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boundaries of the historic districts to provide for clarity by ensuring the

Master Plan Designation: entire parcel is shown to be within the historic district.

Various

Council District: Various | STAFF RECOMMENDA T’ON

Applicable Land Use Regulations: ' e g . . . .
= Based on the comments, analysis and findings of fact listed in the staff

Review Standards: 21A.50.050 report, staff recommends the Planning Commission transmit a favorable

Standards for General Amendments recommendation to the City Council to adopt the proposed map

amendments.

21A.34.020 D
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B. Department Comments
C. Public Comments
D. HLC Minutes & Staff
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Background/ Project Description

The City adopted a comprehensive rewrite of the Zoning Ordinance and adopted a completely new Zoning Map
in April 1995. At that time, it was understood that adjustments to the Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map would
be necessary once it had been implemented, and people had an opportunity to work with it.

When the historic districts were formed, the legal descriptions did not follow lot lines, but instead laid lines a
certain number of feet from the central line of the street. The result is that many lots are bisected by the historic
district boundary, which could mean that part of a building or property is in a district and part is not, or that part
of a property is in one district and part is in another. For clarification purposes, the Historic Landmark
Commission is recommending that the boundary lines of local districts follow lot lines.

In addition, when the South Temple Historic District was formed. it cut a mid-block street, Haxton Place, in
two. As aresult, four properties that face this street were excluded from the Historic District. To assure the
preservation of this portion of the district, the Historic Landmark Commission recommends changing the
boundaries to include the entirety of this dead end street. The properties that would be affected by this change
are 31, 32, 33 and 34 Haxton Place. Please see Attachment A.

Comments

Public Comments

An Open House was held on August 28, 2008. Notice of the Open House was sent to Community Council
chairs and those whose names are on the Planning Division’s List serve. Notice was also posted on the City’s
website and in a newsletter sent to all owners of property with local historic designation and those on Haxton
Place. The attendants were in favor of the project. Please see attachment C.

The owners of property on Haxton Place, that is not already designated, were contacted via phone as well as
notified of the Open House. All were in support of the designation.

City Department Comments

Staff sent information regarding the proposed text changes to applicable City Departments. Department

responses are included in Attachment B. No substantive issues or concerns were raised through department
review of the proposed text amendments.

Historic Landmark Commission Comments:

The Historic Landmark Commission held a public hearing on the matter on April 1, 2009. They unanimously
approved recommending the proposed Zoning Map Amendment. See public comments from that meeting on
attachment C.
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21A.50.050 Standards for General Amendments

A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a matter committed to the
legislative discretion of the city council and is not controlled by any one standard. However, in making its
decision concerning a proposed amendment, the city council should consider the following factors:

A. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of
the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City;

Analysis: The community master plans land use policies generally state that historic structures and
neighborhoods should be preserved. Guiding Principle 4 of the Salt Lake City Planning Division Strategic
Plan states: “Provide the Highest Level of Professional Planning Service. The Planning Division will focus
its efforts and resources to provide the City with the highest level of professional planning services. The
Division will focus on Plans that reflect the values of the citizens and their neighborhoods.

* Goal: Ensure that all Community Master Plans identify, balance and advance the needs of the City and

our neighborhoods.
* Goal: Base planning decisions on adopted policies and regulations
» Goal: Encourage livable, sustainable development.”

The map amendment, with the exception of 31, 32. 33 and 34 Haxton Place does not add or remove
properties from the established historic districts, but provides clarification that each property is included in
the district in whole, rather than part. The addition of the Haxton Place properties is consistent with this
standard since it is the goal of master plans to preserve historic structures and this alteration will allow for
the preservation of the entire area of Haxton Place rather than just half the street.

Finding: The proposed map amendment provides additional refinement of the zoning regulations of the
City’s code by providing corrections, clarification and consistency within existing regulations. The
proposed alterations are consistent with the City’s land use policies.

B. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing development
in the immediate vicinity of the subject property;

Analysis: The proposed amendments will not alter the existing character of the established districts. Local
design review is a key tool in preserving neighborhood character and local history.

Finding: The proposed map amendment does not require changes to the existing development in the City
and therefore meets this standard. The valuable tool of design review will remain and include full properties
rather than just portions of properties. Clear boundaries will lessen confusion as to which portions of a
property are designated and which are not, which was not the original intent of the designation.

C. The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent properties;

Analysis: The proposed amendment will not require alterations to the existing character of the established
districts. The Map Amendments clarify district boundaries and will not affect adjacent properties. With the
exception of four properties located on Haxton Place, properties will not be designated that have not already
been designated.
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Finding: The proposed map amendment does not require changes and therefore will not affect adjacent
properties.

Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the provisions of any applicable overlay zoning
districts which may impose additional standards; and

Analysis: The proposed map amendment does not specifically relate. nor impact provisions of any adopted
overlay zone. The Map Amendments are to the Historic Overlay boundaries. The proposed changes clarify
how the Overlay standards affect particular lots. Section 21 A.34.020 subsection D.2 relates to the
adjustment of historic district boundaries:

2. Criteria For Adjusting The Boundaries Of An H Historic Preservation Overlay District: Criteria for
adjusting the boundaries of an H historic preservation overlay district are as follows:

a. The properties have ceased to meet the criteria for inclusion within an H historic preservation
overlay district because the qualities which caused them to be originally included have been lost
or destroyed, or such qualities were lost subsequent to the historic landmark commission
recommendation and adoption of the district:

b. Additional information indicates that the properties do not comply with the criteria for
selection of the H historic preservation overlay district as outlined in subsection C2 of this
section; or

c. Additional information indicates that the inclusion of additional properties would better
convey the historical and architectural integrity of the H historic preservation overlay district,
provided they meet the standards outlined in subsection C2 of this section.

Finding: The proposed map amendment is consistent with the provisions of all applicable overlay zoning
districts that may impose additional standards. The adjustment will not include new properties or exclude
existing properties: with the exception of four properties on Haxton Place, therefore, the standards of section
21A.34.020D.2 do not apply to the majority of the boundary adjustments. Inclusion of the Haxton Place
properties meets subsection 2.c. of section 21A.34.020.D., since the addition of the properties will help to
preserve the full character of this street, rather than just a portion. Three of the four properties are listed as
“significant” in the 1978 survey of the area. They are 32, 34 and 35 Haxton Place. Thirty-one Haxton Place
is listed as “contributing™. Please see attachment E.,

The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, including but
not limited to roadways, parks and recreational facilities, police and fire protection, schools, storm
water drainage systems, water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection.

Analysis: The proposed map amendment does not relate to provisions governing public facilities and
services.

Finding: According to Department Comments, there is no indication that there will be problems with
facilities and services.
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Exhibit A
Proposed Map Amendment
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Close up view of a section of the South Temple district showing the addition of Haxton
Place Properties. The blue section reflects the current district boundary and the green shows
the lots or portions of lots that would be included within the existing district.
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Exhibit B
Department Comments
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Comments from Alan Hardman, Permits
January 5, 2009

This sounds like a great idea. After reviewing this proposal, our office has no comments.

Comments from Justin Stoker, Public Utilities
January 8. 2009

The Department of Public Utilities has no comment regarding the adjustments proposed to the historical
district boundaries.
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Exhibit C
Public Comments
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Written Public Comments from Open House

A long overdue project. Also clarify these boundaries with Landmark Sites. Note these changes with county
recorder’s office. (Currently properties within districts have notice recorded on title—need to make sure this list
is accurate.) Also remove Newhouse Hotel site from Exchange Place. Building demolished subsequent to
demolition or add other properties on block.

Strong agreement. This is the method by which properties should be included in the districts in order to include
the entire historic district boundary.

Phone Comments from Haxton Place Property Owners
Since there were only four property owners whose whole properties would be included as a result of this map
amendment and none attended the open house, staff called each owner to explain the project and answer
questions.
Peter Goldman, 32 Haxton Place
Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several
years ago when the property was restored.
Eugenia Riet, 35 Haxton Place
Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several

years ago when the property was restored.

Jennifer Thorley, 31 Haxton Place
Supports the change.

Scott and Peggy Hansen, 34 Haxton Place

Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several
years ago when the property was restored.

Cindy Cromer at Historic Landmark Commission, 3/4/09

Pleased to see the proposed change regarding the inclusion of the Haxton Place properties. Look forward to it.
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HLC Staff Report & Minutes
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HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT

Salt Lake City Boundary Adjustment
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Map Amendment :
Petition PLNPCM2009-00021 — City-wide Planning Division

Department of Community and

Februal'y 4, 2008 Economic Development

Applicant: Planning Commission REQUEST

Staff: Robin Zeigler 535-7758

robin ssisle@ilcaov.dom ['he Planning Commission is requesting a reconsideration of the

boundaries of the historic districts to provide for clarity.

Master Plan Designation:
City-wide

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Council District: City-wide

Based on the comments, analysis and findings of fact listed in the staff

Applicable Land Use Regulations; . o . . B
i & report, Planning Staff recommends the Historic Landmark Commission

| Review Standards: 21A.50.050 transmit a favorable recommendation to the Planning Commission for a
| Standards for General Amendments recommendation to the City Council to adopt the proposed map
amendments.
| Notification
* Notice mailed on January 20,
2009
Attachments:

A. Proposed Map Amendments
B. Department Comments
C. Public Comments




Background/ Project Description

The City adopted a comprehensive Zoning Ordinance in April 1995. At that time, it was understood that
adjustments to the Zoning Ordinance would be necessary once it had been implemented, and people had an
opportunity to work with it.

When the historic districts were formed the legal descriptions did not follow lot lines but instead laid lines a
certain number of feet from the central line of the street. The result is that many lots are bisected by the
historic district boundary, which could mean that part of a building or property is in a district and part is not
or that part of a property is in one district and part is in another. For clarification purposes, the Historic
Landmark Commission would like to have all boundary lines follow lot lines.

In addition, when the South Temple historic district was formed it cut a mid-block street, Haxton Place, in
two. As a result, four properties that face this street were excluded from the historic district. To assure the
preservation of this portion of the district, the Historic Landmark Commission proposed to change the
boundaries to include the entirety of this dead end street. The properties that would be affected by this
change are 31, 32, 33 and 34 Haxton Place. Please see map below.

Comments
Public Comments

An Open House was held on August 28, 2008. Notice of the Open House was sent to Community Council
chairs and those whose names are on the Planning Divisions List serve. Notice was also posted on the City’s
website and in a newsletter sent to all owners of property with local historic designation. Please see
attachment C.

City Department Comments:
Staff sent information regarding the proposed text changes to applicable City Departments. Department

responses are included in Attachment B. No issues or concerns were raised through department review of
the proposed text amendments.

21A.50.050 Standards for general amendments

A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning map by general amendment is a matter committed to
the legislative discretion of the city council and is not controlled by any one standard. However, in making
its decision concerning a proposed amendment, the city council should consider the following factors:

A. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the purposes, goals, objectives, and policies of
the adopted general plan of Salt Lake City;

Analysis: The community master plans land use policies generally state that historic structures and
neighborhoods should be preserved.




The map amendment, with the exception of 31, 32, 33 and 34 Haxton Place does not add or remove
properties from the established historic districts but provides clarification that each property is included
in the district in whole, rather than part. The addition of the Haxton Place properties is consistent with
this standard since it is the goal of master plans to preserve historic structures and this alteration will
allow for the preservation of the entire area of Haxton Place rather than just half the street.

Finding: The proposed map amendment provide additional refinement of the zoning regulations of the
City’s code by providing corrections, clarification and consistency within existing regulations. The
proposed alterations are consistent with the City’s land use policies.

. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of existing
development in the immediate vicinity of the subject property;

Analysis: The proposed amendment will not require alterations to the existing character of the
established districts.

Finding: The proposed map amendment does not require changes to the existing development in the City
and therefore meets this standard.

. The extent to which the proposed amendment will adversely affect adjacent properties;

Analysis: The proposed amendment will not require alterations to the existing character of the
established districts.

Finding: The proposed map amendment does not require changes and therefore will not affect adjacent
properties.

. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the provisions of any applicable overlay
zoning districts which may impose additional standards; and

Analysis: The proposed text amendments do not specifically relate, nor impact provisions of any
adopted overlay zone.

Finding: The proposed text amendments are consistent with the provisions of all applicable overlay
zoning districts that may impose additional standards.

. The adequacy of public facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, including but
not limited to roadways, parks and recreational facilities, police and fire protection, schools, storm
water drainage systems, water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection.

Analysis: The proposed map amendment does not relate to provisions governing public facilities and
services.

Finding: The proposed map amendment should not impact the adequacy of public facilities and/or
services.




Exhibit A
Proposed Map Amendment
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Close up view of a section of the South Temple district showing the addition of Haxton

Place Properties. The blue section reflects the current district boundary and the green shows
the lots or portions of lots that would be included within the existing district.
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Comments from Larry Hardman, Permits
January 5, 2009

This sounds like a great idea. After reviewing this proposal, our office has no comments.

Comments from Justin, Stoker, Public Utilities
January 8. 2009

The Department of Public Utilities has no comment regarding the adjustments proposed to the historical
district boundaries.
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Written Public Comments from Open House

A long overdue project. Also clarify these boundaries with Landmark Sites. Note these changes with county
recorder’s office. (Currently properties within districts have notice recorded on title—need to make sure this list
is accurate.) Also remove Newhouse Hotel site from Exchange Place. Building demolished subsequent to
demolition or add other properties on block.

Strong agreement. This is the method by which properties should be included in the districts in order to include
the entire historic district boundary.

Phone Comments from Haxton Place Property Owners

Since there were only four property owners whose whole properties would be included as a result of this map
amendment and none attended the open house, staff called each owner to explain the project and answer
questions.

Peter Goldman. 32 Haxton Place
Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several
years ago when the property was restored.

Eugenia Riet, 35 Haxton Place
Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several
years ago when the property was restored.

Jennifer Thorley, 31 Haxton Place
Supports the change.

Scott and Peggy Hansen, 34 Haxton Place
Supports the change. Thought it was already designated and followed the design guidelines several
years ago when the property was restored.




SALT LAKE CITY HISTORIC LANDMARK COMMISSION
MINUTES OF THE MEETING
Room 315, 451 South State Street
April 1, 2009, 5:45 p.m.

This document along with the digital recording constitute the official minutes of the Historic
Landmark Commission regular session meeting held on April 1, 20089.

If you are viewing a hard copy of the minutes and would like to wew:ﬂae attached materials
and listen to audio excerpts of the record, please go to: =

www.slcgov.com/boards/HLC/hic-agen.htm __-::%—

rom the record=you are already
viewing this document on the worldwide web, cliciéﬁere —

The regular meeting of the Historic Landmark Commlm waﬁ@ﬂ on April 1, 29‘59 at 5:46:53
PM in Room 315 of the City and County Building, locateda&a51 South State Street, Salt Lake
City, Utah, 84111. Commissioners presemt_for the meeting i_fﬁged: Warren Lloyd (Vice
Chairperson), Arla Funk, Sheleigh Harding=Ratly Hart, Anne Oi@nd Earle Bevins, Il

Planning staff present for the meeting were*:Erank (Fa@gjmunraf & Economic Development
Director; Wilford Sommerkarn, Planning DlreEt_orLﬁul Nl'e‘i"’_:,_Semor City Attorney; Joel
Paterson, Planning ManagerRakin Zeigler, Serigr Preservation Planner; Nick Norris, Senior
Planner; and Andrea EBttis, Actm@ustorlc Landrrrark Commission Secretary.

- E— — -~
S —
—_—

A field trip was held prior tathe tﬁ'éﬂ’ﬁng_at 4:00 pf):n The field trip was attended by Warren
Lloyd (Vice Chaiepegson), ArlaZEink, Polly-Hai=Anne Oliver, and Earle Bevins, IIl. Joel Paterson
and Nlckﬂnrrls am@{or thmnnmg Division.

FIELD TRIE4:00 p.m. (Lrstewtnthe "EI

mui"”
i

DINNER 5:00 p“n??“:&o:l 45 BW

Ms. Zeigler asked the=Eomissioners if any of them would like to attend a Utah Heritage
Foundation conferenc"é'_::i"yn_f\/lay. She explained there is a free opening event on Thursday
evening, April 30, 200‘§, followed by sessions on Friday, May 1, and a tour of the Yalecrest area
on Saturday, May 2. Commissioners Funk, Harding, and Hart indicated they would attend if
funds were available. Ms. Zeigler indicated that the buttons the Commissioners had received
were to invite them to attend the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions event in Grand
Rapids in 2010, although City funds are not available to fund their attendance. She explained
that this conference differs from the National Trust conference in that it focuses specifically on
preservation commissions. She noted that conference activities will include several different




Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission Meeting April 1, 2009

tours for families of participants, an effort designed to encourage more participation in the
event, and that participant sessions frequently include workshops rather than just lectures.

Ms. Zeigler referred to packet materials provided by Clarion regarding solar panels, noting that
most of the Commissioners had attended the recent meeting wherein a discussion of the topic
was planned but there had not been sufficient time for the Commissioners to participate. She
referred to the sheet entitled “Discussion Paper” and expressed the hope that the
Commissioners would share their thoughts during this time. Ms. Zeigler noted that the
recommended language is in italics on the back page of the materuals&e stated that solar
education would be provided during the dinner session of the Ma\eﬂ?'storlrLandmark
Commission meeting. Ms. Zeigler asked the Commissioners tom.e to Clarion additional
feedback at this time regarding their thoughts about the Ian@ge ﬁr_ldeas, concerns, etc.
Commissioner Lloyd asked if there had been any information Taming oGt the State level
regarding regulation; Ms. Zeigler stated nothing had bgen orthcommg Comamissioner Lloyd
queried if the summary page of the solar matersals_@presents Ms. Zeigler’s sGmary of the
meeting. Ms. Zeigler clarified that the summarywamovrdedhi Clarion, not hé=S#e noted
the consultant recommended a tiered approach that awgids defymg a request but assists in
identifying the best location. Commissioner Hart noted t @e inability to deny a request
concerns her, as it is feasible such a need-might arise. She afsgEnoted that in Footnote 3, which
refers to a fine of 52,000, she would be n’mmfortabie mtl‘i‘ﬁ&rcentage than a specific
number, as the number could easily becomg m She suggéﬁﬁ the fine represent a
percentage of cost or other non-specific amq;u 1T ———— =

—
—_— — =
—_—

Commissioner Lloyd mq_.mthe best me'fﬁ'od for staymg abreast of technological
changes in the solar ﬂsTﬂ Ms. Z@@er responded'ithat she felt the Clarion language, which
focuses on Iocatlon-raﬁ@_han type and style of calleetor, addresses this concern. Matt
Goebel, Clarion representative, notedsthat their sug“gested language does not define a ‘solar
system’ per sezith-intent thatthe tem_aﬁe on current technology. Commissioner Lloyd
noted thatthe sug@mdeﬁ@or location and placement might be used, but that the
Comrmssu)n might mak_'adltiona_lﬁmments specifically about color reflectivity, the specific
pane‘l type_ldentlfred in an agg_lscattorEEtc He acknowledged it would be difficult to create a
policy statement outlining thg_e typés of requirements due to changing technology. Ms.
Zeigler expre"@:her opmmfﬁ'hat such issues would become less significant with the passage
of time becauseﬁ'ﬁgtechnqlﬁgy continues to improve, becoming less intrusive. Commissioner
Warren agreed butnai_m_d;tﬁat panels will always have a color, reflectivity, and similar
characteristics that co@fd only be addressed after seeing the specific design identified in an
application. He notedthat the language proposed by Clarion would provide guidelines
regarding location, each product will have to be reviewed to evaluate its relationship to the
roof whereon it’s placed. Commissioner Oliver inquired whether Commissioner Lloyd was
requesting additional language to address this need or whether he felt the current suggestions
are sufficiently open ended. Commissioner Lloyd responded that he believes that each
application would require a review of current design guidelines for roofs and colors on roofs,
noting that if this language were further defined then it would assist with determinations
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regarding solar panels. He stated that guidelines in terms of placement would be most helpful
at this point.

Mr. Goebel observed that this type of placement standard could be extended to other types of
alternative energy structures, suggesting that a similar design review might be desirable for
wind turbines in residential neighborhoods which are becoming increasingly popular across the
nation as technology improvements make them smaller, quieter, and more affordable.

Ms. Zeigler asked the Commissioners to forward any additional thougﬁﬁ_to her, confirming she

would pass the notes on this evening’s discussion as well as any adfﬁfonaltomments received
to Mr. Goebel.

Ms. Zeigler announced that Jessica Norrie is no longer a mfm'EIer ofthe_‘%torlc Landmark
Commission because she recently moved outside ofthECTt?‘hmlts thus no—:l@ger qualifying for
membership. Ms. Zeigler stated that the Utah Hent&ge Foundation has been@d for another
recommendation to replace Ms. Norrie as their éptesentative@n the CommlssmﬁE
Commissioner Harding clarified that owning propeﬁyme c_l.g-ts-msuffluent to_quallfy for
membership, reaffirming that Commissioners must re5|d__§5f_he city. Ms, Zeigler concurred.
Commissioner Funk questioned whethetthe Alternate Commissioner might be a viable
replacement. Ms. Zeigler noted that he SﬁEriHs_half of the year-qm_of the country and thus was
not able to serve as a full time member. CBmmissiener Harding n’@that a new member had
recently been nominated to the Commissionz Ms. Zﬁg@:ﬁ:ﬂonﬁrméﬁ that but recognized the
position filled was an ‘at large’ position and not th&Utah Fetitage H_‘Ege Foundation representative.
Commissioner Lloyd askedifthegame had been:approved by the Mayor’s Office and was now
waiting for the City C__ﬂﬂcll 3 ap[:fm_}zal Mr. Patefson confirmed that paperwork had been

forwarded to the Cunelizwhich nBW has the oppStunity to confirm the proposed
appointment. —_ = 2

—

—

e discussion items were complete and the recording was

At this poifit, Ms. %te
turneci:‘@C =

APPROVAL OF THE'IVHNUJ'fS FROM MARCH 4, 2009 5:49:27 PM

Commissioner Funk made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Commissioner
Harding seconded thé motion. All voted “Aye”. The motion carried unanimously.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:49:48 PM
Vice Chairperson Lloyd noted that Chairperson Fitzsimmons is excused from the meeting.
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REPORT OF THE PLANNING DIRECTOR 5:50:17 PM
Mr. Gray and Mr. Sommerkorn indicated that they had nothing to report for the Planning
Division.

COMMENTS TO THE COMMISSION 5:50:35 PM
No comments were offered.

—_—
[e—

OTHER BUSINESS E—X

— r—

470-07-15 - Huntington Condominiums 5:50:56 PM = = —
A request by Huntington Condominiumes, representedherth‘-Rlchardson @n extension of

time for an approved new construction project Ioca@ at 540 East 500 South%g projectis a
residential condominium development that wasﬁﬁ@ty appr"c‘wed on May 7, Z@E'Due to
the current economic conditions, the applicants are ré'_ﬂstu_}g':fﬁ‘atthe approvaiﬁe granted an
24-month extension. The project is located in the Centre'rEgiE( Historic District in City Council
District 4, represented by Luke Garrott. @at‘f contact: NickTNazgis at 801-535-6173 or
nick.norris@slcgov.com) —

pesn—

Staff Presentation 5:51:10 PM =
Mr. Norris stated that the original request was:ag;_;roved Wommussnon on May 7, 2008.

He cited the current eca;ﬂm—ﬁ-m_;_atlon as the T& reason the apphcant is requesting an extension
of 24 months in ordg_r;ﬁsecure @ncing. Mr. N-%;__rris referred to the drawings of the elevations
included in the staﬁ@o refrié?h the Commis?‘l_gaers’ minds about the original proposal.
Questions fr_qmgr,hg;ggmm:s"i*nﬁ 51: STFPM“‘_

Commissigater Hart qlmﬁnoned T=the duration of a Historic Landmark Commission approval is
normalliitwo years. Mr=Baterson  Clarified that an approval is typically one year. Mr. Norris
noted thatprior to the Commission approving the proposed new construction project, the Land
Use Appeal&Beard determirigd that the existing building is a non-contributing structure. He
stated that whilgsthe demoliti®n process for non-contributing structures had been completed,
no permits have B&en issuedZprimarily because one of the conditions of approval of the original
petition is that the Buildingbe documented in a manner consistent with Historic Landmark
Commission policies and-submitted to the city prior to issuance of a demolition permit. Should
the Commission grant an extension of time, by default the requirement to submit that
documentation prior to obtaining a demolition permit is also extended.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd inquired about the current condition of the building and if it were
boarded. Mr. Norris responded that the building is not boarded but does not appear to be
occupied, noting that a “for sale’ sign is posted on the property. He referred the Commission to
the applicant for specific information about occupancy.
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Commissioner Hart asked if the structure in question is an old medical office; Mr. Norris
confirmed that it was originally constructed as a credit union but later used as offices by the
Utah Chapter of the American Medical Association.

Commissioner Hart queried whether the Commission has the authority to extend a decision for
an additional 24 months. Mr. Paterson confirmed that the Commission does have the authority
and has exercised it in the past.

Commissioner Oliver inquired whether there were a safeguard in pla@ ensure that, if the
Commission grants the request and the applicant documents the pepertyas required and
demolishes the structure but is unable to obtain funding for th_e__-_@t in the current
economy, the city will have something more than an empty lgE Mr3gzris explained that the
demolition ordinance requires either an approved reuse pi_n R landsc@_hond ora
declaration by the building official that the building is ufsate=the CommisSiaELs previous
approval constitutes an approved reuse plan. Com;mssmner Ohver conﬂrmeﬁﬂt there is no
assurance that the project will be completed andzt"ﬁ%ﬁhe Commjssmn has no m‘ﬁﬁof
ensuring it will. —_— == =

Vice Chairperson Lloyd inquired if the biildi
indicated that was correct.

giscurrently a be occupied; Mr. Norris

Applicant Presentation 5:55:26 PM :——:
Eric Richardson, managing member of Hunt Paik@ tntrﬁﬁ hlmself and expressed
appreciation to the Commissioazfor their consnaP_ratlon of the | requested extension. Mr.
Richardson explained£he reques@extensmn isaeeded due the change in economic
conditions since theﬁﬁm appro?ai was given Ia?_fzg,gEar He assured the Commission that they
[the petitioners] do not w‘ﬁﬁo Qﬁlﬂp_ﬁﬁl_he bund‘mg until they are prepared to move forward
with the new-eghstruction sothat, should#hga_yorse happen and the proposed project not
come to fi@tion withinthe nex@onths, the result would not be another vacant lot as has
occurreédwith other approved projeets:_He verified that the building, though currently vacant,
is hat?ﬁ“gj_’e:_and listed with_ﬁ:_ommeﬁ:_ﬁ brokerage firm with the intent that it be leased until
financingﬂn_-@ new projecﬁl secured.

Questions from
None

Public Hearing 5:56:43 PM
Vice Chairperson Lloyd opened the case to a public hearing. No comments were made.

Executive Session 5:56:57 PM

Commissioner Funk noted that the Economic Hardship Panel has been meeting and discussing
the option of requiring that future demolitions not be allowed until building permits are issued
for the reuse, in an attempt to prevent ‘vacant lot syndrome.’” She noted that the petitioner
wants to rent the building and asked Mr. Paterson if it would be possible to place a condition
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on the requested extension that would require building permits for the new project be issued
before demolition of the current structure be allowed. Mr. Paterson clarified that the subject
request only includes an extension of the original approval and deferred to Mr. Nielson
regarding the legalities of changing the original conditions of approval. Mr. Nielson
acknowledged he would need to consult the ordinance and requested a moment to do so.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd clarified that the intent is to have a viable use in a building, even though
long-term plans include demolition and redevelopment, and that Mr. Nielson would review the
ordinance to determine whether the Commission has authority to pragigle an incentive or
requirement for the developer to make good faith progress on leasifg the Space or providing
beneficial use. Commissioner Funk concurred that the applicantaggears desirous of
maintaining the current structure, which is to their advantage_fﬁut Equ_‘Tctioned whether the
Commission has authority to require that a demolition nchoccur until n@nstruc’tnon permits
are issued. = =

—_—

——
e ——
e frms——cly
S —
A— —

Vice Chairperson Lloyd inquired as to the status pﬁ;@_er propetties along the 50@1?\ block
and whether they are occupied or not. Mr. Norris stateg:that.&dental office to the west is
occupied, as are the residential structures and market ona&corner. He stated that east of the
subject building is the Triple A office, arrgd-another office buifdirig on the corner; the subject
building is the only unoccupied structure@rthat block face. —"'_-i—__ .

Commissioner Hart asked the age of the buuiﬁmg NlEN‘ﬁ:ﬂs stateﬂthat the building was 42
years old when it came befare the Commlssma.to:déterm_n'ﬁﬁstatus as a contributing or
noncontributing structurﬁ%ould make fi'r_e building aBout 44 years old now.

Mr. Nielson stated tﬁﬁf_&;prov:siﬁhs in the ordinance regarding extensions of time do not
include any language regarding conditions; the fagﬁhat such language is absence suggests that
it is not something=the ordinante.empowersthe-Commission to do. Vice Chairperson Lloyd
clarified thyat the Commmaission cGald=make a recommendation but not place conditions on the
approxﬁextensnon Commassmnemﬁrt noted that if the Commission wished to impose
condition&it would be necgszary to |éEthe current approval expire and require that the
applicant retien as a new regiest. Mr. Nielson agreed that the Commission has the authority
to reject the applicant’s requgst for an extension of the current approval. He noted that the
standard is for go@g:cause shHBwn.

Vice Chairperson Lloyﬁmmarized that the net effect of rejecting the subject petition would
be that the approval for the proposed project would lapse and the applicant would have to
reapply. Mr. Nielson concurred, noting that the applicant would have to go through the entire
approval process again. Commissioner Qliver inquired what expense would be involved in
reapplying. Mr. Norris stated that the petition fee is approximately $200, plus notification
costs; Mr. Paterson and Mr. Gray noted that there are also the costs of time to apply and go
through the approval process.
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Vice Chairperson Lloyd clarified that the condition of the demolition permit approval includes
the required documentation. Mr. Norris agreed, noting that the Historic Landmark Commission
must be satisfied that the documentation standards meet Commission policies before a
demolition permit will be issued. Commissioner Oliver asked about the three standards for a
demolition permit. Mr. Norris responded that the ordinance requires either landscape bond, a
determination the building is unsafe, or an approved reuse plan, which the previous
Commission approval satisfies.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd inquired whether it would serve the purposes.gfthe Commission to
require the applicant provide the documentation before the Commi&sion atts on the subject
request. Commissioner Bevins asked if Vice Chairperson Lioyd reféed to documentation of
the petitioner’s good faith orders to lease the existing bwldugg_- Vic ‘Eﬁmrperson Lloyd
explained that he felt the intent is to encourage the appilf:anﬁo provadﬁmntenm use that
offers activity in the building until the time that the pra‘pﬁs@d—prmect mov@_rward
Commissioner Oliver stated that her intent is to notfave the petitioner comﬁ@the _process,
demolition the existing structure, and then neve:—'é@ete theilanned reuse. @Worrls
asked Mr. Nielson to confirm that if the applicant agrﬁﬁﬂ the=condition that theexisting
building not be demolished until permits for the proposédproject are in place, it could be
included in the extension approval. Mrziielson acknowledgegzthat such an agreement might
be made with the applicant but re;terate%:the ordinance d@ot t speak to the ability of
the Commission to attach conditions of apB‘x?ﬁ‘“_EEa.request to euegnd an original approval.
Commissioner Oliver stated that she understeod MF’_.E_EH.“Eison to have previously said that the
Commission could not attach_conditions; Mr. Nielsén explamedthat he had stated the
ordinance does not speaktothakaption so he gould not advise adding a condition to the
requested extens:on_@_ﬁ_i_pprovar"ﬂe stated that, as he understands, the applicant is willing,
such would const:tﬂte?‘@greemem Vice Chalrpe::sgn Lloyd restated that it would require
voluntary agreement by thEapngEE&Commlssng{:er Funk requested that applicant be asked
to come forwarﬂ:‘fmddiscuss@an agreement.

Vice Charrperson Lloyd Tdentified thesneed for the Commission to be clear on what the
conditiorzof approval for an-extensmn_wouid be. Commissioner Hart stated that the condition
would be fhatthe applicant Would nét be granted a demolition permit until building permits for
the proposed'_fgﬁge are issued= Mr. Nielson clarified that the applicant would not receive a
Certificate of A@atenegfor the demolition; Commissioner Hart concurred.

Mr. Richardson declarj_ﬁ-hat the existing structure still has value and the petitioners are
carrying additional expenses right now in order to maintain the building so that it can be rented
and hopefully offset some of those costs. He noted that the building is listed with one of the
top commercial real estate agents in the area. Mr. Richardson stated that the petitioners are
requesting an extension with the intention of returning to the Commission with revisions of the
original project that they believe are more characteristic of the neighborhood and that address
some of the concerns identified in the initial puhlic meetings on the subject project.
Acknowledging that they are not yet prepared to make public their additional plans, he
reiterated that the extension is needed in order to make the intended changes. He
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reemphasized their commitment to the community and their desire to bring additional vibrancy
to the neighborhood, adding to its overall character. Mr. Richardson explained that having the
extension of the original approval allows the petitioners time to avoid rushing to demolish the
building while they still have approval and then not be able to move forward with the new
project. He declared that agreeing to the stipulation proposed is easy because it is also in the
best interest of the applicants to lease out the existing building and not demolish it, as long as
they receive the requested extension.

Vice Chairperson Lioyd inquired if the likely terms of a lease would bmnth -to-month or long
term. Mr. Richardson responded that lacking a crystal ball to pred_isrthe economic cycle, the
preference is a more flexible term with a tenant who does not cesEize a long term commitment
in order to revitalize the parcel and move forward with the new profegk_ He stated that in
reality economic terms will dictate which tenant will allowstheflexibilitF®eded to proceed
while still offsetting some of the expenses of maintainigg the=existing struGtEEe. Mr. Richardson
noted that those expenses are nearly $10,000 per mp_%th; more than 5100,0@5 been spent
already on architectural fees for the proposed profegkand shotid the requested-&@&nsion be
denied the petitioners would incur significant expen@cﬁm\e the proposéd project and
reapply to the Commission for approval. He acknowled@at if the extension is not granted
it would be more cost effective to dematish the existing strigggEe while the option is available
and then leave a vacant lot should fmanc@g_proposed projéeEnot be secured. He
emphasized that they prefer to maintain tﬁ_e_ exisEmEg-building in gaag condition. Mr.

Richardson reiterated that if the Commlssmn‘:would__@age comfortable with an agreement
not to demolish the existing building until bU|1ﬁ1r1_gaJermitS’=aEB'pproved for the new project, he
would be happy to stlpulam asitis alsoan their ecomomic best interest.

Commissioner Ohver a?@-_what d}g@fers between Iettmg the current Certificate of
Appropriateness lapse ana_@gyrﬂiggm&h_mmor rgir‘smns to the same project versus returning
with minor reviSigns-to the apgeaved pro;yec-jalﬁder an extension. Mr. Richardson explained
thatit's a..dtfferenceTaE‘ntltlemEBﬁand that there is no guarantee this Commission will
reapp:oue the project. Fesstated fﬁ&“me sprocess had taken a good deal of time and, while
ackrrow!é:a_g_ng apprecratucn:ibr the CB]’HmISSan s efforts in working through required
numerous Feusions during tﬁﬁr‘:prevmus process, recognized that time value is very expensive.
He allowed tf"heagnd result lsghe same approval, it would be more economical, palatable, and
a better mvestmeaj;_tp devoigthat time and energy toward moving forward on the approved
project rather than f?a_'%eh‘e uncertainty of potentially not receiving approval from a
Commission that has rt_g‘w members and may not vote the same.

Mr. Nielson reminded the Commission that the extension provision allows the Commission to
extend an approval up to twice the period of time of the original approval, emphasizing that the
“up to” phrasing means the Commission has the prerogative to determine any amount of time
up to 24 months but does not have to extend approval for the full period. Vice Chairperson
Lloyd confirmed that although 24 months was the request, per ordinance the Commission does
not have to be the full time. Mr. Nielson concurred.
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MOTION 6:13:08 PM

Commissioner Funk moved that in the case of Petition 470-07-15 the Commission grant an
extension of 24 months of the approval that is set to expire on May 7, 2008, for the
condominium building located at 540 East 500 South with the condition, as agreed upon by
the applicant, that the building will not be demolished until permits are issued for
construction of a new building.

Commissioner Bevins seconded the motion.
Commissioner Hart asked for clarification from Mr. Nielson that w#en thé ordinance states
the extension can twice as long, it does not mean one year pluseRe.year equals two years
(twice as long) but rather that it means twice as long as the_tngma“iTLez_od Mr. Nielson read
the ordinance, “The total period of time granted by such:extensmn orextensions shall not
exceed twice the length of the original period.” Comm’ﬁ'—'ﬁher Hart thar‘ﬂcTa&-hlm for
eliminating any potential ambiguity.

All voted in favor; the motion carried unanlmousl

NEW BUSINESS 6:15:06 PM =

PLNHLC2008-00674 - Peery Hotel Minor Altez‘attonm PM =
A request by Peery Hotel LP, represented by AKS_m“fh Arc“ﬁi@f‘s‘, for a minor alterations to the
Peery Hotel at 110 West-360-5amth. The Peery Hotel is a Landmark Site on the City's Register of
Cultural Resources. ThHErequestTaeludes addingzn entry canopy on the south fagade of the
building. The awnifig watild exter@Eover the sidewalk=across public property and is based off of
historic photographs. Thé&peeperigEistocated in Cify Council District 4, represented by Luke
Garrott. (Staﬁsﬂtek:m_orris, 53556173; nickcherns@slcgov.com)

Staff Ezesentatlon 6: 1533‘5&1\/1
Mr. Norr&stated that the Pre ﬁf_ﬁposal isfor a landmark site, the Peery Hotel, and involves
extending tl:m:_entrance canopy. over the front door entrance. He noted it is in the D-1 zone and
referred to theshistoric photdgraph in staff report, acknowledging the poor quality of the photo.
He indicated thatetarrently affabric awning extends to within a couple of feet of the curb. The
proposal is to removezthat@nd rebuild a similar structure similar to that in the photo. He
referred the CommissT"c‘_J—Tﬁo the site plan in the staff report, noting the placement of the
canopy. Mr. Norris stated that the proposal has been reviewed by city divisions with authority
over the public way and has been approved the proposal, with some conditions, the most
notable of which are relocation of a couple of parking meters and a tree. He assured the
Commission that the city’s urban forester has submitted comments on guidelines for relocating
the tree and that Transportation and Engineering have submitted comments on the other
proposed changes.
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Mr. Norris referred the Commission to the elevation drawings in the staff report. He noted that
replacement of other fabric awnings on other portions of the building, which was approved
administratively, is underway, as is restoration of the historic Peery Hotel roof sign which was
also approved administratively because it meets zoning requirements in the D-1 for rooftop
signs and is based on historic documentation.

Mr. Norris explained the drawing of a profile section of the canopy made of wood material with
arailing on top. He acknowledged he was unaware if the applicant plans to use the top of the
canopy for public seating as indicated in historic documents. He refe;né‘i;the Commissioners to
a 3-dimensional rendering included in the staff report of what the e&fopy will look like when
finished. He stated that staff recommends approval of the petlmth the conditions as
indicated in the staff report.

rf,.nlh,

Questions by the Commission 6:18:15 PM
None

—_—
—_—
—_—
—_—
—_—
e
e
[——
—_—
—_—

——

Applicant Presentation 6:18:25 PM =
None. Mr. Norris noted for the record that the appllcanr'-ﬁi been notified of the hearing but
had not been in contact with him since thiprewous week, 5653 was unaware of the reason

they were not in attendance. =

““1,1.

-

|||I

———

— —_—

Public Comments 6:18:49 PM = = =
Vice Chairperson Lloyd invited Cmdy Cromer f&. address tfmmlssmn

Ms. Cromer identified thxras—an:example of a buﬂdmg that was mothballed for decades. She
stated that before theri’:*eery HoteEwas its curren‘ﬁ.coiors it was green, and before that pink.
Known as the Mlies'}ﬁ'f@ sat th_a_re doing nothmg-_{or decades. She noted the importance of

remembering this when csmdeuﬂmh_au vital p_{ate it is now,

Vice Cha_:;person LI“o‘VB:asked if a@yane else from the public wished to comment.
PrestogsSmith introducédshimself a=an.employee of the architectural firm that produced the
drawmgs:of the building. Hﬁlanﬂedﬁt the intent is to use the canopy as a rooftop deck,
referring tﬁEr_I_ommmsmn toxhe doof shown on the photo.

T

Vice Chalrperson_-ﬁg_yd humgp;cusly recognized that in the absence of the applicant, Mr. Smith
has become the deﬁiﬁi.sgec;ahst He inquired of Mr. Smith if he could confirm original access
from the building to tﬁ_:é?oof deck. Mr. Smith confirmed that on the single historic photograph
they have, which is uriclear, appears to show a door. Vice Chairperson Lloyd confirmed that the
center opening ostensibly was a door and would be recreated as a door. Mr. Smith agreed.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd solicited additional public comments. None were forthcoming.

Executive Session 6:21:10 PM
No questions or comments were given,

10
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MOTION 6:21:25 PM
Commissioner Funk moved that in the case of PLNHLC2008-00674 the Commission approve
the proposed alterations to the Peery Hotel by adopting the staff's findings and
recommendations as listed in the staff report, which include the following conditions:
1. That all required paperwork is submitted to, and a revocable permit for the entry
canopy is approved by the Property Management Division; and
2. That all requirements of applicable Departments and Divisions are complied with.

Commissioner Hart seconded the motion. _——:'—__

— ——

Commissioner Oliver clarified that the Commission is not app_l;gy_@he drawings as shown
but only the canopy. She noted that the drawings show diff&rent [fafgls and different
architectural details, including the door. She stated she woufd be uncamifortable replacing
the existing window with the door as shown on the dmﬁ"gs and emphasizad that the
approval is only for the canopy and nothing else. yf_;ce Chairperson Lloyd reStated that the
approval is limited to the projections of the awpmmd strucfyre Commlssmﬁéﬂalwer
concurred, reiterating that no changes to windows o@rs__are‘mcluded =

Commissioners Funk and Hart accepted:the comment.

qlﬂ

PLNHLC2008-00738 Carumﬁ‘hnor Alteratior6:23:17 PM
A request by Carl Jon”___nproperty:e_ivner, for a mior alteration located at 104 North F Street in
the Avenues Historic Distaict. Theroposed projedtinvolves replacement windows that differ
from the original windowﬁg&rm Comnu‘?sion in June 2008. The property is zoned
SR-1A, SpeciakB&velopment Rattern Resrdeajaai—Dlstnct in the Avenues Historic District. The
propertyJﬁocated‘@ioun—'@wtnct 3, represented by Council Member Eric Jergensen.
(Staff cont contact: Robin Ze"'ier— 535- 7758,—_robm zeigler@slcgov.com.)

Staff Prese_tﬁa_t_on 6:27:36 PNVE -

Ms. Zeigler nc'ifEé;that the peﬁ‘mn involves a case some of the Commissioners may recall from
2008 when a contragtor whg_neglected to obtain a building permit and Certificate of
Appropriateness repfaced-windows at the residence at 104 ‘F’ Street. The replacement
windows did not meet@esign guidelines because they had a snap in grid, a flat grid, as opposed
to a simulated divided light. In June 2008, the applicant requested legalization of that change;
however, the Commission determined that all of the new windows should be replaced with
appropriate windows which match the design of the original.

Ms. Zeigler explained that the applicant now requests the Commission consider alternative
scenario to replace a few of the windows with a simple one-over-one, without any divisions at
all. She referred the Commission to the information on page three of the staff report,
indicating that all of the front windows would be replaced as originally requested; a tall narrow

11
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window on both sides of the building would be replaced as originally requested; and the
windows in the rear of both sides of the building as well as those in the back with a simple one-
over-one, citing the expense of the replacement as basis for the request. Ms. Zeigler confirmed
that the design guidelines allow for greater flexibility in the treatment or replacement of
secondary windows, Staff concludes the proposal meets all pertinent guidelines and
requirements and therefore recommends approval.

Questions by the Commission 6:25:27 PM

Vice Chairperson Lloyd queried if the proposed replacement in the fraf=windows is a one-over-
one with a simulated divided light pattern. Ms. Zeigler responded.tiat the applicant proposes
the replacement of the front windows and front side windows _\go_'@_:fl-._be as originally requested
by the Commission in June 2008; the grids, which are all a litti&bit ditferent, simulated divided
light would match the original. However, those on the r@sfﬂ"gs and ifrthe.rear would be one-
over-one and not have the grids the original windowsmce_'(:hairperg@@:m:_l;_ioyd inquired if
the original grid pattern were known. Ms. Zeigler stated it could be seen in ;T@-_oldgr
photographs, referring the Commission to thosepFastled in thestaff report. Vﬁ@ﬁirperson
Lloyd confirmed the photos provide the guidance for Wkat theZFid-pattern was; Ms. Zeigler
concurred. —

[E—
—_—
——
—_—
—_—
E—

Applicant Presentation 6:26:50 PM = = =
Carl Jones introduced himself as the applicant; Stating he had nothiggto add but would address
any questions by the Commission. =

—

Commissioner Funk notedtfra€the windows appear to be different than the text description,
which indicates that f&&m the soGEEside there are.only three windows; when looking at the
pictures there are fourwdidows, t#o on either side=ofthe fireplace and two double-hung
beyond that. Mr. Jones coBglrred=EammissionerFunk verified that Mr. Jones is proposing
one-over-ong-gp=those instead=ef divisions-enzthe upper half. Mr. Jones clarified that his
request fgFone-over-aae-only applies to the rear side windows, not all four.

Commissigher Bevins askeddEthe otherwindows would be four-over-one. Mr. Jones stated
that was thesariginal proposakbut that the subject amended proposal is different. Ms. Zeigler
clarified that th&ear side ang=back windows would be one opening on the top and one on the

bottom and not Wave.the grids the original had.

Commissioner Funk ingaired if the reason for the proposed change is the expense of the grids.
Mr. Jones confirmed that is the rationale, as the cost is more than $200 per opening. Vice
Chairperson Lloyd asked if all of the windows are the Jeld-Wen window referred to in the staff
report (see page 3). Mr. Jones concurred, stating that some would have grids and others not.
Vice Chairperson Lloyd clarified that this is an aluminum-clad wood window. Mr. Jones stated
thatitis a painted wood window.

Public Comments 6:29:37 PM
None
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Executive Session 6:29:48 PM
Commissioner Hart stated that, because the south facade is on a corner, it is as much a front as
the west fagade. She commented that would prefer that the openings on these two fagades be
restored to their original appearance and that greater leniency be given to the east and north
fagades which are barely visible from the street. Commissioner Funk confirmed that the intent
is for grids on the upper half of the window. Commissioner Hart concurred and further clarified
that greater leniency could be given all of the east and north windows but that the two double-
hung windows on the south fagade should be four-over-one rather thafone-over-one. She
noted that the south side, while not technically the front fagade, |s:§1'so a principal facade.
Commissioners Oliver and Harding agreed.

MOTION 6:31:49 PM
Commissioner Hart moved that in the case of PLNHL_(‘.ZGOS“ 738 the Commmission approve
the petition as follows: = =
a. The front six windows as proposed and previously app‘boved —
b. The north and east facades have one-over- on_thlnEFn_dad double- hung windows;
c. The west and south facade openings mimic the original design with the double-hung

windows on these fagades as four-over-one; and —
d. The casement windows as proposgd— _ =

—

—_—
—_—
—

Commissioner Funk requested that the moﬁpn be amended to remove ‘aluminum coated

wood’ as the applicant indicated they are stl:ﬁitlyﬂtood Wlssaoner Hart accepted the
amendment.

||
l
‘”H”l

Commissioner Hardmg-uuested'_ddltlonal clantﬂ.egardmg the multi-paned casement
windows on the north elevajlgnaj[e_gﬂga‘ly |fthe:‘apphcant can leave those with the snap-in
muntins. She-requiested thatthe ! motlcn'-be:amended to stated that two multi-paned
casement-windows onzthe norfFE"Elevatlon be replaced as proposed in the staff report.
Comrmss:oner Hart accepted the amandment

AMENDED-MBTION: =
Commlssuoné"?“ﬂ_[t moved
the petition as f_iEst
a. The front sixwindows as proposed and previously approved,;
b. The north and gast facades be replaced with one-over-one double-hung windows;
c. The west and south facade openings mimic the original design with the double-hung
windows on these fagades as four-over-one; and
d. The two multi-paned casement windows on the north facade be replaced as proposed
in the staff report.

in the case of PLNHLC2008-00738 the Commission approve

‘Hm@lllllll

Commissioner Funk seconded the motion.

All voted in favor; the motion carried unanimously.
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PLNPCM2008-00938 Landscape Ordinance Text Change 6:35:18 PM

A request by the Planning Commission to consider an amendment to section 21A.34.020 of the
zoning ordinance. The amendment would include a definition of historic landscapes (not yards
of historic buildings), clarification that existing standards may be applied to landscapes as well
as buildings, and two additional standards for historic landscapes. This is a city-wide project.
(Staff contact: Robin Zeigler, 535-7758, robin.zeigler@slcgov.com.)

Staff Presentation 6:35:31 PM
Ms. Zeigler reviewed that the ordinance text change proposal resultedsfrom the Commission’s
long-time struggle to apply landscape standards for buildings and ,rgsldential districts to historic
landscapes. She stated there is a two-part process involved, anﬁ@subject request is that the
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Planﬁg Corrmaission and City Council
the language. = = —

— y—

Ms. Zeigler stated the first proposed change is a dejjmtmn ofa historic Iandsc& i
A cultural landscape associated with evegtsyggesons, a‘eagn styles, or wd@}" life that
are significant in national ar local history, landﬁiﬁe aﬁﬁ{ture archaealogy,
engineering and culture. —
She noted that the definition comes from-a publication of tfi&itational Parks Service titled “A
Guide to Cultural Landscape Reports: Corm_rocess and Tef@ues and is a nationally
accepted definition. Ms. Zeigler expialneﬁb_@mber of the ﬁﬁﬂi‘c recommended that a
definition of cultural landscape also be mclu’ﬁg Eﬁ&f@re tha”t definition is also being
provided from the same source: = = —
A geographic area?r’fi"hzdi__r_rg_ both culturaEand naturafresources and the wildlife or
domestic ammofi thereimassociated wit ?gh istoric event, activity, or person or
exhibiting oﬂwerqg_ﬁra! orgesrhet:c value

lhll

||||l '

In addition to-definitions, Ms=Zgigler mdditional standards are recommended. She
recognizeﬂhat Subseetions G aﬁ&are the standards used by the Commission to approve
chang_n the historic sitessand ta_aﬁnads—smes As Subsection G could be applied to both
Iandscapes-and buildings, no:changes}ﬂ‘e recommended. For example, standard 1is that a
property shg__d be used for#s:historic purpose; standard 2 is that the historic character of a
property shaff’b_er_etamed an@reserved
Ms. Zeigler |denttf|ed§ha1:5tandards for Subsection H, however, deal mainly with residential
buildings, citing text r@:r'rmg to rooflines, rhythm of solids to voids, porches, etc., which rarely
apply to historic landscapes. Therefore, a new standard 5 for Section 21A.34.020 (H) is
recommended, as follows:
5. Historic Landscapes
a. New construction shall not significantly alter defining natural or man-made
features or pose a hazard to the health or historic integrity of the surrounding
features.
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b. A landscape shall be used for its historic purpose or be used for a purpose that
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the site and
environment.

Ms. Zeigler explained that as landscapes are made up of living parts, including plants and
sometimes animals, Staff felt it important to include “health” as well as historic integrity in
standard 5a. She noted that standard 5b allows for a landscape to change purpose much like a
building is allowed to change purpose, citing Gilgal Gardens as an example. Though not a
landmark site, it is a historic landscape that started as the rear yard og%m_rivate building and is
now a public tourist site that, although it has changed use still maiagins it¥ historic integrity.

Ms. Zeigler addressed public comments included in the staff.:éﬁort%e comment states that
the proposed language will allow the Commission to conl@_re-a bwldmﬁ:the entire site
rather than just to the street and was disallowed by Judge BE Fehs when he Tesiewed the appeal
of the tennis bubble. She clarified that the Court saﬁﬁhe size of the tennis bobble compared to
Liberty Park as a whole was not appropriate in exfmﬂng whether or not the te@ubbie
should be considered a minor alteration. The Court didEaot sta¥€ that the size of £he tennis
bubble was inappropriate or apply the standards in any m‘r_aEMs Zeigler read the Court record
for the Commission: =
The court determines that the Boﬁédjustments cr'@afor determining what
constitutes a minor alteration demﬁnstﬁiﬁ&&s mlsmterpfﬁon of this term. For
example the Board of Adjustment’s fécus o thesize of thertenms bubble compared to
Liberty Park as a whale was improper.Sinst&ad, lookmgto the totality of the relevant
ordinances, the suggesteEg=analysis would be to consider the size and impact of the
proposed strughiire in and=akitself and in:-'r'eiation to its environment. As the City's
counse| correctlﬁﬁhserveﬁurmg oral argumgnt having made the threshold
determination tha’t%ﬂi‘ﬁdeéiﬁfua:determlmng the tennis bubble cannot be
administeatively reacigdzthe CourEmasFremand the matter back to the Historic
Lﬁarkmlon without reaching the issue of whether the standards of
;'Sﬂbsection H arevmast. _— -

Ms. Zelg e_-i-aufled that thlS‘iEmguage in no way identifies the size or type of building would be
appropriate 1n—a_-_h_1stor1c lands€ape. She noted that historic landscapes vary drastically, whereas
residential districtsshave simifar elements, e.g., roofs, porches, windows, doors, etc., while such
similarities do not afways.6ecur in historic landscapes. She explained this makes it impossible to
provide the guidelines@eeded by the Commission to make decisions within the ordinance that
apply to all the differént historic landscapes. Therefore, Ms. Zeigler stated that in addition to
the subject language, the City is also proposing that all historic landscapes have a master
planning process in which appropriateness is defined. She deferred to Community & Economic
Development Director Frank Gray for additional comment.

Mr. Gray concurred with Ms, Zeigler that parks vary drastically from structures and stated that

what is needed is a series of master plans for each of our parks. The City is considering
requiring that a master plan be prepared and then adopted by the City Council for all parks,
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historic or not larger in size than, for example, ten acres. These plans would be similar to the
small area plans common in the planning field. He noted that a number of plans have been
developed for the City’s parks but as they have not been adopted the Planning Commission and
Historic Landmark Commission do not have adequate guidance regarding policies for that
particular piece of land. Once the City Council adopts these proposed plans, the Commissions
would have guidelines to administer in their distinct roles.

Mr. Gray recognized that plans have been nearly completed for many of the parks, such as
Pioneer Park, Memory Grove area, Liberty Park, Sugar House Park, Ro;?m_p_ont Park, and others,
so the process is not starting from scratch. He noted that the ParksBivisioh has internal master
plans but they are not able to be used as an adopted City policy=R&tecognized that as each
park has a different character and nature, part of the adoptedplan Wwatid include design
guidelines specific to that park so that its specific history _aatGte, and éTT'g_@_ion would be
reflected. General design guidelines that apply to all W’F"‘cﬂd likely be_'-'?_:@.l_;ded but specific
guidelines for each space would also be developed,._:ﬂr Gray noted that this mld enable the
Commissions and City Council to review proposa}s-nmaround’}he parks to ens@ey are
consistent with the adopted designed principles. — == =

Mr. Gray indicated the City is seeking toz=move quickly on t@cess, citing the goal of having a
plan developed for Liberty Park by the emg He recognf#&@:.that budget constraints may
not allow this to occur, as he anticipates Iomﬁ@g_artment stafi=Fle reiterated that the goal
to move forward as quickly as possible, notifg that@a_commonly known as Reservoir Park
is the second high priority area. He recogmze‘ﬂ_that‘althcﬁ'g@tr_e area has been used as a park
for numerous years, Publﬁ&‘ﬁliﬁés actually owns the land afd is anxious to move forward with
a master plan in ordes¥s addressXhe public safet needs caused by the crumbling tennis
courts. Mr. Gray confﬁgi_that P@hc Utilities ha&eemmitted to work with the Parks Division
to develop that nezghborhggg_paé@gnjﬂ_th|s h:s_teric area. Once these two plans are
developed, ;_medc_he proggss t to createta]msadopt plans for the remaining parks would
move forward

—'—-,....--_.

Commissioner Funk asked Wh why Reser\?ﬁir Park is not considered a historic park. Mr. Gray stated
that Pubhc"@ﬁ_ﬂes owns the@gtlre area, not just the actual reservoir. He acknowledge the
area has beenamj_contmues@ be used as a park, and is considered that way by Public Utilities,
but it techmcaliy“lzagt a par,]gr Commissioner Funk probed whether ownership of the land
needs to be change@s in a historic district. Mr. Gray assured the Commission that all City
departments are in agEEEment that the area should be a park, but since the land was acquired
for utility purposes there are legal constraints. He reiterated that Public Utilities is committed
to developing a park use plan for the area.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd asked if the proposed park plan process would be a mechanism for
designating parks as historic landscapes or if the designations have already occurred. Mr. Gray
concurred that adoption of the plan would include appropriate designations with referral
processes; historic parks would be referred to the Historic Landmark Commission.
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Ms. Zeigler pointed out that the Commissioners received comments on this petition just prior
to the meeting and that she had received an additional comment just after the meeting began
that she would like to read for the Commission as they had not had the opportunity to review
it:

Historic Landmarks Commission:

| urge you to vote yes on Petition PLNPCM2008-00938 [this petition] and Petition
PLNPCM2009-00171 [the Preservation Plan petition]. 1 am an historic landscape
architect who served on the City/ County Building Conservanqmd Use Committee, and
helped craft policies and procedures for the use of the Clty_gﬁunty'Buﬂdmg and
Washington Square to preserve the historic character ofﬁitreasures

From that experience, | know it will save citizens, ele@ oﬁ'@_and city staff a great
deal of time and effort to have language in the C:Ly;co'&'b that réeagaizes historic
landscapes citywide, rather than having to stru_gg'f'"""th definitionsamgd pollc1es ona
case-by-case basis as issues arise.

| am involved with historic preservatlon on a naﬂﬁﬂallgv_ef-and | am not aware of
another city in the U.S. that is taking such a Iead@role in landscape preservation as
Salt Lake City. The comprehensive approach being usEgkby the City and its residents will
not only preserve the historic fabm communltymlll be a model for others to
follow throughout the country. Pleag. —‘I@}Q_Ls mportan@cess moving forward by
supporting these petitions. =

Susan Crook, ASLA.—-——
UASLA TrusteeZHALS Liaison

5

|||l

Vice Chairperson Lloyd reFef"’EEe_d @m&ntatloﬁshde defining cultural landscapes and
stated he did-netSee.that as azighlighted=change in the proposed ordinance. Ms. Zeigler
respondedthat thisd&finition wasnot part of the staff report as it originated from comments
that weFe submitted |atethat StafEfalt the Commission may wish to include should they
decnde“’t"“gprove fomardmg@ positiZe recommendation to the Planning Commission and City
Council. Vlc&ha]rperson LF'—d verified that the definition is recommended by staff but not
included in th@eaft ordman&e; Ms. Zeigler concurred, reiterating that the definitions
presented comef@m the Naﬂonai Parks Service.

Commissioner Oliver cﬁrved that the proposed language does not clearly state that historic
landscapes are a subset of historic sites and inquired if this could be included. Ms. Zeigler
replied that a historic landscape may not be a subsection of historic sites, as it may be its own
site. Commissioner Oliver asserted that under the National Registrar criteria it would be
considered a historic site. She stated that if historic landscapes are not considered as historic
sites they are never referred to in the ordinance language, which references sites but not
landscapes. Commissioner Oliver declared this ambiguity needs further discussion.
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Commissioner Harding remarked that she had a observation as well, specifically with 5b. She
noted it discusses historic landscapes first and above, a particular type of historic landscapes is
defined but that in 5b it says “a [emphasized] landscape shall be used for its historic purpose”
which is a great deal more broad. She suggested this be amended to read “a historic
[emphasized] landscape shall be used for its original purpose” in order to limit the application
and not have it apply to every landscape that exists.

Mr. Nielson requested permission to ask questions of staff, which was granted by Vice
Chairperson Lloyd. Mr. Nielson recalled seeing a documentary that chnicled historic places in
Salt Lake City which identified Liberty Park as having a movie theateéFand shack bar in the mid
1900s. He asked if, with respect to Commissioner Harding’s cons@@at and the proposed
language, that kind of feature would be allowed because it hd':'r_'ars tTTe":‘m:iginaI purposes and
features of the park. Mr. Nielson acknowledged that as caunEﬂ to the Gammission he should
not pose such a question when he himself was unsure.ﬂﬁlﬁ'—ﬁnswer Ms@er responded
that the proposed language neither allows nor disaliws such features, statmﬁt those
guidelines would be established in the park mastéFpians, whickwill consider wﬁ

appropriate for that particular park, its use, its hlstory'ﬁﬁr.renhnventory, etc. =

Mr. Nielson followed up by inquiring if Washington Square“@aistorical park. Ms. Zeigler
confirmed that it is. Mr. Nielson observe%maps from the'f@lBOQs and early 1900s show
a baseball diamond in the northeast comeEo'@umorousiymnarkmg he would
appreciate being able to go out and play balFif this feataFe-could be resurrected. Ms. Zeigler
reiterated that the intent of the proposal is tospresérve wiaEearrently exists rather than
reconstruct what has bee Me acknowiedg'ed that in some instances that might be
appropriate, statmg thm the par@aster plans wg_uld address that.

Mr. Gray commented that‘ﬁiﬁnuﬁEﬁ‘Eﬁeaﬂ with cgre He noted that it is referring to use
[emphasized]-by=stating “a |andScape shali-besgsed for its historic purpose” which is an
importangdifference=Helarifiedthat the language does not indicate reconstruction, citing
PioneegPark as an exanpiezof a histegic landscape that would require extensive alterations in
ordef toeeonstruct it in itEatiginal stte but which maintains its historic use as a community
square and=gathering place. e averfed that the language indicates that the landscape would
be required t-cﬁﬁﬂow that saﬁ’.:ﬁ type of use; an apartment building would not be allowed.

Ms. Zeigler recognizedethatas the date is April 1, Mr. Nielson may be using this opportunity to
tease her, which h heeplshI\,r acknowledged

Commissioner Oliver referred back to the earlier discussion regarding definitions of historic
sites and historic landscapes. She queried whether, if they are being treated as separate,
historic landscapes should have its own definition, numbered 5. Ms. Zeigler agreed that it
would. Commissioner Oliver then referred to H and queried if this would also require added
language for historic landscapes. Ms. Zeigler concurred and clarified that adding this standard
does not mean that the Commission would not always apply all the applicable standards; if the
subject is a landscape site the Commission would, as always, apply all of the standards which

18



Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission Meeting April 1, 2009

are applicable and not just standard 5. Commissioner Oliver concluded that the proposed
criteria are special considerations rather than exclusive criteria.

Public Comment 6:57:49 PM

Vice Chairperson Lloyd invited Esther Hunter to address the Commission.

Ms. Hunter commended staff and the Commission for addressing important policy areas,
stating that such actions are often rushed out of a desire to fill holes in guidelines for applying
standards. She expressed optimism about moving forward but cautioned against moving too
quickly on the actual definition. Ms. Hunter explained that her evaluatien of a proposed
policy’s success is determined by whether or not it being in place w_-ﬁ—id have protected what
has been lost. She referred to her tree earrings as reminders omm-.frlends lost to a concrete
pathway in Pioneer Park created for a business use during a e wﬁeTﬁ-he plant material was
not considered a historic element of the park. She added.thaﬂn 1992@andards that form
the current guidelines for the Commission were rewsedﬁﬁ'm:ome the Naﬁ&al Registrar of
Histaric Places in order to include some of the othe_EEfements She stated thmed to address
landscapes beyond those in parks and referenceﬁmmﬂer guudg_wh;ch on page‘@peaks to
historic district features such as streetscape and iandsea}:[e elgaq’ents such as alleys, pavings,
walkways, parks, gardens, and trees within a historic dqsfﬂtfﬁhat help define the historic
character and should be part of the plan=She stated that re‘garfﬂess of who owns a property,
changes to a landscape should go throug%a_me process. ﬁeonciuded that because the
Commission are the experts until the propagze'ciﬁgmaster plans€an be adopted, the
proposed language should be reviewed to efsure tﬁfn@aﬂts tt_we‘Commxsston the right and
ability to preserve those thiﬂg_s__that need to b'_e,saaz%'a unfﬂ%ll plans are in place.

Ms. Hunter stated thaﬁfhe cultu_aE!andscape de—ﬂmtzon mcludes four general types, defining
historic sites, historic aaﬂgned lan'd%capes, histori&uernacular landscapes, and ethnographic
landscapes, as well as dtscuﬁgg_gggslbﬁ_eﬂandard.ﬂ,‘and applications of those standards at
different point&ifztime. Shemestnone?‘agaj}mﬁ‘adoptmg the proposed language gives the
Commissief enoug _@_gy to presmve what needs to be preserved until the full plans are
adopte‘o’: e _ =

Vice Chairp“i?son Lloyd rnvmtéa:MelissEs Barbanell to address the Commission.

Ms. Barbanelf‘"sf_étgd she hasx:gncerns about the ordinance and apologized for any redundancy
of submissions rﬁﬁe«,‘co the ,@'mmlssron She admitted confusion because the discussion has
indicated the ordlnar_tﬁe_ls:ﬁbout buildings and the intent of the language is to protect
landscapes, but the se&Hon being amended is the subsection which focuses on new
construction of principle structures. In her opinion, saying that the standards for buildings
shouldn’t apply or that structures should not be compared to surrounding streetscapes and
structures doesn’t make sense. She applauded the City for attempting to clarify this issue and
acknowledged the Commission’s efforts to interpret the ordinance when it applies to a building
in a park. She stated that by making these changes prior to adopting the anticipated park plans
allows opportunities for confusion. Ms. Barbanell noted that historic site is not defined in the
proposed ordinance language, stating that the language as proposed will potentially allow
buildings of any size to be built as long as they are small in comparison to the whole park, which
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is not the intent. She referred to 21A.50.050, which addresses the analysis necessary to
determine if an ordinance should be amended and acknowledged intent of the proposed
language is to advance the goals of the adopted neighborhood plans with regards to
preservation. Ms. Barbanell declared that the language could be interpreted to allow
something that could be contrary to those goals because it would allow a one-acre building to
be constructed in a large park. She observed that staff’s statements that the ordinance is not
specific to any one site are correct but that the application of the ordinance will be specific and
may allow for inappropriate construction.

Ms. Barbanell opined that the most important portion is subsectioED, which requires
evaluation of proposed amendments under any applicable ove@rict standards. She
referenced the portion of the ordinance which defines the puEpose oEhistoric overlay districts
and concluded that the way the ordinance is drafted might falkto fulfill#Bse intents. She
reiterated that the draft of the ordinance appears to ggr‘ﬁ_ﬁ':con:lparison ofimildings to the
overall historic site, emphasizing the “or” in the dra_ﬁ'anguage rather than “aREE~ She declared
that the proposed ordnance as written allows fop?@psmblhtahat the purpos‘e’mfthe
historic preservation overlay district be drastically unaﬁ'ﬁiut .Sﬁ‘e_"asserted that th language
should respond to issues raised by projects such as the t@ﬁﬁ?bubble pole forest, etc. opined
that this language only responds by ovemdmg past concernsaszlong as the structure is
proportionally small enough. Ms. Barbar@jenced Ms. ZeTglgE's memo to the Planning
Director that identifies the historic researcﬁomg CGnditIOHS_'E’EI'[UCM prior to developing
plans for appropriate treatment, agreeing thfat that gfar.eaa_should-‘be complete before
anything like this proposed ordinance is adopmd,_—espeume ordinance language is
ambiguous. She concludedmmg that that"‘iﬁe proposeé"ordmance should be more
carefully drafted and ;econmderé'ﬁ:"éfter the antld_pated park master plans are complete.

iIIIl

-—-..-

Vice Chairperson Lloyd mVEd_CmEEEQm_r to ad_d?ess the Commission.

Ms. Cromer statéftwo reasor=that thequmgﬁ changes need to be clear, one of which is
that the cify has aninherent confiet of interest as property owner and applicant while
employiag the people @ing prapesed changes and appointing the decision makers,
namEIxFEJTe:Commissuon Second, the"“'l?r-dinance appears to be groundbreaking legislation so no
other examp[g__ are avaﬂable_-{ D copy.

s

Ms. Cromer mdlcam her co_mments focus on definitions, noting that what primarily troubled
the Land Use AppeEEaﬂaLB regarding Liberty Park as a landmark site was what exactly
landmark site means. -_%it means the entire park, what happens when a change is proposed for
a building of extraordinary significance, such as the Chase Mill. Ms. Cromer argued that when
involved with a landmark site and other landmark-eligible buildings exist within that site, the
immediate context of the proposed change must be considered as well as the larger context.
She opined that additional clarification is needed, especially when considering a large landmark
site that has other elements in that site that merit special consideration when proposing a
change.
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Ms. Cromer stated that while the definition of cultural landscape is helpful, she is concerned
about un-cultural landscapes, such as the exposed section of the Bonneville Bench along Beck
Street which she believes should be designated as a historic landscape. She declared that this
world class landscape is incomparable and should be protected, so definitions should include
things such as geomorphic features. She acknowledged that although the term ‘cultural
landscape’ did not initially imply this type of landscape it may be possible to read the ordinance
in a way that includes it.

Ms. Cromer referred next to the definition of streetscape, recognizinge Commission’s
excellent work making decisions on streetscape in a park, and suggésted that streetscape be
specifically defined as pathways, malls, and so forth in a park — e3%atially that when in a park,
streetscape is whatever is people use to navigate. She conclued byegacurring with Mr. Gray’s
comments, noting that inventories of historic parks shoulﬂ-_mEﬁ.ade ]andﬁ?‘:ms water features,
and vegetation in addition to structures. = = =

— ——
— ——
—_— ——

Vice Chairperson Lloyd announced that an addltmﬁommenﬁhad been recew@ﬁ after
3:00 p.m. which was distributed to the Commission bGEzeceivéd too late to be inéluded in the

packet from Sherry Ellis. He highlighted paragraph two:

—
[——
pr——
—
—

While encompassing such properﬁﬁﬂhe historic par'@_the city, these landscapes,
and landscape features, are often |&ss oGRS but equally“@hy of consideration. They
are such features as the comfort stafiens, tré&iﬁ‘eﬂ.street& and onion-topped light
poles of South Temple Street; featureﬁhat:don 4 necessar;ly stand out on their own but
create the broadmtanglble serse of place that gives the city its character and
draws people_@ertam a@s over othertWhy do you think residency in the Sugar
House or AvenUesareas is B such high derrand? It isn't just the quaint old houses but
the "feel" of the néighborli@ags;too. That ‘Feel" comes in large part from the landscape
as a wholez=hallmarkssta good ordinance that doesn't simply slam the door on a
praposal butaligws for thesbetter judgment of people representing the community that
ices values on‘tEé—.remams:of.ltahrstorlcal past to be brought to bear,

ll
|||||

No add;tuoﬁ_@ybhc commeREwas offered.

—

il

Executive Sess:oﬂlél 20 PM’
Commissioner Hardigrenia miarked that the proposed language needs additional refining,
highlighting questions Tegarding the definitions. She stated she found troubling Ms. Barbanell’s
comment regarding where in the ordinance the proposed language has been inserted. She
recognized the proposal as a great effort but asserted it requires more.

Commissioner Oliver complimented Ms. Zeigler on her memo to the Planning Director on this
subject, which will serve the Commission well in considering proposed changes. She noted that
the memo defines a process for preservation planning for historic landscapes which includes
historic research, inventory and documentation, development of a historic landscape
approach, etc. and proposed that ordinance change should be added as a final step. She
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recognized the need to move forward and solve the existing problem but expressed a
preference to wait until the research, comments, and anticipated park plans are finalized.

Mr. Gray concurred that staff would prefer to wait as well. He recognized that ordinances
always better when an example against which to be tested, asserting that drafting the
ordinance concurrent with the park planning would provide helpful guidance as to what
sections work and which do not. He explained the language proposal is before the Commission
at this time in response to the Commission’s previous encouragement to promptly address the
fact that current code has no provision for reviewing landscapes. Thefﬁa_guage presented is as
a stopgap measure in order to give the Commission authority and_,@:f'a'elin'és when reviewing
landscapes within a historic park. Mr. Gray agreed with all commFegts received, affirming that
development of a perfect ordinance will occur as it is tested_gamst@roposed park plans.

Mr. Gray also stated that not only are there not many_gﬁi’tﬁ_a’nces dealmg@-_hlstorlc
landscapes, there are not any [emphasized] that co_uﬁ be found in the UnitedStates. Park
Service guidance addresses maintenance and OIJ_ELE@HS of par"ki, not with Iand@s and
landscape development. The ordinance will be a brei“@mug{ﬁﬂempt He encouraged a
more tempered approach if the Commission and commﬁ@oes not feel the need to quickly
insert at least some provisions stating that at least part of thiE€ammission’s responsibility is to
review historic landscapes with criteria f@ggso He recom‘FﬁEﬂded j.waiting so that
ordinance language could be tested agamﬁa@be park plariEand then adopted, assuring
the Commission there is not an internal neeﬁ‘:_:c mnguage at this time.

|l“

Commissioner Hart summ‘ifm?&ts comments "@_ aying thesCommission should perhaps be
careful what it wmhes:f"

Commissioner Funk asked"ihaithg—;@&eﬁm_lr ParkﬁSue be reviewed, contending that just by
virtue of being:ewned.by Puﬂ@t!htle—'ﬁeﬁgnot negate its status as a historic park. Mr. Gray
respondeﬁmmmmon it was not his intent to imply that clarifying that the
land wasnot purchased@ark pUrgases-but for utility purposes that has been used as and
becomeas eazpark. He emphasrzed that e city and Public Utilities enterprise would still treat it as
a historic ;ﬁ"r_I—,-and that PubB&Utilitiés is very anxious to work with the community on
developing a mas;,er plan forff;at area. Commissioner Funk asserted that Reservoir Park should
be listed along W-'fkr:klberty Eark and all of the others.

—_——— ——

Vice Chairperson Lloygﬁ.ﬁéjced that a recent review of a proposal in Reservoir Park emphasized
the glaring lack of a plan for the area, which led to the Commission’s recommendation that it
would be an optimal test case for preparation of a park master plan with application of
proposed ordinance language. Mr. Gray concurred that the plan for this area will likely move
ahead as quickly as the Liberty Park plan due to the public health and safety concerns involved.
He noted that analysis on the structural integrity of the concrete is currently being done and
that Public Utilities is quite willingly fulfilling the request of the Commission for that review.

MOTION 7:21:30 PM
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Commissioner Funk moved that in the case of PLNPCM2008-00938 the Commission table the
recommendations to the text amendment and return it to staff and city departments for
further development.

Commissioner Harding seconded the motion.

All voted in favor; the motion carried unanimously.

PLNPCM2009-00171 Citywide Historic Preservation Plan Adoptio__ﬁ-._z—z:_:-}—? PM

A request by the Planning Commission to consider recommend_a_ﬁa—ffl_if the Citywide Historic
Preservation Plan to the Planning Commission and City Coungff ThissE=a.city-wide project.
(Staff: Robin Zeigler at 801-535-7758 or robin. ze_gler@sfcgov gom. ) —=

Ms. Zeigler expressed enthusiasm at having the Prqggrvatlon Plan to presentFEEhe
Commission, recognizing the process has been Ie@ut ver\a{aluabie She er the
Commissioners to the objectives, listed on the shdeshwhlﬁgmated in thefegislative
action and from the Commissioners, namely to: ‘=_—‘"_______

* Define a city-wide vision for histagic preservation; —

* Establish a set of historic preserva‘-ﬂ@s —_— .

e Review and make recommendatlons:on"ﬁiﬁ'ﬁct boundar;eﬁi future surveys; and

e Set an implementation “Action Plan”?gylth chg;r:gm;_aLes,_

Ms. Zeigler reviewed that—'fhﬁﬁ_ﬁiof the process which hasmcluded the Commission’s
Preservation Plan SubZommittee <ol coimposed of Cammissioners Oliver, Lloyd, and Hart and
former Commissioner Famter, as well as the publ:c:ami stakeholders. She identified Clarion as
the consultant firm workingon thePlanznoting théir process steps were determined from the
initial |ntemﬁmued “Clgrion flrs"c_:':?'"e'é'fﬁ a draft Vision and Goals Statement, which
was dISCLESEd and F@ﬂed bﬁﬁe-_Commlssson and the public through workshops and the
publlcﬁ&lsory committeg=Ms. ZefgleEnoted that the Commission and the public have not
onlyreviewed but shaped t EPreseruatron Plan with comments solicited through workshops,
online survey_si.-gmalls, dtrec@allmgs, public service announcements, working drafts posted to
the website, e®&=She remark@d that during each step of the process the comments received
have been fairly Speeific, indi€ating that Clarion has heard the stakeholders, understood their
goals, and integrated=hent into the Plan, She expressed appreciation for the efforts of the
Citizen Advisory Comniittee’s invaluable input. She referred to the section of the staff report

that includes the public comments, noting that all of them are addressed in some way in the
Plan.

Ms. Zeigler stated that adoption process stage of the Plan is underway, with a final draft
reviewed by the community advisory committee, stakeholders, and City Council staff before
being revised by Clarion and forwarded to the Commission. She noted that a few additional
changes to the Plan can be found on the errata sheet included in the staff report; hard copies
were also provided to the Commissioners at the meeting. Ms. Zeigler stated that the request is
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for the Commission to approve recommending the Preservation Plan to the Planning
Commission and City Council for adoption.

Ms. Zeigler introduced Matt Goebel from Clarion to provide an overview of the plan and discuss
some of the changes and input. Mr. Goebel expressed appreciation for working with the
Commission, Citizen Advisory Committee, and staff members on this exciting project,
complimenting Robin Zeigler, Cheri Coffey, Joel Paterson, and Janice Lew on their work
coordinating all the city’s work on the project. He stated his intent to provide a quick review of
the overall substance of the Plan and discuss recent changes to the FelIEuary 2009 draft, the
version widely distributed to stakeholders.

Mr. Goebel stated that the Plan was built by talking with theﬁkeh@ about goals and
objectives, defining the big picture vision and then develg_@'_ng_zgoais a@ectives with action
items to achieve them. He remarked that this basic stegeture-for the PlanFas=been consistent;
what is new are the embellishments to the Plan, suﬁas additional narratwe@he objectives
and goals to provide context regarding past effomipubllc &@mments in ord@mke the
Plan more accessible to the wider public. He added some-cleafup-has been donéto eliminate
redundancies and that best practices examples have beemzagded throughout the document
with illustrations, text edits, sidebars, etg;,.noting example@nservation districts, Chicago
Historic Bungalow Initiative, presematiorﬁjﬂﬁiﬁght rail systemT@ratipn, preserving buildings
from the recent past, etc. T = =

,,”l”

Mr. Goebel reviewed the fl____g__;l_rts of the visian, namely
e 1. Fostera Umﬂeﬁ?&lﬁiﬁﬁmmltment m'ﬁ_{eservat:on—
e 2. Developa Q@ﬂprehensm_gPreservanr@oolbox
e 3. Administer a‘ﬁ_ieniengnd ConsistentHistoric Preservation Program
e 4.Improve Educatioreand-=Ontreach_ =
s 5. Supper=ESustainablegity —

Mr. Gegebel observed thattheme f?e]nsiohs included rephrasing Goals 1.1 and 1.2 to
emphasizesthat the city shcﬁﬁensur@consmtency between preservation planning and other
city plans afd=policies. He eiﬂamed ‘that comments regarding the original language identified
that it elevated=peeservation Blanning above other city plans and goals, so that language has
been modified thraaghout the Plan to reflect the need to include preservation planning when
considering city plans@adpolicies without implying that preservation should be primary. He
noted that each MasteFPlan offers an opportunity to consider how preservation is addressed in
each neighborhood and to ensure future land use maps and plans identify historic resources.
Additional changes include new examples of preservation integrated with transit systems from
Denver and Dallas. In this section, the errata for this section include updated maps, which Mr.
Goebel is coordinating with Ms. Zeigler.

Mr. Goebel observed that Theme 2 emphasizes strengthening current preservation tools and
adopting complementary tools. He recognized the Plan emphasizes using surveys to identify
resources needing preservation and the importance of making decisions based on updated and
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current surveys, remarking that a list of criteria is included to assist in determining which
surveys should be updated and referred to the Appendix, along with results of Clarion’s field
analysis. Mr. Goebel stated the Plan identifies the need to review the health and viability of
existing historic districts and whether the underlying zoning supports preservation intents,
particularly density and uses. He noted that updated surveys was a major focus of the Citizen
Advisory Committee, which identified this as a priority, particularly in the Central City area
which allows densities and uses that cannot be met without demolishing historic resources. He
recognized that planning community boundaries and historic districts do not have good
overlap. =

Mr. Goebel also recognized that many communities expressed_@ in additional tools to
protect historic resources and community character. He stated thatTmany citizens inquired
whether historic preservation tools could be utilized to pr.eseme comm@character by
adopting infill standards or conservation district tools igFareas that may noggaalify for historic
preservation status. He emphasized that neighborhgods such Yalecrest asked=ar.additional
tools to protect their neighborhoods and contro@d den;ﬁ_[ltions. e

Mr. Goebel summarized the major changes to the Febr@m draft as the change to Goal
2.7 statement to emphasize the need tocoordinate preservatian-related regulations with the
Preservation Plan. The errata for this sec‘@a&udes addltlor?ﬁlsrtﬂcation that the plan does
not call for changing any National Reglster@mndarles onl?ElB"al districts, and deletion
of language requiring owner consent for designatlom\andmark sites, as well as updated
maps. Vice Chairperson Lloyd verified that theala&guageﬁﬁ‘lg owner consent has not yet
been made; Mr. Goebelconcurg_ec_l,_ciarlfymg thai all the errata are not yet included in the draft.
Mr. Goebel noted thaf‘":_y of thEcomments recel.ved indicated the city’s doing a great job
with preservation but no@hewems thaf some applications are held to differing
standards and-thatthe approvaé__mocess*:s*d.}fﬁ__ﬁult for average persons wanting to make minor
alterationsto navigate=He stateg=that Theme 3 is the result of these concerns about consistent
and conv—ement program:admlmstranma He noted that stakeholders are also concerned that
the stakezhas regulations ificannot enﬁce Mr. Goebel that there are no major changes in this
section, alfhgugh an addltloﬂactlon item to increase staff education has been added.

.lllllll

s 1)

Mr. Goebel notedﬁfﬁat althcmgh the Citizen Advisory Committee and the Historic Landmark
Commission regular!ﬁ?d_eaj‘wnh historic preservation, most of the general public is unaware of
how historic preservati_ﬁn impacts life in Salt Lake City. Theme 4 focuses on resolving these
concerns, noting that the website is weak, with information hard to find and difficult to
interpret, and that there are numerous ways to help the public that the city is not utilizing. He
remarked on increased public interest in reinstating the annual preservation awards program
and increasing public visibility of historic preservation efforts. He stated that there are no
major changes or errata for this section of the Plan.

Mr. Goebel noted that Themes 1-4 of the Plan focus on issues common to historic preservation
plans throughout the nation, highlighting that Theme 5 sets the city apart by addressing
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linkages between historic preservation and sustainability, which is a major focus of the city’s
current leadership. He explained that this theme is broken into component themes based on
work already completed by the city’s sustainability office: energy, economic development,
urban nature, transportation, and housing. He noted that policies which allow for the wider
use of solar panels, wind turbines, and other energy efficient techniques and materials in
historic districts provide opportunities to strengthen commitments to both preservation and
sustainability. Mr. Goebel also recognized the important economic role of heritage tourism and
downtown revitalization. He noted that the major change in this section is the deletion of
references to the Utah Main Street program, replacing it with languaggdentifying the need for

a community revitalization programs for the downtown area. No gerata were identified for this
theme. =

Mr. Goebel identified that the Implementation section at-:he end of th@ that discusses the
variety of tools needed to implement the Preservation£fan, which is a lonE=@rm plan that will
inform policy decisions, ordinance revisions, etc. foEa'_ecades He referred thEEﬁmmlssmners
to the included implementation matrix that mclud‘ﬁpnontnzaﬂon and timing W‘m
indicating when action items should be implement; scmtem}r-wrlt be ongoing, séme should
occur within the first year, others extending for three to'ﬁ@ears. He explained the priorities
were assigned by the Citizen Advisory Committee with inputERm the Commission. He
referenced the timeline that lists primary@biestives, including tefollowing:

e resurveying identified areas, :——__

e establish an interagency coordmatloﬁ':team, =

* develop a preservation-issues list for commnmty m'ﬁt@?p[ans

e assessing undeerrrgzmﬂa;g which is cor:gldered by most to be the top priority,

» new Historic Lafdmark Commission memT{gr training materials,

e reestablish an a—‘r'c'fﬁcturaﬁeview commit"’c:@e:[to provide voluntary guidance to public

and applicants regarding-projectsthat would be received favorably by the Commission],

* allowing=broader use@r panels, and
. il_ip:\:-ving accessuT_‘:\ijellmﬁﬂ_n_its

""'Ill

to a more reg Iisilc scale.

Mr. Goe@oted that the @ for th;s section include changing implementation timeframes

Mr. Goebel next E‘E‘n’ed the-Commlss;on to Appendix A, which identifies results of the field
analysis done by RomSlagahter. Mr. Goebel stated that current historic district boundaries
were reviewed to detefmine whether the boundaries are considered stable or whether new
development activity has compromised the character of the districts in some way. He
remarked that the Central City district is considered compromised with a major commercial
street, 400 South, bisecting the district. He stated that the Yalecrest district has generated a
great deal of discussion; Mr. Slaughter identified during his 2007 survey the area as stable but
the community has raised numerous concerns that has adjusted the district status in the table
from stable to compromised. Mr. Goebel noted that there is extensive information in the
report including potential areas for future recommendation as historic preservation districts.

26



Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission Meeting April 1, 2009

Mr. Goebel noted that major changes in Appendix A include prioritization of surveys for the
Avenues, Capitol Hill, and Yalecrest areas; updated information on surveys for South Temple,
Capitol Hill, Gilmer Park, and Liberty Wells; correction of an area name in Table 2; and fine
tuning of the Bryant description to note that modern buildings were present at the time of the
historic designation. The errata for this section include changing the survey prioritization of
Yalecrest and Gentile Core to high, editing the discussion of Central City to remove the
suggestion it be delisted from the National Register and clarify any boundary realignments
would be for the local district only, and clarifying that the Capitol Hill national district
boundaries should remain intact. =

Mr. Goebel summarized a memo from the Redevelopment Agen&RDA) to the Commission
regarding the Preservation Plan, noting the copy in the packeffwas cemplete. [These items
were addressed by DJ Baxter in the public comment portien o'F-the meé‘ﬁ_‘g‘gg_and are included
there.] Mr. Goebel reviewed other public comments_mgﬂ_'th_ ere addressﬁn.hls review of
Themes 1-5 and Appendix A of the plan. = =

-

Vice Chairperson Lloyd inquired if the comments from‘-fEe.UtaE—H‘utage Foundaﬂon had been
incorporated into the February 2009 draft; Mr. Goebel comfigmed that they were. Vice
Chairperson Lloyd thanked Mr. Goebel aﬂd Clarion for thelrwﬁ

|

Public Comment 8:12:43 PM —

Vice Chairperson Lloyd invited Esther HunteE: to add'm;he Comrmssuon

Ms. Hunter commended Ms, Zeigler, Mr. Patetson=and the=eammission on their work for the
plan. She requested thaEtheahie of prioritiesse amendedo include expansion of the
University Historic Disggct by fivesadditional blocks, explaining this proposal was reviewed by
the Historic Landmark €ammissiofEand sanctionedzby-the Planning Commission in 1991. She
stated the request was supparted=ythe City Coungil in 2006 when a funding was appropriated
for additional-sueveys, includingzthe requiested=five blocks and the central core of what is
referred tgas the Bryamkarea. Ms=Hunter noted several ongoing surveys in the area that are

not referenced in the PlaE —_ -

[l”

Ms. Hunter‘@_@ghasmed the tgportance of heritage tourism, expressing that its economic
developmentEantributions a?‘ significantly understated in the city. She also expressed concern
that the Unrversuty:neighborhood is listed in the Preservation Plan as ‘stable,’ asserting that
many previous surve:,'s:are:outdated and do not provide important information.

.,i”

Vice Chairperson Lloyd asked Ms. Hunter how the information regarding the University Historic
District survey was overlooked. She responded that it was a combination of oversight and lack
of clarity, noting it may have been addressed as the Bryant Area. Ms. Hunter stated that the
City Council funded the survey in 2006. She clarified that one of the tables does indicate the
survey is being conducted but it is omitted in the table which identifies survey priorities. Vice
Chairperson Lloyd verified that the requested changes would primarily apply to noting in the
chart in Appendix A the expansion. Ms. Hunter concurred, stating it should likely be included in
the list of action items as well. She expressed that acting on the survey results could easily be
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overlooked if not included in the Preservation Plan, stating she was representing the East
Central Community Council in presenting these concerns.

In response to an inquiry from Vice Chairperson Lloyd regarding her desire to place greater
emphasis on the value of historic tourism, Ms. Hunter noted that this is an issue with significant
potential impacts for the city but that people dwell on the negative aspects of window
replacements that positive impacts of preservation are overshadowed.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd invited DJ Baxter to address the Commission. 820:11 PM
Mr. Baxter introduced himself as the Redevelopment Agency (RDAﬁ?ecTBT and apologized for
being unable to attend the full Commission meeting as he is m\{_@n RDA budget hearings at
the same hour. He thanked the Commission and the Planmr@tafﬂﬁﬂowmg the RDA the
opportunity to review and comment on the Plan, recognizing the RDA’ssgzigue role in working
closely with private developers while representing city_'_f'_e:_r_“ests'and implemEating master
plans, sometimes even as a property owner. Mr. Bag?t‘er expressed apprematl‘ﬂor the quality
of the Plan, expressing the content addresses a wﬁ@nety of_“ghallenges and IW He
commended Ms. Zeigler for her work and her efforts teanyol@‘l_'e-.RDA =
Mr. Baxter stated that the RDA submitted.comments seve@s through the process and
referred the Commissioners to the writtr@ments providea-'“ﬁ_ﬁtms_meeting. He expressed
understanding of the qualitative contribut@ﬁ%ﬁg}jﬁoric preservations makes to
communities. He expressed that the RDA segves as tHegity's p prima'_ry tool for eliminating blight,
affirming that neglected structures, historic or:noi,—ﬁamagemnmumtles and delay the
development and progrem_ggborhoods Mr. Baxter ediphasized that the RDA strongly
advocates for balanciagnew dev"i_pment that can rejuvenate and invigorate communities
with preservation thatinfuses communities with UE__J._queness and a critical sense of place in
such a way that allows th?“fﬁy_toi@_m&nievoive_;ﬁcording to market demands and the vision
of residents an#=biisinesses. 'HE;Mentlf|9'dﬂiE§_§Fpport and assistance with preservation on
numerous:prolects‘“fhr_gbout—fﬁﬁjty

Mr. Ba;?f"ﬁadentlﬂed speufc:concernmlth the proposed plan, citing language which prioritizes
preservatlo&er other goalE{_whlch ‘Mr. Goebel addressed during his remarks]. Mr. Baxter
requested th_&h_e Plan mdncﬁe that it will be compatible with the city’s master plans and that
preservation sta’Ff—jm_ucoliab;g_,rate with other city departments, rather than placing the burden
on the city departments te=come to Planning Division staff. He recognized the importance of
renovating and preseri_zj—ﬁg significant structures but expressed concern that the process
sometimes serves to perpetuate the blight, disinvestment, and illicit activity that accompany
severely dilapidated structures. He noted numerous cases in which long term neglect has made
restoration economically infeasible. Mr. Baxter expressed concern with the Plan’s intent to
designating historic properties for protection from the recent past, citing the current 50 year
standard as a way to mitigate the naturally subjective nature of determining significance. He
requested that the 50 year standard — or another set number — be maintained.
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Mr. Baxter noted that the creation of conservation districts, with an additional set of rules and
processes, will likely hinder development and increase the problems associated with subjective
interpretations. He stated that any self-designated and self-enforced neighborhood program
can easily undermine the very sense of community it seeks to maintain and suggested that the
desired community standards be adopted as part of the zoning code to maintain a single source
of regulations and guidelines for properties.

Mr. Baxter reported that many developers have stated that they are willing to adhere to the
city’s regulations in the greatest of details, as long as they clearly know=what is expected and
then are allowed to proceed. He asserted that the greatest disincedfive toTeinvestment in Salt
Lake City is the multiple layers of subjective review to which d@s are subjected, which
leads to uncertainty, unpredictability, and financial risk. He siEessed=thas the zoning code rules
need to be clear, predictable, and avoid multiple layers oﬁsuiﬁéctwe r@z. He expressed that
the proposed Architectural Review Committee could be:very-he[pful in prﬁﬁﬂg proactive
input on projects but could be disastrous if the comgaittee’s advice were not@ed by the
Historic Landmark Commission. An architect or deﬂ'aper maym_roceed with a @t’t based on
the perception of good advice from the committee or‘r%’m_ﬂngt;t_h_e-iarger body difagrees. He
suggested that the committee be empowered to make fi f"n_él'_imeusmns or provide that advice as
a Commission to ensure consistency and-=predictability. =

Mr. Baxter underscored the RDA's positiorithaFtaesRlan contains &Emerous positive elements,
including the proposal to acquire historic prépertiesithzpublic méney, which would address
the problem of a community_having the desir&toaintainastructure without having the
means or will to purchasesft—Hezaiso lauded th"_eT?uggestion £0 add historic designations to
property titles, which-would greiﬂienhance thegredlctabrllty of property development from
the outset. Mr. Baxter“fﬁnked thECommlssmn agg_:_:rfor allowing the RDA to participate so
actively in the plan processsand e_x‘ﬁﬁsﬁed_enthusgsm at continuing to work with the Planning
Division on refigingand impl__anting'fl?”p'!a_y_eiterating the RDA goal of implementing the
city's ma% p anma_e des:re:of.the RDA to ensure their efforts are consistent with those
plans =

H’

||ll|||
1“"

Commlssm‘n'EEOIwer noted ME Baxtér’s concern that joint membership on the Historic
Landmark Commission and aBedevelopment Agency board might violate city policy. She
requested his sugg@ons fothprovlng communication and resolving problems before they
become a crisis. Mi=Baxter expressed this should be resolved at the staff level. He affirmed
the importance of plading historic designations on property titles, which would allow
developers and RDA staff involved in a project through a loan, purchase, or property
development to immediately be aware of the additional regulations in play. He noted that for
properties not currently located in historic districts, it is unclear whether the property may be
deemed worthy of preservation or not. He cited the Regis Hotel as an example of a property
which does not carry a historic designation but has incited disagreement even among elected
officials to what degree, if any, it should be preserved or restored. He restated that anything
that identifies such properties from the outset, either through an inventory or title search, will
resolve many of the difficulties by immediately triggering discussions with preservation staff.
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Commissioner Oliver responded that, as a former member of the Redevelopment Advisory
Committee (RAC) specifically recruited due to her background in historic preservation, it might
be a good idea to have a position designated for a member of the preservation community.
Vice Chairperson Lloyd concurred, noting that staff coordination is vital and expected but that
the Commission is removed from the RDA goals and challenges, which may be a perception
consistent with members of the RAC in regards to preservation issues.

Vice Chairperson Lloyd asked if the RDA is involved in advocacy for zaafhg ordinance changes.
Mr. Baxter responded that the RDA does become involved as the vaFiety ofredevelopment
projects and opportunities are affected. He noted that the RDA%Stated intent to implement
master plans conflicts with elements of the zoning code that.ﬂﬁ_nof:r-ﬁ‘_"mor the master plan
goals, so the RDA encourages zoning ordinance amendmeﬂts'fhat will Zrsuze appropriate
zoning that supports the master plan is in place. Mr, B.axfef"expressed the‘fﬁ"_a_glgn guidelines
also should be adopted as part of the master plan, afficulated as clearly as p@l_e in the
zoning code to provide predictability for developsFeand the assurance that me&&@Egthose
guidelines will result in expeditious approval of their pEgjects sw#hatever the size.“He noted that
the RDA recently hosted the City Council and members 6%t&e administration on a field trip to
demonstrate the benefits that come frdm__a_well-conceived@uell-implemented set of design
guidelines. == =

Vice Chairperson Lloyd noted that the RDA Femoran@@msin the Commission packet is dated
the end of February and that some updates tGithezPlan mayzaave addressed some of the
concerns Mr. Baxter raised-amd=saggesting another round offeview and feedback be
coordinated with Ms.Zgigler. MF=Baxter respon:ded that he had not seen the errata nor the
updated pian but Woulﬁa‘zﬁy mucEapprecnate rewgggmg the changes and communicating with

—_—

Ms. Zeigler. —
Vice Cha@son ‘I‘s’rﬁmuted Giady. Cromer to address the Commission. 8:39:32 PM

Ms. Ceammer identified ﬂ?ﬂi‘:areas fohercomments. She referenced the Peery Hotel as an
examnﬁrb-_ﬁf_her concerns a@n the RBA recommendations. She stated that the RDA may
consider saekEproperties blighted; shie considers them opportunities to secure the best
adaptive reuse=She expressé@-opposition to the RDA's request for economic hardship
revisions, statingthat larger.developers should not have a different process than small ones.
She emphasized thﬁﬂnﬁpay attention to buildings from the recent past to ensure they
endure to the 50 year:"rrﬁrk; she identified an arbitrary threshold as reckless. She expressed
disappointment that more incentives for historic preservation, such as waiving acreage
requirements for planned urban developments, noting that historic buildings are frequently
located on oddly shaped or small parcels but most zones require large acreage to accommodate
a planned urban development. She suggested that a well-developed variety of incentives
would be very beneficial.

Ms. Cromer asserted that the negative language referring to the Bryant and Central City
neighborhoods is extremely damaging, stressing that it will be taken out of context and used
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negatively by developers to justify demolition of more buildings. She requested that the
language be amended to eliminate these negative references.

Executive Session 8:43:39 PM
Commissioner Hart identified an error on page 105 wherein the Highland Park District is listed
as Salt Lake City Register and it is the National Register, not City Register.

Commissioner Oliver inquired as to what extent the Plan will continue to change, specifically
whether future changes will constitute the errata only or will incorporgte responses to
additional comments. Ms. Zeigler confirmed there are changes injﬁﬁtio—n‘to the errata, as well
as those raised in the meeting. She expressed belief that the R@iﬁpmments have been
addressed. Commissioner Oliver confirmed that the Ianguags'ega@nodern structures of
the recent past will remain as written; Ms. Zeigler stated that would beafEto the Commission.

Commissioner Bevins queried whether the Commis_mo_ﬁ s role js now to makeie
recommendation to forward the Preservation Pla@he Ptanrrmg Commission. ‘-MEZelgier
confirmed that is an option available. CommmsmnerB?@___m s@terf—that reading the
Preservation Plan was an effective primer to the preservatigi process. He proposed that in
addition the timeframes in the Plan, he would like to have ar&ganual agenda item to revisit the
Plan. He expressed that Commission has?ﬁe-its work and th&2fan should now move forward
in the adoption process.

”‘”l

Vice Chairperson Lloyd asked Ms. Zeigler aboaithe:'ilmve_'@lstrlct and the validity of the
changes proposed by Ms,IH_nteT.-:Ms Zeigler affirmed thos€ changes would be entirely valid.
Commissioner Oliver_asked aboutthe unforeseerr:consequences of taking certain areas of
certain districts off'ofﬂ@gcal reg"ﬁter Ms. Zeigl&Estated that she believes looking at those
district boundaries would?sgyglu_aﬁ[e:_b_ﬁhat opufons could differ.

Vice Cha_‘rp_é"rson le'fz'di'c’onciud?_@hat the quewstion at hand is moving the process forward by
mcorp_tlng the erratainto.the drafzand sending it to the Planning Commission or reviewing a
fmakcoﬁﬁhefore taking thaf:'step Commissioner Funk expressed that several of the statements
made durl_g:[t_ﬂe public comments were useful but that the Plan could be moved by giving staff
the directionﬁﬁlude the cﬁnges in the final draft. Commissioner Hart agreed.

MOTION 8:48:43 PM= =

Commissioner Funk m@ved that in the case of PLNPCM2009-00171, the Citywide Historic
Preservation Plan, the Historic Landmark Commission forward a positive recommendation to
adopt the Plan with the inclusion of the following changes as discussed:

e Status and recommendations with regards to the status of the University
Neighborhood (including part of the Bryant area);

¢ Softening of language for the status of blight within Central City;

e Errata as provided;

e Correction on page 105 as identified; and

31




Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission Meeting April 1, 2009

e Inclusion of preservation incentive recommendations as sidebar suggestions.

Commissioner Hart seconded the motion.

All voted “Aye”; the motion carried.

8:53:18 PM

Mr. Nielson suggested that the Commission send a representative to the Planning Commission
to provide background as needed. Vice Chairperson Lloyd concurred,dBguiring as to a possible
date. Mr. Paterson confirmed it has not yet been set. Commissionﬂ!_'Funk_asked that a final

copy of the Plan be provided to the Historic Landmark Commlssmmembers prior to the
Planning Commission receiving it.

Vice Chairperson Lioyd noted that he failed to recogniz@Co?ﬁmi-ssioner FuREaho received the
2009 Lucy Beth Rampton Lifetime Achievement awar_d the Comm:ssmn exteﬁ%edthew
congratulations and applauded her achievement—=s

s

of hIS meeting; the next

Vice Chairperson Lloyd noted that this concluded the bus
meeting will be held on May 6, 2009. =

Commissioner Hart made a motion to adjE‘u rn—=8:54:40 PM

Commissioner Oliver seconded the motion T':_ ___—: —

Ili

All voted “Aye”. The.rrIEetmg adjedrned ?“—:
AndreazEurtis, Acting HistaHc Landrark Commission Secretary

|
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Haxton Place Historic Resource Surveys
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Site No. SL 16 130

Researcher. 1,is Harris
Date: August 8, 1978

Utah State Historical Society
. Historic Preservation Research Office

Structure/Site Information Form

& Street Address: 31 Haxton Place Platg Bl.s7 Lot11,12
-
< .
$ Nameof Structure! pearsall House T R. S.
w . .
£ Present Owner: Edward N. and Gertrude W. Berg UTM:
i . i
a Owner Address: 31 Haxton Place, Salt Lake City, UT 84102 Tax #: 023137
2 Original Owner: i ce0 4 5 p 17 Construction Date: 975 Demolition Date:
w  Original Use: Residence
3 PresentUse: Occupants:
Q ¥ Single-Family O Park O Vacant
= O Multi-Family O Industrial O Religious
g Q Pubiic O Agricultural O Other
8 O Commarcial
&  Building Condition: Integrity:
< O Excellent O Site B Unaltered

¥ Good O Ruins O Minaor Alterations

0 Darerorated O Major Alterations

.‘) Preliminary Evaluation: Final Register Status:
7y a Signit-cant O National Landmark O District
! E »® Co-iributory K O National Register O Multi-Resource
'5 O Not Contnibutory O State Register O Thematic
n G fntrusion
4 Photography:
Date of Slides: Date of Photographs:

g Views: Front O Sige O Rear O Other O Views: Front O Side O Rear O Other O
£ Research Sources:
E B Abstractof Title @ City Directories O LDS Church Archives
g # Plat Racards @ Biographical Encyclopedias O LDS Genealogical Society
=) O Plat Map & Obituary Index O UotU Library
8 # Tax Card & Photo C County & City Histories O B8YU Library
o ¥ Building Permit O Persanal Interviews O USU Llbrary

O Sewer Permit O Newspapers #SLC Library

O Sanborn Maps orUtah State Historical Society Library Q Other

Bibl iograp hical References (books, articles, records, interviews, old photographs and maps, etc.) ©

Salr Lake City Abstract of Title.

Deseret News. September 27, 1948, p. B4; September 29, 1948, p. A9.

Salt Lake Tribune. September 27, 1948, p. 1; September 23, 1948, p. 13; September 30,
1948, p. 9; October 10, 1948, p. B7.

USHS Library Clippings File, Clifford Pearsall Columns.




31 Haxton Place-1912

5 Architect/Builder:

=

ARCHITE

unknown

Building Materials: 0o4a0 stucco Building Type/Style:

Description of physical appearance & significant architectural features:

(Include additions, alterations, ancillary structures, and landscaping if applicable)

This is a two story hip-roofed home with front and side dormer windows. Walls
are covered with wooden stucco "half-timbering" and there are horizontal bands of case-
ment windows. There is a wood paneled one story front bay window and a north west front

porch that has stuccoed columns and a small bracketed gable above the entry. The front
steps have low brick railing walls with ornamental concrete urns.

--Thomas W. Hanchett

jian
nce

Arcnitsciare g o-Humanitarian
The Arts - 'spartation
Commarce [—

s 0 et

This house is significant as the home of Clifford Rowe Pearsall, the creator and
author of the nations first newpaper editorial-advertising column. His column appeared
in the Salt Lake Tribune in the 1940's. The column dealt with a variety of subjects
ranging from hobbies to national and international problems.

Clifford R. Pearsall was born in Oswego County, New York in 1868. When he was
eight years old his family moved to Huntley, Illinois. He was educated in Huntley and
was employed by a jeweler after high school. A few years later he moved to Montana
to work for the Leyson Jewelry Company. From Montana he was sent to Salt Lake City to
close a Leyson branch. In Salt Lake he reversed the stores poor business trend and
was made a manager of the store. In 1908 he became Leysons partner, thus changing the
firms name to Leyson/Pearsall Jewlers. In 1916 he gained sole title to the store.

Pearsall was a sportsman and club activist. He was president of the Alta Club
for three successive terms, and a founder of the Salt Lake Country Club. 1In 1895 he
married Ella J. Davidson. Mr. Pearsall lived in this house until his death im 1948.

In 1553 Edward N. Berg, the current owner acquired the house.




Researgher; Lols Harrds Site No. _SL 16127 ,
Date; October 1978

Historic Preservation Research Office

| . Utah State Historical Society
| Structure/Site Information Form

= )
S Street Address. 32 Haxton Place Platg Bl.s; Lot,
& Name of Structure: T. R. S.
r ; .
£ PresentOwner: gsoonia 5. and Nick J. Colessides UTM:
w : i
o Owner Address! 32 Haxton Place Tax#: 023139
2 Original OWNer g..n1ay ¢. & Marion Sears CONstruction Date: 1414 Demolition Date:
w  Original Use: Residential
S PresentUse: ' Occupants:
] ® Single-Family O Park a Vacant
'.5" O Multi-Family O Industrial O Religious
= O Punlic O Agricultural a Other
| 8 0O Commercial
E Building Condition: Integrity:
< O Excalient a Site = Unaltered
® Goog O Ruins O Minor Alterations
0O DCstar:orated O Major Alterations
.‘J Praliminary Evaluation: Final Register Status:
. n ¥ Sgnificant O National Landmark O District
: 2 C Certnioutory . @ National Register O Multi-Resource
& C NotContributory O State Register 0 Thematic
wn 3 intrusion
4 Photography:
Da:s of Slides: 1578 Date of Phatograghs:
g Views: Front = Side O Rear O Other O Views: Front O Side O Rear O Other O
=  Research Sources:
E O Abstract of Title E(City Directories O LDS Church Archives
= & Plat Records & Biographical Encyclopedias O LDS Genealogical Society
2 O PlatMap @ Obituary Index O UofU Library
3 W Tax Card & Photo O County & City Histories 0 8YU Library
a O Building Permit a Personal Interviews 0O USU Library
O Sewer Permit E:)\lmsnapars O SLC Library
O Sanborn Maps Utah State Historical Saciety Library O Other

Bibliographical References (books, articles, records, interviews, old photographs and maps, atc.) :

Deseret News. April 17, 1952, p. B4.
Salt Lake Tribune. April 16, 1952, p. 17; April 17, p. 12.
Men of Affairs in the State of Utah. SLC: The Press Club of SLC., 1914, p. 292.




32 Haxton Place-1914

)

w

ARCHIT

Architect/Builder: ynknown

Building Materia!s:brick, wood, stucco Building Type/Style: Tudor Revival

Description of physical appearance & significant architectural features:

(Inciude additions, alterations, ancillary structures, and landscaping if applicable)

This is a two and a half story Tudor Revival Style house. The gabled roofs have
overhanging eaves supported by heavy beam brackets. The second story and the gables are
covered with wood and stucco "half-timbering" with brown brick on the first story. All
windows are casement type and there are two wooden one story bay windows on the north

side. French doors open onto the brick columned porch which is recessed into the front
of the house.

-=Thomas W. Hanchett
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This buewse sa ey el i — -
two of Utah's leading mining engineers.

It was originally owned by Stanley Collamore Sears. He was born in Boston in
1877, an ancestor of the Sears family who sailed from Engalnd in 1630. He was educated
at M.I.T. and received a degree in mining. In 1912 he came to Utah to serve as general
manager of the Utah-Apex Mining Company. "He belonged to many professional societies in
the United States and Mexico. In 1924 Sears moved to Washington, D. C. and sold the
house to Viven P. Strange.

Strange was born in New Brumswick, Canada, in 1871. He was well-known in Salt
Lake as a contractor and mining engineer. At one time he was one of the largest stock-
holders in the Combined Metals Reduction Company. He had also directed diamond drilling
operations in California. He was one of the discoveres of the Rio Tino Copper Mine, one
of Nevada's largest copper producers. Strange lived in this house until his death in
1952. The current owner acquired the property in 1970.

sen P. Strange,




R:sear¢ner: Lois Harris Site No.__SL 16128
Date: August 1, 1978

Utah State Historical Society
. Historic Preservation Research Office

Structure/Site Information Form

z ;
g Street Address. 34 Haxton Place Platg Bl.s7 Loty
=
S Name of Structure: James T. Keith House T. R. S.
w
a Owner Address: 34 Haxton Place Tax #. 023128
2 Original Owner:  james 1. Keith Construction Date: 1910 Demolition Date:
w  Qriginal Use: Residence
S PresentUse: Occupants:
=] " Single-Family O Park O Vacant
per O Multi-Family O Industriat O Feligious
% O Public 0 Agricultural O Other
8 a Commercial
E Building Condition: Integrity:
< F Excallent O Site @ Unaltered
O Good O Ruins O Minaor Alterations
O Dszizricrated O Major Alterations
ﬁ Preliminary Evaluation: Final Register Status:
i o ="Significant O National Landmark O District
- 2 T Coninbutory ' O National Register O Muiti-Resource
= O Mot Contributory O State Register a Thematic
%] T Imtrision
4l Pnotography:
Dare of Slides: Date of Photagraphs:
g Views: Front O Side O Rear O Other O Views: Front O Side O Rear O Other O
£ Research Sources:
5 & abstractof Title & City Directories O LDS Church Archives
] = Plat Records = Biographical Encyclopedias O LDS Genealogical Society
o O Plat Map E’Obituary Index O VofULibrary
S = Tax Card & Photo O County & City Histories O BYU Library
a @ Building Permit O Personal Interviews O USuU Library
O Sewer Permit & Newspapers @SLC Library
O Sanborn Maps @ Utah State Historical Society Library O Other

Bibliographical References (books, articles, records, interviews, old phatographs and maps, etc.) ;

Salt Lake City Building Permit Book. 1910,
Salt Lake City Tax Card.
Title Records of Haxton Place. 1909,
Deseret News. May 19, 1954, p. B1lO.
Men of Affairs in the State of Utah. SLC: The Press Club of SLC., 1914, p. 368.
Polk, Salt Lake City Directory. 1901-1926.
. Utah State Historic Sites Survey, USHS.




34 Haxton Place-1910
5 " Architect/Builder:

Eradarick-A H-'l'!g!_“n'rf-ancan and Uetzel
w Building Materials: eycco Building Type/Style: y., England Colonial Revival

Description of physical appearance & significant architectural features:
(Include additions, alterations, anciliary structures, and landscaping if apphicable)

,
b

ARCH.

This house appears to be a duplex, but it is actually separated from the house
directly east of it (35 Haxton Place). These two houses have a space of 17 inches between
each of their walls, although it looks as if they have a common wall. The space is stuc-—
coed over in front and back so no opening would appear visible.

This home, a larger version of homes found in England and the New England colonies
in the 17th century, has high gable roofs and small casement windows.

—-Thomas W. Hanchett
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This -eet and as an
example of the Colonial Revival style.

Haxton Place is a street which runs south from East South Temple Street between
900 East and 1000 East. Dr. James T. Keith and Thomas G. Griffin invested in this
property and created a beautiful and private residential street here. In 1909 James
T. and Kathryn Blythe Keith were the owners of the Haxton Place subdivision. In 1910
Keith and Griffin built the first houses here, 34 and 35 Haxton Place. Mr. Griffin was
born in England and he modeled this street after Haxton Place in London. This street
became a replica of the original Haxton Place in England.

Dr. Keith was borm in Vienna, Illinois in 1868, the son of T. E. and Mary E. Flack-
Keith. Dr. Keith received a degree from Kansas City Dental College in Missouri, He
practiced in Wyoming before moving to Salt Lake City. In Salt Lake City he invested in
real estate and became widely known in the building industry. The Keith Apartments on
East South Temple were his first creation. He also built the Richmond Apartments, now
the Sherrill Hotel Apartments on East North Temple Street, developed Haxton Place and
managed the Hotel Investment Company.

Although the changes in the house numbers on Haxton Place make it appear as if
Keith lived in a number of houses on that street, he lived in the house on lot number 2,
now known as 34 Haxton Place. Keith retired from dentistry to manage his properties.

. He moved to Los Angeles in 1942. He died there in May, 1954.

Throughout the 1920's the house was owned by Thomas W. Boyer. Next it was owmed

by Joseph B. Whitehall. The current owner recently acquired the property.

S SR




Researcher: 1o1s Harris
Date: October 1978

-

Site No.SL 16129

Utah State Historical Society
Historic Preservation Research Office

Structure/Site Information Form

AGE/CONDITION/USE N IDENTIFICATION s

Street Address: 35 Haxton Place Platg Bl.s7 Lot
Name of Structure: i R. S.
Present Owner: Rudolph and Eugenia Riet UTM:

Owner Address: 35 gaxton Place, Salt Lake City, UT 84103 Tax #: 023128
Original Owner:  ppooc 6. Griffin Construction Date: 1919 Demolition Date:
Original Use: rasidance

Present Use: Occupants:

0¥ Single-Family O Park O Vacant

O Muiti-Family O Industrial O Religious

O Public O Agricultural 0O Other

0O Commaercial

Building Condition: Integrity:

O Excelient O Site ® Unaltered

® Good O Ruins O Minor Alterations

O Detarigratad

O Major Alterations

3

Preiiminary Evaluation:
o Significant
contnoutory

Final Register Status:
O National Landmark O District
O National Register O Multi-Resaurce

DOCUMENTATION Iy, | STATU

G
C Not Contributory O State Register O Thematic
C Int—usicn
Photegrapny:
Dare of Slides: Date of Photographs:
Views: Front O Side O Rear O Other O Views: Front O Side O Rear O Qther O
Research Sources:
O Apstract of Title a/f:ity Directories O LDS Church Archives
¥ Plat Recards @ Biographical Encyclopedias 0O LDS Genealogical Saociety
O Plat Map =" Obituary Index 0 Uot U Library
& Tax Card & Photo QO County & City Histories O BYU Library
& Building Permit O Personal Interviews O USU Library
O Sewer Permit = Newspapers ® SLC Library
O Sanborn Maps @”Utah State Historical Society Library O Qther

Bibliographical References (books, articies, records, interviews, old photographs and maps, etc.)

Polk, Salt Lake City Directory. 1910-1934.

Salt Lake Tribune. August 3, 1961, p. Bl2.

Deseret News. August 3, 1961, p. Al.

Utah State Historic Sites Survey, USHS.
Salt Lake City Building Permit Book. 1910.




35 Haxton Place-1910

' 5 Architect/Builder: Frederick A. Hale/ Mortensen and Wetzel

ARCHITECTURE

Building Materials: g¢ycco Building Type/Style!  y..; Enoland Colonial Reviv'-‘.’

Description of physical appearance & significant architectural features:
(Include additions, alterations, ancillary structures, and landscaping if applicable)

This house appears to be a duplex, but it is actually separated from the house
directly west of it (34 Haxton Place). These twao houses have a space of 17 inches between
each of their walls, although it looks as if they have a common wall. The space is
stuccoed over in front and back so no opening would appear visible.

This home, a larger version of homes found in England and the New England colonies
in the 17th century, has high gable roofs and small casement windows.

——Thomas W. Hanchett
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This was one of the first houses to be built on this unique street. The street
was created by James T. Keith and Thomas G. Griffin to resemble a street in London with
the same name. This house and this street are significant in this district because they
have remained basically uanchanged in design and use since their creation.

Griffin was born in England in 1874. He came to Salt Lake City and joined with
the real estate investor, James T. Keith in the design of this street. Keith and Griffinm
wanted to insure that only "first class" residences would be built on this street. When
the Haxton Place subdivision was created in 1909 these men placed these restrictive
covenants on the street; only private residences costing more than $5,000 were permitted,
houses had to be between two and three stories high, building had to be 20 feet from
the front street line. outbuildings could not face Haxton Place, and if a house were
sold to a person of Chinese or African descent it would automatically revert back to the
original owner. Since Keith owned all the land on which the street was developed
these covenants were permitted.

Besides his real estate holdings Griffin was the president of the National Tea
Import Company. He was active in sports and built Haxton Place with a temnis court for
the exclusive use of the residences. The court was directly south of this house. The
court's land was purchased by the LDS Church in 1958. .

When the restrictive covenants expired in 1930 Griffin moved from his home here.
It was briefly owned by Albert E. Kipp im the 1930's. 1In 1937 it was purchased by John
F. Dugan. In 1969 the present owners acquired the house from Dugan.
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