
 

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

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

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

 The structure poses a danger to any individual entering the property 
 The structure poses danger or risk of fire 

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

18.64.005 Purpose and Intent (of Demolition chapter in Title 18 Buildings and Construction) 
B. A primary intent of the city council with respect to this chapter is to avoid demolition, or partial 

demolition, of buildings in a manner that disrupts the character and development pattern of established 
neighborhood and business areas. Accordingly, the council finds that it is in the public interest to: 
1. Require existing buildings to be maintained in a habitable condition until replaced by new 

construction, except as otherwise permitted by this code; 
2. Avoid demolition of existing structures until a complete building permit application is submitted 

for new construction, except as otherwise provided in this chapter; and 
3. Avoid creation of vacant demolition sites with minimal or no landscaping or other improvements. 

 
Subsequently, the applicant filed an appeal of the administrative decision, but the City has not heard the request 
because the City does not have a current “Board of Appeals” for Title 18 Building and Construction Code—which 
deficiency will be remedied by the City as soon as feasible. 
 
Also of note, on September 6, 2017, the property owner recorded a Quit Claim Deed that consolidated 46 S, 50 S, 
and 54 S 700 East into one parcel. According to the Salt Lake County Recorder, the new address is 50 S 700 East, 
and the parcel identification number is 16-05-101-005. As such, the property in its current form contains multiple 
buildings on approximately 0.50 of an acre (see Exhibit C – Property History). 
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CONTEXT – CENTRAL CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT 
 

 
Sanborn Map of Subject Property (1950) 

 

 
Aerial View of Subject Property (2015) 

MASONOIC TEMPLE & PARKING LOT 

BRYANT MIDDLE SCHOOL 

SOUTH TEMPLE STREET 

100 SOUTH STREET 

SUBJECT PROPERTY ► 

.
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As evident in the previous maps, and noted within Exhibit A - Applicant Information, several buildings located 
northward from the subject property were demolished to construct a parking lot for the Salt Lake Masonic Temple, 
which building fronts South Temple Street. 
 
The Salt Lake City Community Preservation Plan adopted on October 23, 2012, specifically addresses the Central 
City Historic District and provides a succinct description of this local historic district, of which the subject property 
is a part (see Exhibit D – Historic District Map, and Exhibit F - Reconnaissance Level Survey Map). 
 

The Central City Historic District was designated as a local historic district in 1991. Two blocks wide and 
nine blocks long, the district is occupied by one of the City’s oldest residential neighborhoods. While the 
northern edge of the district close to South Temple Street is occupied by larger homes and more upscale 
apartment buildings, the remainder holds modest brick cottages and bungalows that for many decades 
attracted working-class occupants. On its south end, the district abuts Liberty Park. 
 
Both 500 East and 700 East are major north-south thoroughfares lined with both houses and commercial 
enterprises. A residential parkway is located along 600 East. Bisecting the district is 400 South, a primary 
east-west commercial and transportation corridor. . . While the district still contains numerous historic 
homes, it has experienced significant attrition of its historic building stock, particularly along its perimeters 
and major thoroughfares. The majority of these changes have taken place in the area between the north 
edge of the district and 500 South. The four square blocks between 300 South and 500 South have been so 
heavily impacted in recent decades by teardowns and modern commercial infill that they contain very little 
in the way of historic resources. Because of its central location in the City and its placement along several 
major transportation corridor, the district has been subjected to substantial amount of historically 
insensitive commercial development in recent decades, resulting in negative impact to its integrity. This 
has resulted in a historic district that has effectively been split in two, with a substantial loss of integrity of 
the northern blocks and greater integrity to the south . . . 
 
The status of the district in now questionable and further attrition may merit its removal from historic 
district standing. Some may argue that it has already reached this point and that other controls are 
needed to protect the diminishing number of historic resources that remain there. One possible approach 
might be to consider boundary realignments that divide the district and create two new districts: Central 
City North and Central City South Historic Districts (emphasis added). 

 
It is the opinion of staff that the erosion of historic structures through demolition—and inappropriate 
redevelopment—within the Central City Historic District is a concern as expressed in adopted preservation policies 
and goals (see Exhibit G - Master Plan Policies). 
 
KEY ISSUES: 
 
Issue 1 – Demolition Standard: The applicant requests demolition approval under City Code 21A.34.020.Q: 
 

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

 
However, as has already been discussed, the Building Official previously decided, in writing, that the building is not 
an imminent hazard to public safety (see Exhibit B – Building Official Letter). As such, the Historic Landmark 
Commission may not make a determination to demolish a “hazardous structure” under this provision. Rather, the 
Commission’s decision must be based on the demolition process for the H Historic Preservation Overlay District 
discussed in Exhibit H – Analysis of Standards. 
 
Issue 2 – Historic Integrity: As stated in A Preservation Handbook for Historic Properties & Districts in Salt 
Lake City, which the Salt Lake City Council adopted, the concept of historic “integrity” is described as: 
 

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

 
While it is evident that fire, weather, and vandalism has destroyed the entire roof structure, a rear addition, and 
many of the windows, most of the original building form and masonry structure—which is a character-defining 
feature—appears to be firmly intact. The Commission should also note that the structure is in its original location 
and setting, which also contributes toward historic integrity. 
 
In response to the proposed demolition, Planning Division staff contacted Cory Jensen, National Register 
Coordinator and Architectural Historian for the Utah State Historic Preservation Office, shared the following 
comments: 
 

Our assessment is that the house still retains enough historic integrity to be considered contributing in the 
SLC East Side National Register Historic District1. Although it has suffered major interior and some exterior 
damage from a fire, it still retains character-defining features and enough historical integrity to be 
considered contributing. It could qualify for historic preservation tax credits for rehabilitation. 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Based on the 2013 Central City Standard Reconnaissance Level Survey, Mr. Jensen’s comments, and City Code, it 
is the opinion of Planning Division staff that if the applicant restored the subject property—consistent with adopted 
design guidelines—it would remain a contributing structure within the local historic district. 
 
Issue 3 – Further Loss of Historic Resources: Although the proposal encompasses a single building, it follows 
several demolitions on the northern half of the block face—as illustrated in the 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map 
shown on page four of this report—that occurred before the City established the local historic district on May 14, 
1991. While the structure proposed for demolition is not architecturally significant, it is part of the development 
“story” of the district and contributes to the historic integrity and composition of the Central City neighborhood. 

                                                 
1 The SLC East Side National Register Historic District encompasses the Central City Historic District. 



PLNHLC2017-00677 Demolition of 46 S 700 East 7  Publish Date: October 27, 2017 

Essentially, the loss of the contributing structure would diminish the number of historic resources that form the 
district. 
 
NEXT STEPS: 
If the Historic Landmark Commission finds that at least six of the seven standards are met, the Commission shall 
approve the certificate of appropriateness for demolition. If the demolition request is approved by the Commission, 
the applicant would also need the Commission’s approval of the proposed landscape plan, which is intended as an 
interim land use prior to redevelopment (see Exhibit A - Applicant Information). 
 
If the Commission finds that two or less of the standards are met, the Commission shall deny the certificate of 
appropriateness for demolition. If the project is denied, the applicant could choose to file an application for 
Economic Hardship. 
 
If the Commission finds that three, four or five of the standards are met, the Commission may defer a decision for 
up to one year during which time the applicant must conduct a bona fide effort to preserve the site, or the applicant 
could choose to file an application for Economic Hardship. If there is a finding of Economic Hardship, the applicant 
could demolish the structure without conducting a bona fide effort. 
 
EXHIBITS: 

A. Applicant Information 
B. Building Official’s Letter 
C. Property History 
D. Historic District Map 
E. Reconnaissance Level Surveys 
F. Reconnaissance Level Survey Map 
G. Master Plan Policies 
H. Analysis of Standards 
I. Public Process & Comments 

 



EXHIBIT A: APPLICANT INFORMATION  

  





  

    

               
             

             
       

       

                

      

         
            

               
       

 

  

 

  

 

  
  
  

 

  

  

   

         

 

       

                 
                

    

      

       

          

  

              
   

           

                 
                  

               

      

                   
                 

     



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
June	1,	2017	
	
To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	
	
I	am	the	CEO	of	The	Other	Side	Academy,	which	is	the	owner	of	the	property	of	667	
E	100	S,	46	S	700	E,	50	S	700	E,	and	56	S	700	E.	
	
I	hereby	give	Soren	Simonson	and	his	firm,	Community	Studio,	the	authority	to	
represent	The	Other	Side	Academy	regarding	all	matters	with	Salt	Lake	City	relating	
to	building	permits,	occupancy	permits,	zoning	issues,	demolition,	lot	consolidation,	
land	use,	and	any	other	issues	related	to	these	properties.	
	
If	you	have	any	questions,	please	contact	me.	
	
Respectfully,	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Tim	Stay	
CEO	
The	Other	Side	Academy	
667	E	100	S	
Salt	Lake	City,	UT	84102	
801-362-8998	
tim@theothersideacademy.com	





















































































EXHIBIT B: BUILDING OFFICIAL LETTER  

  









EXHIBIT C: PROPERTY HISTORY  
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46 S 700 East Street History 
Summary 

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

Records 
Date Opened Type, number, and description  

October 15, 1929 Building Permit No. 44935. Owner identified as Mr. McCrystal – Wm. B. 
Hesterman (Commercial building) 

October 16, 1929 Power and Heat Permit No. 6842-5406 

October 2, 1930 Electrical Permit No. 5556 

December 4, 1933 Electrical Permit No. 2777 

December 23, 1933 Electrical Permit No. 6823 

November 10, 1934 Electrical Permit No. 8188 

April 18, 1938 Electrical Permit No. 39826 

January 20, 1941 Electrical Permit No. 18334 

August 20, 1942 Building Permit No. 35155 

October 16, 1942 Electrical Permit No. 35213 

December 12, 1942 Electrical Permit No. 3523 

June 6, 1956 Building Permit No. 9491 (Garage) 

October 8, 1969 Building Permit No. 23314 (Remodel residence) 

November 10, 1969 Plumbing Permit No. 23547 

April 6, 1978 Building Permit No. 7814 (Code compliance inspection) 

January 22, 1980 Electrical Permit No. 24434 (Repair wiring) 

July 16, 1980 Salt Lake City Architectural Survey conducted by Architects Planners Alliance 

November 2, 1981 Building Permit No. 12096 (Repair fire damage to mental hospital. Owner 
identified as Clyde Harvey) 

November 4, 1981 Electrical Permit No. 12149 (Remodel miscellaneous wiring of fire damage) 

May 9, 1983 Board of Adjustment No. 21607 (Special exception for adult residential 
treatment center at 46, 50, and 54 S 700 East in an R-6 Residential District) 

December 7, 1983 Building Permit No. 25903 (Add fire escape to health facility) 

May 13, 1987 Building Permit No. 76538 (2,025 ft2 interior remodel of healthcare facility) 

May 20, 1987 Plumbing Permit No. 76728 (Install one water heater in health facility) 

May 20, 1987 Plumbing Permit No. 76752 (Install electric water heater) 

July 22, 1987 Electrical Permit No. 78692 (Electrical repairs) 

February 6, 1991 Community Action Team No. HLC CAT-1991 (Inspect property for violent 
transients, rooms papered with pornography, needles) 
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May 14, 1991 Central City Local Historic District established by Ordinance 32 of 1991 

April 14, 1992 Fire Inspection No. 10840 (Fire inspection; structural damage to roof, rear 
addition and kitchen area. Will need to completely remove rear addition. 
Complete plans required for roof and rear addition, if rebuilt) 

August 31, 1992 Boarding Permit No. 71107 (Annual permit to board) 

January 1994 Central City Local Historic District Reconnaissance Level Survey conducted by 
Lisa Miller, Research Consultant 

August 17, 1994 Address Flag No. 14708 (Remodel without permit. Contractor unknown) 

August 22, 1996 National Park Certification of Central City Historic District 

December 3, 1996 Address Flag No. 5001417 (Penalties for boarding without permit) 

February 25, 1999 Address Flag No. 5003058 (Penalties for boarding without permit, which 
include late fees and mitigation fees, total $2,390.00) 

July 1, 1999 Boarding Permit No. 141627 (Annual permit to board) 

March 27, 2001 Boarding Permit No. 5004974 (Annual permit to board) 

August 9, 2001 Complaint No. HAZ2001-105014 (Request to replace missing boards) 

August 10, 2001 Complaint No. HAZ2001-105106 (Follow up boarding status) 

June 11, 2002 Boarding Permit No. 160591 (Annual permit to board) 

November 3, 2005 Fire Incident No. 11305 

December 3, 2007 Certificate of Appropriateness No. PLN2007-226121 (Property owner 
identified as Overland Development Corporation) 

May 21, 2008 Complaint No. HAZ2008-191063 (Weed abatement) 

February 9, 2010 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2010-01264 

March 12, 2010 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2010-02858 

August 3, 2010 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2010-07811 

August 31, 2010 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2010-08822 

November 19, 2010 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2010-11806 

February 4, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-01625 

March 11, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-03206 

March 18, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-03468 

May 6, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-05428 

June 9, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-06024 

November 8, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-13961 

December 1, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-14309 

December 20, 2011 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2011-15085 

January 18, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-00851 

April 16, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-05987 

June 18, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-09284 

July 13, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-10162 
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September 25, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-13049 

October 9, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-13573 

October 25, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-14311 

November 27, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-15759 

December 12, 2012 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2012-16455 

February 27, 2013 Complaint No. HAZ2013-00226 (Abatement boarding permit. Property owner 
identified as Northcliffe III LLC) 

April 25, 2013 Central City Standard Reconnaissance-Level Survey Report (revised final) 
published by Certus Environmental Solutions, LLC 

February 12, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-01870 

March 10, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-02758 

April 7, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-03755 

May 27, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-05590 

September 2, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-08237 

September 2, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-08249 

October 21, 2014 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2014-09993 

January 8, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-00281 

March 16, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-02490 

July 9, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-06202 

July 13, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-06275 

July 27, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-06760 

August 7, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-06996 

August 26, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-07614 

October 28, 2015 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2015-09549 

January 21, 2016 The Other Side Holdings, LLC records deed to acquire property 

March 15, 2016 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2016-02571 

May 4, 2016 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2016-04296 

November 30, 2016 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2016-09207 

December 23, 2016 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2016-09724 

December 31, 2016 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2016-10086 

April 13, 2017 Graffiti Removal No. GRF2017-02856 

April 24, 2017 Appeal No. PLNAPP2017-00308 (Appeal administrative decision to deny 
emergency demolition request. Case pending) 

June 2, 2017 Subdivision No. PLNSUB2017-00421 (Lot consolidation of 46, 50, and 54 S 
700 East into one parcel recorded September 7, 2017) 

August 23, 2017 Complaint No. HAZ2017-02804 (House is falling down. Very dangerous, 
unsightly blight. Owner needs to repair building) 



EXHIBIT D: HISTORIC DISTRICT MAP  

  





EXHIBIT E: RECONNAISANCE LEVEL SURVEYS  
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EXHIBIT F: RECONNAISANCE LEVEL SURVEY MAP  

  





EXHIBIT G: MASTER PLAN POLICIES  

  



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

Plan Salt Lake (2015) 

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

 

Salt Lake City Community Preservation Plan (2012) 

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

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

 

Central Community Master Plan (2005) 

CENTRAL COMMUNITY NEIGHBORHOODS 

Central City neighborhood planning area 

Geographic description 

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

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

Historic and neighborhood description 

Like much of the Central Community, this area owes its early 
development pattern to a varied version of the “Plat of the City of 
Zion,” the plan devised by L.D.S. Church founder Joseph Smith. This 
plan consisted of ten-acre blocks separated by streets 132 feet wide. 
The blocks themselves were divided into eight lots of 1.25 acres each, 
enough to accommodate a family and agricultural needs of everyday 

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

Demographic profile 

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

Issues within the Central City neighborhood 

Residential 

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

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

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

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

• Ensure that historic preservation is the priority in this area. (italics added) 
• Place special emphasis on buffers, transition zones, or insulation to minimize negative impacts from 

incompatible uses. (page 5, Central Community Master Plan) 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

Demolitions in Historic Districts in the Central City Community 

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

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



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

Historic Preservation goals 

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

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

Goals for individual districts 

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

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

  



EXHIBIT H: ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS  

  









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

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

  



EXHIBIT I: PUBLIC PROCESS & COMMENTS  

  



Notice to Community Council included: 
 

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

 
Notice of application for the proposal included: 
 

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

 
Notice of Open House for the proposal included: 
 

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

 
Notice of public hearing for the proposal included: 
 

 Public hearing notice mailed on October 19, 2017. 
 Public hearing notice posted on the property on October 19, 2017. 
 Meeting agenda posted on the Planning Division and Utah Public Meeting Notice websites on 

October 19, 2017. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
In response to the Open House meeting held September 21, 2017, Planning Division staff received 31 hand-
written comments, which all favored the proposed demolition. 
 
Before publication of the Historic Landmark Commission staff report, staff also received 21 emails, which 
all favored the proposed demolition. 
 














































































































