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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 
March 20, 2013 
 

AGENDA 
 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00 PM  
ROLL CALL  
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not on regular meeting schedule.  
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATION & DISCLOSURES  
ACTION ITEMS – Discussion, public hearing, and action as outlined below.  
 505 Woodside Avenue – Appeal of Historic District Design Review PL-13-01842  
 Quasi-Judicial hearing   
ADJOURN  

 
 
 



 
Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 505 Woodside Avenue 
Author: Kirsten A. Whetstone, MS, AICP 
Project #: PL-13-01842   
Date: March 20, 2013 
Type of Item:  Quasi-Judicial Appeal  
 
Summary Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board hold a quasi-judicial hearing 
on an appeal of the Planning Staff’s determination of compliance with the Historic 
District Design Guidelines for the proposed addition at 505 Woodside Avenue. 
The Planning Staff determined that the proposed addition complies with the 
Historic District Design Guidelines and recommends revisions to the conditions of 
approval to clarify certain requirements.   
 
Topic 
Applicant: Jerry Fiat, representing Woodside 

Development LLC (505 Woodside, owner)  
Appellant: Lawrence Meadows, representing Casa Di 

Lorenzo, LLC (515 Woodside Avenue, owner) 
Location: 505 Woodside Avenue 
Zoning: HR-1 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, ski runs, and open space 
Reason for Review: Appeal to Historic Preservation Board of Staff 

approval of an Historic District Design Review 
 
Background  

On March 5, 2009, a previous application was submitted for an addition to 505 
Woodside and was approved by the Planning Staff on August 28, 2009. On 
September 4, 2009, the previous application was appealed by Lawrence 
Meadows, owner of 515 Woodside.  The previous application was withdrawn by 
the applicant after a determination was made that the application was not 
complete due to an error in the application material regarding interpretation of an 
historic photo.  An advisory opinion by the State Ombudsman indicated that 
because the previous application was deemed incomplete it was not vested 
under the “old” guidelines  
 
On September 24, 2012, the Planning Department received a new and complete 
application for a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) for an addition to the 
property located at 505 Woodside Avenue. 505 Woodside Avenue is listed as a 
Significant Historic Site on the 2009 Park City Historic Sites Inventory (Exhibit A). 
The application for the proposed addition to the historic home (Exhibit B) was 
reviewed by staff and the Design Review Team as described below.   
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On October 11, 2012, Staff posted a sign on the property and sent notice to the 
surrounding property owners that an application for a Historic District Design 
Review (HDDR) had been received. This preliminary notice was done in 
accordance with requirements of the current Historic District Design Guidelines 
(HDDG) and the Land Management Code (LMC). In response to the posting, the 
owner to the south requested clarification of the rear setbacks and the owner to 
the north, the appellant, requested to review the file.  
 
On October 24th following a review of the file, the appellant submitted two letters 
outlining concerns with the proposed plans (Exhibit C). .During the months of 
November and December Staff met with the applicant’s architect, David White, to 
discuss the application and address concerns raised by staff and the adjacent 
property owners. 
 
In January, staff scheduled the application for a second review by the Design 
Review Team to go over all items raised regarding design elements of the 
addition and regarding the concerns about removing the non-contributory 
additions in the rear.  
 
At that meeting, the Design Review Team again provided direction to the 
applicant and staff that the current HDDG and the Historic Sites Inventory do not 
require a Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition (CAD) for additions that 
are deemed non-contributory additions, such as the existing rear additions to 505 
Woodside. This information was provided to the applicant during the Pre-HDDR 
application review with the Design Review Team prior to submittal of the current 
HDDR application.  On January 17, 2013, the applicant submitted revised plans 
based upon concerns raised by the adjacent property owners and input from 
Staff. 
 
Upon review of the revised plans, staff found the proposed design was in 
compliance with the current (2009) Design Guidelines, as conditioned, and sent 
an action letter, including conditions of approval, to the applicant on February 5, 
2013 (Exhibit D).  
 
On February 4, 2013, a notice of final action approving the HDDR for 505 
Woodside Avenue was posted on the property and notices were mailed to 
surrounding property owners as required by the Land Management Code. The 
notice stipulated a 10 day appeal period for the action and stated that any appeal 
shall be provided in writing to the Planning Department by 5pm on February 14th.   
 
Appeal 
On February 13th the Planning Department received a written appeal (Exhibit E) 
pursuant to Chapter 15-1-18 of the Land Management Code. The February 13th 
appeal states that the appellant has standing to appeal and that “the application 
was required be (sic) reviewed under the steep slope criteria as provided in LMC 
15-2.2-6. Appellant reserves the right to supplement or amend this appeal.”  
 
On February 24th the appellant submitted an additional appeal document (Exhibit 
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F). This information was submitted fourteen (14) days after the ten (10) day 
appeal period ended. The February 24th appeal includes allegations that 1) the 
HDDR application was incomplete, 2) that a Steep Slope CUP has not been 
performed, 3) that the engineered retaining walls in the front yard will be greater 
than 6’ in height, 4) that “old growth” trees are not identified on the plans and are 
not being preserved, 5) that a preservation plan was not submitted, 6) that the 
approval allows for the demolition of the entire structure, and 7) that the historic 
structure and roof forms are not being preserved and retained.  These items are 
addressed below. 
 
Appeals made within ten days of the Planning Staff’s determination of 
compliance with the Historic District Guidelines are heard by the Historic 
Preservation Board (HPB).  Appeals related to provisions of the LMC are heard 
by the Planning Commission.   
 
Appeal information submitted after the ten day period should be considered if the 
HPB and/or Planning Commission find that the late appeal information is related 
to the initial appeal. LMC Section 15-1-18 (A) states: “all appeals shall be filed 
with the Planning Department within ten (10) days of the Final Action”    
Subsection (F) states: “FORM OF APPEALS. . . . Appeals . . .  and must have a 
comprehensive statement of all the reasons for the appeal, including specific 
provisions of the law, if known, that are alleged to be violated by the action taken. 
The Appellant shall pay the applicable fee established by resolution when filing 
the appeal. The Appellant shall present to the appeal authority every theory of 
relief that it can raise in district court. The Appellant shall provide required 
envelopes within fourteen (14) days of filing the appeal”.  
 
Staff has provided analysis of both appeals. 
 
Included in both appeals are references to provisions of the Land Management 
Code. As the Historic Preservation Board does not have jurisdiction to make 
decisions on Land Management Code issues, Staff bifurcated the appeal so that 
issues related to the LMC, such as whether a Conditional Use Permit is required 
or whether retaining walls are too high pursuant to the LMC, will be heard by the 
Planning Commission at a separate hearing (scheduled and noticed for March 
27th) and issues related to the HDDG are heard by the Historic Preservation 
Board. 
 
Standard of review 
The scope of review by the HPB shall be the same as the scope of review by the 
staff.  The HPB shall review the application “de novo” or anew and shall give no 
deference to the underlying staff decision.   
 
General Analysis of the HDDR application 
 
Existing Character 
The existing 1,700 square foot house has been significantly altered by additions 
and changes to the exterior and materials as described in the Historic Sites 
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Inventory. The original historic house was approximately 800 square feet. A front 
addition of about 200 square feet was added in the However, the original “cross-
wing” form is evident and is a character defining element to the house. The 
historic house is approximately 990 sf, including the front addition. Non-
contributory additions to the rear (west) are proposed to be removed (Exhibit G).  
 
Front façade and garage addition 
The existing front façade will remain unchanged. The previous application 
proposed to remove a portion of the front façade on the north side to allow room 
for a side accessing garage under the north side of the house. The current 
application proposes a straight in driveway and garage to be located beneath the 
front porch, to the north of the existing stairs that will remain in their current 
location. The driveway does not exceed ten feet in width.  
 
HDDR approval does not give approval to any items that do not meet the 
requirements of the Land Management Code, and all LMC items will be verified 
at the time of the Building Permit plans review.  Likewise, HDDR approval does 
not give approval for items that require specific approval by the Planning 
Director, City Engineer, or Building Official, as the details to make such an 
approval are typically submitted with the building permit plans.  
 
Additions, connector element, and roof form 
Additional living space is proposed with the rear addition. A flat roofed connector 
element functioning as a circulation/staircase area provides a clear transition 
between the historic house and the pitched roof of the rear addition located 47’ 
behind the parallel pitched roof of the historic house.  The rear addition does not 
encroach on the historic portion of the roof. The addition preserves the existing 
roof forms complies with the current HDDG. The flat roof of the connector 
element is proposed to be a planted, green roof, consistent with requirements of 
the Land Management Code and Design Guideline D.1.4 requiring a clear 
connector element between old and new. The flat roof section is not a primary 
roof.  
 
Items of Appeal 
This section contains the Staff Analysis of the items of appeal subject to review 
by the HPB. The appeal is written in ITALIC followed by staff’s analysis.  
 
1. The HDDR Application was Incomplete. (Site plan contains inadequate 
topographic contours and misstated spot elevations.) 
 
Staff analysis: The HDDR Application was deemed complete on September 24, 
2012 as all required submittal items were provided with the application including 
both a topographic survey and a preservation plan.  
 
The topographic survey submitted was prepared and certified by a licensed 
surveyor. (See Exhibit B)  There are 2’ contour intervals on the survey. In certain 
instances, such as on an existing retaining wall that is 4’ or 6’ tall, 2 or 3 of the 
two foot intervals fall on top of each other in plan view. Additionally, there is not a 
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significant part of the lot that does not have an existing structure, deck, retaining 
wall, or other encumbrance where the contour intervals would not be shown 
because they could not be determined under the existing structures.  While the 
two foot contours were faint, staff was able to see them and use them to 
determine the existing grade of areas not encumbered by existing structures or 
walls. Staff did not utilize the applicant’s hand drawn topographic lines 
interpolated through the existing building footprint.  
 
The HDDR application states the following items need to be included on the 
survey: 1) existing grades referenced to USGS elevations, 2) building footprints 
of existing buildings, structures, and improvements; 3) existing physical 
encroachments on and off the site; 4) utility locations; 5) existing vegetation; 6) 
existing drainage facilities; 7) existing on-and off-site circulation and parking. The 
survey submitted contains these items. (See Exhibit B). 
 
The HDDR application states the following are items need to be included on the 
proposed site plan: 1) proposed grades reference to USGS elevations, 2) 
proposed building footprints, 3) superimposed building roof plans of all structures 
on site having ridgelines referenced to USGS elevations, 4) existing physical 
encroachments, 5) proposed utilities, 6) existing and proposed vegetation, 7) 
proposed drainage facilities, 8) on and off-site circulation and parking, 9) 
proposed ground surface treatments. The submitted site plan contains these 
elements (see Exhibit B).  
 
Although Appellant mentions the driveway steepness under a separate argument 
(last paragraph of Argument 2), his allegations involve the topography of the site.  
Staff’s response to the Driveway slope is that the garage door is proposed to be 
located under the porch 31’ feet back from the curb and gutter. There is a four 
foot change in grade across the length of the driveway from the garage to the 
street resulting in a 12.90 % slope. This is less than the maximum allowable 
driveway slope of 14%.  
   
Likewise, Appellant makes certain arguments regarding the height of the walls as 
depicted in the survey (first paragraph of Argument 2 (sic – labeled 2, really 3)).  
Although retaining walls greater than 4’ in height, located in the front setback 
area, require a building permit and Planning Director/Building Official approval 
and retaining walls greater than 6’ in height in the front, side or rear yards also 
require an administrative conditional use permit and a building permit, the current 
HDDR approval includes a note on the plans that all stone retaining walls on the 
property will be dry-hand stacked 2’ to 4’ high walls (non-engineered walls, 
therefore less than 4’ in height). These low stacked walls do not require a 
building permit or a Conditional Use Permit. 
 
The existing front retaining wall (not an historic wall) is identified as being” rebuilt 
with dry stacked rock” to comply with the HDDG and conform to the style of the 
stacked low rock walls proposed along the driveway. This front retaining wall is 
within the City ROW and is not technically located within the front yard area. If 
the existing rock facing can be replaced without having to structurally upgrade 
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the concrete wall then the applicant will reface the existing wall with stone to 
match the new walls. If however, the underlying wall is not structurally sound, or 
wasn’t built to current Building Code standards, then the wall will have to be 
rebuilt according to the Building Department to handle the new rock load.  A new 
wall in the ROW will require approval and an encroachment agreement from the 
City Engineer. These retaining wall approvals are obtained prior to issuance of a 
building permit for the addition when the Building Department has structural 
calculations from a licensed Engineer.  
 
To allay concerns regarding heights of retaining walls due to design 
consideration, whether stacked or poured and faced with stacked stone, staff is 
recommending revisions to the conditions of approval, as follows: 

a) Add “retaining walls” to the list of items in Condition of Approval #10 to 
be reviewed by the City Engineer at the time of building permit plan 
review. 
b) Add a condition of approval that all retaining walls shall comply with the 
Land Management Code requirements. 

 
A preservation plan was submitted with the application. (See Exhibit B) The plan 
provided an existing conditions report, a preservation plan strategy in written 
form, and a plan showing a proposal to panelize the remaining historic walls in 
order to preserve them from destruction during construction of the garage and 
basement. Staff specifically stated in the action letter that the design review 
approval does not include approval of the Disassembly/Reassembly 
(panelization) as proposed by the applicant. Staff indicated that additional 
information will need to be provided after results of an exploratory demolition 
permit and report for the Planning Director and Chief Building Official to use to 
determine whether unique conditions and overall quality of the historic 
preservation effort warrant this method of preservation.     
 
2. Steep Slope CUP Planning Commission Review was not performed. 
(Portions of the Lot under areas of construction and access thereto exceed 30% 
slope. Driveway is also (sic) exceeds maximum allowed slope)  
2. (sic) Engineered Retaining Walls > 6ft are required in Front Yard. 
(Driveways exceed maximum allowed slope) 
Staff analysis: These items fall under an interpretation of the Land Management 
Code which is outside of the purview of the HPB.  Therefore, these items are 
scheduled to be heard on March 27, 2013 by the Planning Commission who has 
jurisdiction to hear appeals of decisions by staff regarding application of the LMC 
to a property.  The HPB has jurisdiction to hear appeals of decision regarding the 
Design Guidelines.  
   
3. Significant Vegetation must be shown on plan and preserved. (Trees 
require a health evaluation by a certified arborist and Loss Mitigation) 
 
Staff analysis: Existing significant vegetation is shown on the plans and there are 
notes indicating that the existing vegetation will be preserved. (See Exhibit B)  
The evergreen tree located in the City ROW, while tall and significant, is not “old 
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growth” and the plans contain a note stating that the tree will not be removed. 
The applicant does not have the ability to make a decision to remove trees in the 
City’s ROW and has already stated that the trees will remain.  
 
Staff recommends an amendment to conditions of approval #6 requiring an 
updated survey to identify all existing significant vegetation by type and size for 
inclusion on the final landscape plan required to be submitted with the building 
permit application and to specify that none of the large evergreen trees on the 
property or in the City ROW will be removed unless required to removed by the 
City Arborist and all existing significant vegetation, including that  on adjacent lots 
shall be protected from disturbance during construction.  
 
An existing evergreen tree in the northwest corner of the rear yard was 
mislabeled on the landscape plan, which has been corrected on the approved 
HDDR landscape plan. (See Exhibit B)  There is an approximately 20’ tall 
evergreen tree in this location, planted after the date of the survey and not an old 
growth tree. The applicant has no intention of removing this tree. 
 
4. Historically Significant Site/Building requires Historic Preservation Plan. 
(A viable plan that meets common practice was not submitted or approved) 
 
Staff Analysis: A preservation plan was submitted with the application. The plan 
provided an existing conditions report, a preservation plan strategy in written 
form, and a plan showing a proposal to panelize the remaining historic walls in 
order to preserve them from destruction during construction of the garage and 
basement (see Exhibit B). Staff specifically stated in the action letter that the 
design review approval does not include approval of the 
Disassembly/Reassembly (panelization) as proposed by the applicant. Staff 
indicated that additional information will need to be provided after results of an 
exploratory demolition permit and report for the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official to use to determine whether unique conditions and overall quality 
of the historic preservation effort warrant this method of preservation.  Once that 
determination is made by staff, it is appealable.  
   
5. Approval allows for illegal demolition of entire structure except for 3 
walls. (A CAD permit has neither been applied for nor approved) 

 
Staff analysis: The HDDR approval does not allow for demolition of the entire 
structure except for 3 walls. The historic house is approximately 990 sf (including 
the front addition). The current house is approximately 1,700 square feet 
including existing additions. There were two additions to the building, one in the 
front of the house in the 1930s which is deemed contributory, and one in the rear 
of the house which has been found not to be contributory. (See Exhibit A, page 2 
“The rear additions were constructed after 1968 according to the tax cards.”)  It is 
Staff’s interpretation of the Code that a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
Demolition (CAD) is not required for additions that were deemed non-contributory 
or non-historic additions, such as the existing rear additions to 505 Woodside 
that are out of the historic period and have not acquired historic significance in 
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their own right. The home is being preserved back to the 1940’s design removing 
non-contributory additions. The removal of non-contributory additions may be 
approved at a staff level during the historic district design review process as was 
done with this application. Because the rear additions were non-contributory, 
they did not require a CAD.   
 
A preservation plan was submitted with the application. The plan provided an 
existing conditions report, a preservation plan strategy in written form, and a plan 
showing a proposal to panelize the remaining historic walls in order to preserve 
them from destruction during construction of the garage and basement.  
 
Staff specifically stated in the action letter that the design review approval does 
not include approval of the Disassembly/Re-assembly (panelization) as proposed 
by the applicant. Staff indicated that additional information will need to be 
provided after results of an exploratory demolition permit and report for the 
Planning Director and Chief Building Official to use to determine whether unique 
conditions and overall quality of the historic preservation effort warrant this 
method of preservation. If this method is not warranted, the applicant will have to 
provide an amended preservation plan for approval by the Planning Director and 
Chief Building Official.   
 
6. Historic Buildings (sic) Structure and roof forms are not being preserved 
or retained. (Numerous HDDG are either disregarded or outright violated) 
 
The historic house and unique cross-wing variant and porch historic roof form is 
being preserved and retained. The existing home at 505 Woodside Avenue is 
listed as “significant” on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory (HSI). The home 
has been modified significantly since the original construction in 1904 during the 
mature mining era (1894-1930). In the 1930’s, an expansion to the north of the 
front of the house (adjacent to the front porch) occurred as is evident by the 
1940’s tax photo. This addition is also being retained as it is deemed 
contributory. 
 
The attached historic Sites Inventory form (Exhibit A) further describes the 
changes to the house, the front porch and the side and rear additions. The 
applicant researched the history of the property with the Sanborn maps and the 
1940’s tax photo. The following are the footprints of the home from the Sanborn 
Maps. See Exhibit G for photographs, including a 1940’s tax photo. The applicant 
based the current preservation plan on the 1940’s tax photo. Staff found that the 
essential historic form of the house and roof are not compromised by the removal 
of the later rear additions and construction of the proposed addition.   
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1900      1909 
 
 
Additional living space is proposed with the rear addition. A flat roofed connector 
element functioning as a circulation/staircase area provides a transition between 
the historic house and the pitched roof of the rear addition located 47’ behind the 
parallel pitched roof of the historic house.  The rear addition preserves the 
existing roof forms, and complies with the current HDDG, specifically Universal 
Guidelines 1 and 2 regarding using the site as it was historically used (single 
family home) and historic features that have acquired historic significance should 
be maintained and preserved. The cellar, and the rear additions are out of period 
additions and not contributory to the historic timeframe. The historic roof form, 
the cross-wing variant form is maintained (see Exhibit B).The flat roof of the 
connector element is proposed to be a planted, green roof, consistent with 
requirements of the Land Management Code and complies with Guideline D.1.4 
as a “clear transitional element between old and new”. The new addition is 
located approximately 31 feet behind the front façade and complies with 
Guideline D.1.2 in that it is visually subordinate to the historic structure when 
viewed from the public right-of-way. Additionally, through the use of 
complementary materials and architecture (e.g. simple forms, siding (both 
harmonizing horizontal siding and juxtaposing vertical corrugated siding), simple 
corresponding windows, and other fine grained detailing) the addition 
complements the visual and physical qualities of the historic building.    
 
As previously discussed, the original house has been significantly altered since 
the Historic era. Removal of additions to the house does not alter the Essential 
Historical Form and the character defining elements of the house. The shape of 
the roof will be preserved. Staff finds that the original shape of the roof with the 
1930’s era changes as reflected in the 1940’s tax photo will be maintained. 
Portions of the historic roof were changed with the non-historic additions. 
Additions subsequent to the Historic era may be removed without a Certificate for 
Appropriateness of Demolition (CAD).  
 
The existing front façade, including the historic portions of the roof of the historic 
structure, will remain. Portions of the historic roof were removed with the 
previous non-historic additions. The addition complies with Guideline B.1 that 
refers to maintaining the original roof form. The current application proposes a 
straight in driveway and garage door to be located beneath the front porch. The 
driveway is on the north side of the existing stairs that will remain in their current 
location. The driveway does not exceed ten feet in width and is subservient to the 
front façade. The garage and basement are proposed to be added without raising 
the level or changing the location or orientation of the historic structure. 
 
Staff reviewed the proposed HDDR application for compliance with all applicable 
guidelines, including Universal Guidelines 1-10 and Specific Guidelines A 
(regarding site design), B (regarding primary structure), C (regarding parking 
areas and driveways), D (regarding additions) , J (regarding exterior lighting), 
and L (regarding sustainability). Guideline F (regarding disassembly/reassembly 
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of all or part of the historic structure) was specifically excluded from Staff’s review 
and so stated in the final action letter. This Guideline will be utilized after an 
exploratory demo permit is issued and the applicant can provide the City with a 
report of existing conditions, additional photographic survey information and 
written plans detailing how the disassembly and reassembly will be completed.   
 
Appellant’s Conclusion 
In response the Appellant’s conclusion on page 12 of the February 28th appeal, 
there is no deference or special treatment for any applicant or appellant. 
Disclosure of conflicts of interest or recusal will occur at the HPB meeting.  
 
Notice 
Notice of the appeal was provided as required by the Land Management Code. 
The appellant provided the list of property owners within 100 feet and letters 
were sent to the property owners by the Planning Staff.  
 
Process 
Per LMC Section 1-18 (B), the City or any Person with standing adversely 
affected by any final decision of the Historic Preservation Board regarding the 
Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites may petition the District 
Court in Summit County for a review of the decision.   
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board uphold the staff’s 
approval of the Historic District Design Review and deny the appeal of the 
Historic District Design Guidelines approval at 505 Woodside Avenue based on 
the following: 
 
Findings of Fact: 
 

1. The single family residence located at 505 Woodside Avenue is located in 
the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone.  

2. 505 Woodside is listed as a significant site on the Park City Historic Site 
Inventory.  

3. The historic home is located on Lot 1 of the 505 Woodside Avenue 
Subdivision. Lot 1 is approximately 4375 square feet in lot area.  

4. The applicant is proposing to restore and preserve the original exterior 
walls of the historic home and construct an addition to the rear after 
removing non-contributory additions.  

5. The historic home will remain in the original location and elevation with the 
unique historic cross-wing variant roof form. 

6. The maximum height of a structure in the HR-1 zone is 27’ above existing 
grade. The proposed addition meets the code maximum height allowance 
of 27 feet. The highest portion of the addition is located 47’ behind the 
parallel pitched roof of the original historic house.  

7. The HDDR Application was deemed complete as all required submittal 
items were provided with the application including both a topographic 
survey and a preservation plan.  
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8. The topographic survey submitted was prepared and certified by a 
licensed surveyor. There are 2’ contour intervals on the survey. 

9. A preservation plan and report was submitted with the HDDR application, 
including an existing conditions report, a written preservation plan report, 
photographs, and a plan proposing to panelize the historic walls.  

10. The request for panelization, was not approved as part of the HDDR, as 
specifically stated in the Action Letter.  Additional information is required to 
be provided after results of an exploratory demolition permit and report to 
be presented to the Planning Director and Chief Building Official to use in 
order to determine whether unique conditions and overall quality of the 
historic preservation effort warrant this method of preservation. If this 
method is not warranted, the applicant will have to provide an amended 
preservation plan for approval by the Planning Director and Chief Building 
Official.  

11. A preservation guarantee is required for all construction projects involving 
historic properties. The guarantee is typically $250.00 per square foot of 
construction. This guarantee is required prior to issuance of any building 
permits.  

12. The findings discussed in the Background and Analysis Sections of this 
report are incorporated herein. 

13. Existing significant vegetation, including the large evergreen trees on the 
property and within the City ROW will remain. The landscape plan was 
revised on January 31, 2013 and shows that the evergreen tree located on 
the northwest portion of the lot will remain and will be shown on the final 
landscape plan to be submitted with the building permit plans. 

14. A landscape guarantee is required for all construction involving the 
disturbance of existing ground and/or vegetation and for any projects that 
have required landscape plans. This guarantee is required prior to 
issuance of any building permits.  

15. The HDDR approval does not allow for demolition of the entire structure 
except for 3 walls. A Certificate of Appropriateness for Demolition (CAD) is 
not required for additions that were deemed non-contributory additions or 
that have not acquired historic significance in their own right. 

16. The historic house and historic roof forms are being preserved and 
retained. 

17. Additional living space is proposed with the rear addition. The new 
addition is located approximately 31 feet behind the front façade. 

18. The proposed flat roofed connector element is a “clear transitional element 
between old and new” functioning as a circulation/staircase area and 
providing a transition between the historic house and the pitched roof of 
the rear addition located 47’ behind the parallel pitched roof of the historic 
house.  The rear addition does not encroach on the historic portion of the 
existing house, and it preserves the existing cross-wing variant roof form 
and complies with the current HDDG.  

19. The flat roof of the connector element is proposed to be a planted, green 
roof, consistent with requirements of the Land Management Code and 
complies with the Guideline D.a.4 in that it is a “clear transitional element 
between old and new” and it is not a primary roof for the overall structure.  
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20. The February 5, 2013 action letter, including findings of fact, conclusions 
of law and conditions of approval are hereby adopted.  

 
Conclusions of Law: 
 

1. The proposed addition complies with the Park City Historic District Design 
Guidelines as conditioned. 

 
Order: 

1. The Planning Staff did not err in the approval of the Historic District Design 
Review of the proposed addition for 505 Woodside Avenue.  

2. Appellant’s request for a reversal of the Planning Staff’s decision to 
approve the HDDR application is denied. 

3. The Conditions of Approval from the February 5, 2013 HDDR Action Letter  
continue to apply with the following amendments: 
a) Add “retaining walls” to the list of items in Condition of Approval #10 to 
be reviewed by the City Engineer at the time of building permit plan 
review. 
b) Add a condition of approval that all retaining walls shall comply with the 
Land Management Code requirements. 
c) Add a sentence to Condition of Approval #6 requiring an updated 
survey to identify all existing significant vegetation by type and size for 
inclusion on the final landscape plan required to be submitted with the 
building permit application and to specify that none of the large evergreen 
trees on the property or in the City ROW will be removed unless required 
to be removed by the City Arborist and that all existing significant 
vegetation, including that  on adjacent lots shall be protected from 
disturbance during construction and the method of protection shall be 
approved by a certified Arborist. 
d) If the proposed method of preservation by disassembly and reassembly 
is not warranted and approved by the City, then the applicant will have to 
provide an amended preservation plan for approval by the Planning 
Director and Chief Building Official prior to issuance of any building 
permits.  

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A- Sites Inventory form 
Exhibit B- Plans, Preservation Plan, Landscape Plan, Survey 
Exhibit C- Appellant’s letter following first notice 
Exhibit D- February 5, 2013 Action Letter of approval with conditions 
Exhibit E- Appeal submitted on February 13, 2013 
Exhibit F- Additional appeal submitted on February 24, 2013 
Exhibit G- Photos 
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)

1  IDENTIFICATION  

Name of Property:  

Address: 505 Woodside Avenue AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: PC-341 

Current Owner Name: Woodside Development, LLC Parent Parcel(s):
Current Owner Address: PO Box 4581, Park City, UT 84060-4581         
Legal Description (include acreage): 0.10 acres; LOTS 2 & 3 BLK 28 PARK CITY SURVEY ALSO 25 FT X 25 FT 
LYING W'LY OF & ADJACENT TO LOT 2 BEING E 25 FT LOT 31. 

2  STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation*                    Reconstruction   Use
� building(s), main � Landmark Site           Date:     Original Use: Residential 
� building(s), attached � Significant Site          Permit #:     Current Use: Residential 
� building(s), detached � Not Historic               � Full    � Partial 
� building(s), public 
� building(s), accessory 
� structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: � ineligible � eligible

� listed (date: )  

3  DOCUMENTATION  

Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not) 
� tax photo: � abstract of title      � city/county histories 
� prints:  � tax card      � personal interviews 
� historic: c. � original building permit      � Utah Hist. Research Center 

� sewer permit      � USHS Preservation Files 
Drawings and Plans � Sanborn Maps      � USHS Architects File 
� measured floor plans � obituary index      � LDS Family History Library 
� site sketch map � city directories/gazetteers      � Park City Hist. Soc/Museum 
� Historic American Bldg. Survey � census records      � university library(ies): 
� original plans: � biographical encyclopedias      � other:             
� other:  � newspapers    

      
Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.)  Attach copies of all research notes and materials. 

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007. 
Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter.  Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide.  Salt Lake City, Utah: 
 University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991. 
McAlester, Virginia and Lee.  A Field Guide to American Houses.  New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998. 
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995. 
Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall.  “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.”  National Register of 
 Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form.  1984.   

4  ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY      

Building Type and/or Style: Other Residential type / Vernacular style No. Stories: 1  

Additions: � none   � minor � major (describe below) Alterations: � none � minor   � major (describe below)

Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures: � accessory building(s), # _____; � structure(s), # _____.  

General Condition of Exterior Materials: 

Researcher/Organization:  Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation  Date:   November, 08                         
HPB Meeting March 20, 2013 13
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505 Woodside Avenue, Park City, UT   Page 2 of 3

� Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.) 

� Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.):   

� Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat.  Describe the problems.):

� Uninhabitable/Ruin 

Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or configuration.
Describe the materials.):

Site: Five foot stone veneer retaining wall at street front. Shallow terraces in front yard. Entry steps from the 
roadway to front porch at the south end of the lot. Minimal ground vegetation and mature evergreen trees. 

Foundation: Assumed to be concrete. 

Walls: Clad in a drop horizontal siding (not consistent reveal) and vertical siding over the basement level. The 
porch is a partial-width shed roof supported by square posts.  The handrail is unfinished wood with heavy 
elements and square balusters. 

Roof: Modified cross-wing form sheathed in standing seam metal. 

Windows: Single and paired double-hung windows, some appear to be aluminum. 

Essential Historical Form: � Retains     � Does Not Retain, due to:  

Location: � Original Location     � Moved (date __________) Original Location: 

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made): This frame house has been significantly 
modified.  The roof form is an unusual cross-wing variant and the porch, originally a dropped hipped roof with 
exposed rafter ends has been replaced with a shed roof that is integrated into the principal roof.  This window 
openings have been modified, though not significantly.  The front porch has been altered from simple slender porch 
supports and a low solid rail to heavy vertical elements and open rail with square balusters.  A small window in the 
basement has been replaced by a panel door.  The rear additions were constructed after 1968 according to the tax 
cards. 

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The 
setting has been altered. The tax photo shows a stone retaining wall that has been replaced by a wall using stone 
veneer in a pattern atypical of Park City's historic neighborhoods.  The gradual rise in the front yard has been 
replaced by stone terraces and very little vegetation.  Like most homes in park City's historic neighborhoods, the 
side yards are narrow and the home is surrounded by other homes of similar size and scale. 

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the distinctive
elements.): Much of the physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era home has 
been altered and, therefore, lost. 

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, do not effectively 
convey a sense of life in a western mining town of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  

Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The "T" or "L" cottage (also known as 
a "cross-wing"), of which this is a variation, is one of the earliest and one of the three most common house types 
built in Park City during the mining era; however, the extent of the alterations to the main building diminishes its 
association with the past. 

The extent and cumulative effect of alterations to the site render it ineligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

5  SIGNIFICANCE              

HPB Meeting March 20, 2013 14



505 Woodside Avenue, Park City, UT   Page 3 of 3

Architect: � Not Known � Known:   (source: )  Date of Construction: c. 19041

Builder: � Not Known � Known:     (source: ) 

The site must represent an important part of the history or architecture of the community.  A site need only be 
significant under one of the three areas listed below: 

1. Historic Era:  
     � Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1893) 
     � Mature Mining Era (1894-1930) 
     � Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1931-1962) 

Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah's mining 
boom period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it is one of only two major metal 
mining communities that have survived to the present.  Park City's houses are the largest and best-
preserved group of residential buildings in a metal mining town in Utah.  As such, they provide the most 
complete documentation of the residential character of mining towns of that period, including their 
settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, and socio-economic make-up.  The 
residences also represent the state's largest collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century frame 
houses.  They contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and 
architectural development as a mining community.2

2. Persons (Describe how the site is associated with the lives of persons who were of historic importance to the community or those who 
were significant in the history of the state, region, or nation):

3. Architecture (Describe how the site exemplifies noteworthy methods of construction, materials or craftsmanship used during the historic 
period or is the work of a master craftsman or notable architect):

6  PHOTOS                             

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp. 

Photo No. 1: West elevation.   Camera facing east, 2008 (assessor). 

Photo No. 2: East elevation (primary façade).  Camera facing west, 2006. 

Photo No. 3: East elevation (primary façade).  Camera facing west, 1995. 

Photo No. 4: Southeast oblique. Camera facing northwest, tax photo. 

1 Summit County records. 
2 From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.  
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Kirsten Whetstone

From: Lawrence Meadows <lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 1:20 AM
To: Thomas Eddington; PC Planning Dept
Subject: 505WS HDDR Comments/Concerns

     
Sent via email and hand delivery: 
  
Hello Tom, 
  
As I mentioned to you yesterday, I  was not aware of my neighbor's HDDR Application for 505WS , until my 
employee took this photo four days ago and sent it to me. I wanted to bring this to your attention that public notice 
sign was not properly displayed in clear view to the public, but instead appears to have been concealed behind the 
trash cans. This should have been prominently planted in the front yard and clearly visible from the street, so all 
passersby and other residents could be made aware of the notice, and exercise their right comment on the 
application.  
  
I  did however take the opportunity to review the 505WS plans at the counter yesterday, and was also able to speak 
with Kirsten about them. She was kind enough to offer to email me a copy of the 505WS HDDR application/plans. 
Once I receive and review them more fully, I will provide any additional concerns and comments I may have. As 
you know I am pro-development and welcome an improved structure adjacent to my personal home. However, I 
want to be sure it is fully reviewed and in compliance with the LMC and Historic District Guidelines, remains 
harmonious with the existing streetscape and historic context; and most importantly doesn't create any adverse 
impacts to my property or the neighborhood.  
Based on my cursory review of the 505WS plans at the counter, these are my immediate concerns; 
  
    1. STEEP SLOPE; 
    This application involves a structure >1000sf,  and the new driveway access thereto and rear addition are over 
areas that exceed 30% slope based on elevations     depicted on applicants submitted site plan, and pre-existing 
survey data points. Thus, the application should be reviewed under the steep slope criteria as     provided in LMC 
15-2.2-6. 
  
    2.  INADEQUATE TOPOGRAPHIC LINES ON CERTIFIED SURVEY; 
    The submitted certified survey is not for the property as currently platted, and does not depict any heights of the 
existing retaining walls, nor the does it show the     location of any significant vegetation. Additionally, the  survey 
topographic lines are incomplete and only show 10ft contours; and also contain inaccurate     elevation call 
outs in the NE corner. Furthermore, the survey fails to identify any elevations in the front yard, and omits the the 
elevations in known areas of     steep slope under the  proposed driveway access and rear addition. I can say this 
with certainty based on known data points in my possession from the pre-    existing survey 
performed by  Dominion Engineering of the Sweeney MPD, which included boundary and topographic 
data over Treasure Hill Lots 6 &     7, 505WS, 501WS and 515WS. Oddly,   architect David White's hand drawn Site 
Plan depicts much more extensive and detailed topographic 
lines     than those  rrepresented on the applicants submitted certified survey; making it unclear as to where Mr. 
White actually derived his elevation information     from, and also raises the question of its accuracy. That in and 
of itself presents a serious concern, as  it was also Mr. White  who had previously submitted     documents with 
material omissions, and misstated historic building dimensions in pursuit of a previous HDDR on this very same 
property. Those omissions     resulted in an incomplete application, that failed vest, was ultimately  as 
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was determined Utah State Ombudsman. Therefore, the verification of the     actual site topography of 505WS, and 
related building/wall  elevations is crucial to ensure a full and proper design review  can be performed. 
  
    3.  PRESERVATION OF SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION;  
    LMC 15-2.2-10 requires property owner to protect all "significant vegetation" within 20ft, yet the applicant's 
plans do not depict the two existing large old growth     pine trees which are situated along my southern property 
boundary of 515WS, which are both deemed to be "significant vegetation".  
       (1) A 40ft tall, 17" diameter old growth pine tree sits near the front yard NE property corner, which is actually 
in the city ROW, and an integral part of  
       street scape of Woodside Ave, and also creates a substantial buffer, which softens massing between the 
structures of 505 and 515WS,. 
       (2) A 20ft tall, 7" diameter pine tree sits in the NW property corner, immediately adjacent to my southern 
property boundary, which provides shade and privacy        to my rear yard, and is visible from the public hiking 
ROW. 
    Removal either of these trees is not required to facilitate construction in the allowed building footprint, but the 
the destruction of either of them would have a     significant adverse impact on the character of the site, and the 
quality and value of my own property. Furthermore, the HDDG section A.5 state that applicant     should maintain 
any landscape features that contribute to the character of the site, and also that a detailed landscape plan shall be 
provided.    
            
    4.  RETAINING WALLS;  
    The project will require several significant retaining wall systems some of which appear to be >4ft, and possibly 
even >6ft; and therefore would require     engineered designs, and either a  CUP or City Engineer approval. 
Moreover applicant  does not provide adequate plan details or cross-sections, and height call     outs of  necessary 
walls; thereby preventing planning from performing a full and proper review. The following walls will significantly 
impact the historic context,     streetscape, and neighboring properties, and should be addressed in detail; 
sspecifically but limited to; 
    (1) walls along the new driveway in front and side yard, (2) street-side retaining wall in front yard, (3) north side 
yard walls along southern boundary between     proposed courtyard and 515WS southern property boundary, (4) 
north side yard walls for window wells in lower level of new rear addition, and 
    (5) Plan's show the rear yard grade being raised4ft above existing, but shows no details for the retaining walls this 
would necessitate between the     southern     boundary of  515WS,  nor does it address resultant drainage issues 
created onto 515WS, and other neighboring properties (501WS, THSH-7, THSH-6). 
  
    5.  PROTECTION OF PRE-EXISTING RETAINING and LANDSCAPE FEATURES; 
    Plans also do not address the potential destruction/disturbance of the pre-existing boulder retaining walls, and 
RR tie walls and "Mine Shaft" landscape detail     situated near the NE property corner, in the city ROW, and 
between 515WS. Nor do the plans  show or address protection of the existing 6ft wooden fence that     runs along 
the property boundary between 505WS and my home at 515WS. 
  
    6.  MASSING; 
    The horizontal roof ridge over new addition is imposing and overwhelms the historic home, and rises 12.5ft 
above the highest ridge at 515WS. Further it     significantly penetrates a string line across the ridges of existing 
adjacent structures. The northern end gable of the roof system should be softened by clipping it     and finishing as 
a hip roof; which is the very same solution the planning commission required on the north end ridge gable on my 
home at 515WS. 
     
    7.  REAR YARD SETBACK VIOLATION; 
    Rear Yard West Elevation Roof Gable overhangs 4.5ft  into the 15ft rear yard setback; which violates the 2ft max 
allowed by LMC 15-2.2-5 G.(4). 
     
     8.  HISTORIC PRESERVATION; 
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    The existing structure is listed as  historically "significant site", but no Historic Preservation plan has been 
provided, and it's not clear how existing historic     structure will be preserved. The submitted panelization plan 
seems to imply that the entire historic structure is being demolished, with only three     exterior walls being 
panelized. This approach does not preserve the majority of the structure that's clearly depicted in early 1900's tax 
appraisal photos/floorplans.     Moreover,  there has been no Determination of  Historical Insignificance, nor a has 
a Certificate for Appropriateness of Demolition been applied for or     approved, for any of the historic areas the 
applicant intends to demolish. For example, an existing historic 9'x15' cellar on the west elevation is 
clearly     documented in the 1949 tax appraisal, yet the applicant intends to demolish this part of the structure, 
and replace with a new addition. On what basis has this     portion of the historic structure been deemed 
insignificant, and why should this applicant be treated any differently than the one who 
was     forced to  preserve  the historic "chicken coop"  behind the "significant site" of 543WS?  
  
After I review the plans more thoroughly I'll provide other comments if needed, but the above issues create the 
most significant concern for me as an adjacent property owner; and must be addressed and resolved prior 
to  issuance of any approval.  If you have any questions or would like to discuss further, feel free to call my cell 
(516-982-7718), or I'll make myself available  at your convenience if you would like to meet on-site.  
  
Thank you, 
Lawrence Meadows 
  
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: emilio_sosa_ortiz <emilio_sosa_ortiz@msn.com> 
To: lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com  
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2012 8:33 PM 
Subject:  
 
 
 
T-Mobile. America's First Nationwide 4G Network 
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Kirsten Whetstone

From: Lawrence Meadows <lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 11:06 PM
To: Kirsten Whetstone
Cc: Thomas Eddington
Subject: One final comment Re: 505WS HDDR Comments/Concerns

Kirsten, 
  
I wanted to mention one last item before Fridays' deadline: 
I feel that planted "green" flat roof is completely unorthodox especially in conjunction with an addtion to a 
"siginifgant" historic structure; whereby it totally dilutes the historic character. Furthermore, I'm not aware of any 
other home on Woodside or Park Ave that even has one; it just isn't compatible with all the immediately 
surrrounding historic architecture. I'm aware that that LMC 15-2.2-5 (C), allows for less than a 7:12 pitch on a green 
roof that is not part of the primary roof. However, how is that interpreted, meaning what exactly constitutes the 
primary roof; in this case the greenf roof covers the entire width of the upper 1/2  of the  3rd story which would 
seem to imply that flat roof that is part of the  primary roof; and there fore must be > 17:12  While the "green" flat 
roof is a novel concept, it seems more suited for an urban setting, and perhaps in a commercial application on Main 
Street; but it is not something I would like to see in my neighborhood, and especially not immediately adjacent to 
my home with it's historicly  9:12 pitched roofs. 
  
Thank you, 
Larry 
  
  

 
From: Kirsten Whetstone <kirsten@parkcity.org> 
To: 'Lawrence Meadows' <lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com>  
Cc: Thomas Eddington <thomas.eddington@parkcity.org>  
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2012 1:51 PM 
Subject: RE: 505WS HDDR Comments/Concerns 
 
Thanks Larry, 
  
I understand your concerns.  
I won’t have a chance to look at this project until next week. 
As soon as I do, I will meet with David White. 
Then I will get in touch with you so you and I can go over any revisions, clarifications, additional concerns. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Kirsten  
  

From: Lawrence Meadows [mailto:lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 1:20 PM 
To: Kirsten Whetstone 
Cc: Thomas Eddington 
Subject: Re: 505WS HDDR Comments/Concerns 
  
Hi Kirsten, 
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To be clear yes I did in fact receive the  notice letter, but was out of town last week; and was told about the 
sign before I had actually had a chance to open the letter. Anyway fortunately, I found out timely. My email 
comments address my primary concerns, please consider that my formal submission, and I will supplement 
by Friday if there is anything else. I don't want to make your job any more difficult than it is, but just want 
to be certain that all the LMC, and Historic guidlines are complied with, and want to prevent anything that 
would adversely affect the streetscape, or my property value at 515WS. As I mentioned yesterday, I'm 
happy to talk over the phone or in person if you have any questions for me. 
  
Thanks  Again, 
Larry 
  
  

  
From: Kirsten Whetstone <kirsten@parkcity.org> 
To: 'Lawrence Meadows' <lawrencemeadows@yahoo.com>; Thomas Eddington 
<thomas.eddington@parkcity.org>  
Cc: "dgwarch@xmission.com" <dgwarch@xmission.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 12:01 PM 
Subject: RE: 505WS HDDR Comments/Concerns 
  
Larry, 
  
Thank you for providing comments on the 505 Woodside HDDR application. 
  
As I mentioned yesterday when you were in, I did post the sign in a prominent place right in front of 
the property. 
The applicant is not the one who posts, however the applicant/owner may have moved the sign.  
Also, I noticed that you did receive the notice letter‐ you had it with you when you came in to look at 
the plans. 
The letters were in the mail on October 11th, and I am glad you received yours and were aware of the 
application so you could provide input. 
  
I sent the plans to you yesterday by email.   
Thank you for taking the time to come in to review the plans. 
I appreciate your comments and will go over them with the applicant. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Kirsten  
  
  
Kirsten A Whetstone, MS, AICP 
Senior Planner 
  
Park City Planning Department 
PO Box 1480  
Park City, UT 84060 
435-615-5066 
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PCMC Planning Department, PO Box 1480, Park City, UT 84060 
 
 
February 5, 2013 
 
 
Woodside Avenue Development LLC 
C/o Jerry Fiat 
PO Box 4581 
Park City, UT 84060 
 
David White, Architect 
PO Box 1313 
Park City, UT 84060 
 
NOTICE OF PLANNING STAFF ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 
 
Project Address:   505 Woodside Avenue  
Project Description:   This is a request for a Design Review for a rear  
    addition, garage, and remodel of existing historic 
    structure located at 505 Woodside Avenue.  
Date of Action:   February 4, 2013 
Project Number:   PL-11-01409 
Project Planner:  Kirsten A Whetstone, MS, AICP, Senior Planner 
 
Summary of Staff Action 
Staff reviewed this project for compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines; 
specifically with 1) Universal Guidelines for Historic Sites and 2) Specific Guidelines for 
Historic Sites as follows:  

A. Site Design- including maintaining setbacks, retaining walls, fences and 
handrails and landscape features and providing final grading to manage storm 
drainage on subject lot. Final Site Plan, including Landscape Plan, Grading Plan 
and Drainage plan to be submitted with Building Permit application.   
B. Primary Structures- including maintaining the original roof form and primary 
historic façade, avoiding the removal and obscuring of significant historic 
elements, maintaining new foundation within 2’ of historic location, maintain 
historic window and door openings, and using paints that are opaque rather 
than transparent;  
C. Parking Areas- regarding new garages including providing elements to 
reduce the visual impact of garages and new driveways to not exceed 12’ in 
width;  
D. Additions to Historic Structures- including not obscuring or causing a loss 
of significant historic elements or materials, complementing the visual and 
physical qualities of the historic house, using components that are in scale with 
historic, using clear transitional elements between old and new, minimize the 
vertical wall area of basement addition that is visible from the primarily public 
ROW, locate window wells so they are not visible from the public ROW, re-
grade site to be approximately as it was prior to construction, and use garage 
doors that don’t exceed 9’ wide by 9’ in height;  
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F. Disassembly/Reassembly- a panelization of part of the Historic Structure is 
proposed. This method of preservation is not a common practice. This design 
review approval does not include approval of a Disassembly/Reassembly. Staff 
shall review the panelization proposal at the time of review of the final building 
plans and upon review of the photographic survey and results of an exploratory 
demolition permit and report. The Planning Director and Chief Building Official 
shall determine that unique conditions and overall quality of the historic 
preservation effort warrant the disassembly/reassembly of the historic structure 
per Chapter 9 of the LMC;  
J. Exterior lighting- to be provided with the building plan set and shall comply 
with the City’s lighting ordinances and policies; and  
L. Sustainability- including conditions to recycle removed materials and if solar 
panels are proposed they will be located on the roof towards the rear of the 
house.  

 
Staff finds that as conditioned the proposed design complies with all applicable 
Guidelines for construction on a Historic Site. This letter serves as the final action letter 
and approval for the Historic District Design Review for the addition and remodel of an 
historic structure located at 505 Woodside Avenue, per the HDDR plans redlined and 
dated January 17, 2013 and approved on January 30, 2013, and subject to the 
following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval: 
 
Findings of Fact 

1. The property is located at 505 Woodside Avenue.  
2. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1 District. 
3. There is an historic house located at 505 Woodside that is listed as a 

“Significant” site on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory. The site is not listed 
as a “Landmark” site. The house was constructed in 1904 and because of major 
non- historically significant and non-historically sensitive additions; the house is 
currently not eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The1968 additions were determined during the Sites Inventory to be out of 
period and they diminish the buildings association with the past.  The 1930’s 
addition at the northeast side of the house will remain, however the front porch 
that was modified over time will be reconstructed to be consistent with typical 
front porches from the historic era for this type of house.  

4. The property consists of Lot 1 of the 505 Woodside Avenue Subdivision, being a 
combination of Lots 2, 3, and a portion of Lots 30 and 31, Block 28 of the Park 
City Survey, recorded September 4th, 2009.  

5. The lot contains 4,375 square feet (sf). The minimum lot size in the HR-1 District 
is 1,875 sf. 

6. The existing lot is 50’ in width and 87.5’ in depth. The minimum lot width is 25’ in 
the HR-1 District. 

7. Minimum front setback for a lot of this depth is twelve (12’) feet with a 
combination of front and rear setbacks equal to a minimum of twenty-five (25’) 
feet. Minimum side yard setbacks for a lot of this width are five (5’) feet.  

8. The proposed building footprint is1, 707.5 square feet, and includes removal of 
non-significant additions and construction of a new rear addition. The LMC 
allows a building footprint of 1,710 square feet for a lot of this size.  

9. The existing house does not encroach across the side or rear property lines. 
The front stairs to the front porch and the front retaining wall encroach onto the 
Woodside Avenue public right-of-way (ROW). An existing low railroad tie 
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landscaping wall encroaches onto the adjacent lot to the south and onto the 
property to the rear. An encroachment agreement with the city is required prior 
to commencing any work in the public ROW, including for any work on the 
existing retaining wall or driveway.  

10. The existing house has a non-conforming front setback of 10.5’ for the house 
that will remain. The front porch has an existing minimum setback of seven (7’) 
feet that will remain. The house also has a non-conforming south side setback 
of 1.5’ that will remain. All new construction will meet current LMC required 
setbacks and no new non-complying setbacks will result from the new addition.  

11. The proposed plans indicate a building height of 27’ or less from existing grade 
for all roof ridges and the flat roof connector element. The plans indicate no 
change in final grade around the perimeter of the house exceeds four (4’) feet. 
The third story steps more than 10’ back from the front façade. All final heights 
will be verified at the time of the Building Permit application. 

12. There is a significant historic house adjacent to the south at 501 Woodside 
Avenue. The three houses to the north are non-historic houses, including the 
large contemporary house adjacent at 507 Woodside. There are two large non-
historic houses to the rear (west) that are part of the Sweeney Master Planned 
Development, and the house to the south of 501 Woodside is also a large 
contemporary structure. 

13. For construction and maintenance purposes, access and construction 
easements should be acquired from the adjacent property owners or 
construction shall occur completely on the subject property.  

14. Historic door and window openings will be maintained, and/or taken back to the 
historic openings/locations, with the exception of the addition of a garage door 
on the primary façade. The proposed garage door does not exceed 9’ wide by 9’ 
in height. The proposed driveway does not exceed 12’ in width. 

15. The historic front porch does not exist and the plans include a proposal to bring 
the porch back to the historic dimensions consistent with this historic style of 
house.  

16. No portion of the lot where construction is proposed exceeds 30% slope for the 
required 15’ of distance. Therefore no Steep Slope CUP is required prior to 
issuance of a building permit. 

17. Changes to the existing grading and landscaping are documented on the 
preliminary landscape plan. A final grading and landscape plan, consistent with 
the preliminary plat, will be submitted with the building permit application. 

18. The landscape plan indicates all large trees on the adjacent property will remain 
as will the old mine ore cart. 

19. The front retaining wall will be reconstructed with the flagstone veneer removed. 
The retaining wall will be replaced with a stacked rock wall typical of historic 
walls in the neighborhood.  

20. Panelization of the Historic Structure is proposed. This method of preservation 
is not a common practice. This design review approval does not include 
approval of a Disassembly/Reassembly and review of the panelization proposal 
is conducted at the time of review of the final building plans and upon review of 
the photographic survey and results of an exploratory demolition permit and 
report. Before disassembly and reassembly may occur, the Planning Director 
and Chief Building Official have to make a determination that unique conditions 
and the overall quality of the historic preservation effort warrant the disassembly 
and reassembly of the historic structure per Chapter 9 of the LMC.  
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21. The proposed design complies with the Universal Guidelines for Construction on 
Historic Sites. 

22. The proposed design complies with the Specific Guidelines for Construction on 
Historic Sites.  

23. On November 30, 2011, a pre-HDDR application meeting with the Design 
Review Team was held and the applicant was provided with information 
regarding applicable guidelines and LMC requirements to take into 
consideration when preparing the Historic Design Review application. 

24. On September 24, 2012, a complete HDDR application was submitted to the 
Planning Department.  

25. On October 11, 2012, the Planning Staff posted the property and sent out notice 
letters to affected property owners, per the requirements of the LMC.  

26. On October 24, 2012, the Planning Staff received comments from adjacent 
property owners regarding the proposed design. 

27. Staff reviewed the comments and met with the applicant to review the plans and 
consider revisions. 

28. On November 8, 2012, the applicant submitted revised plans and additional 
information that was reviewed by Staff.  

29. On January 17, 2013 the applicant submitted additional revised plans to 
address additional comments by the Staff.   

 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The proposal complies with the 2009 Park City Design Guidelines for Historic 

Districts and Historic Sites as conditioned. 
2. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant 

to the HR-1 District. 
3. The proposal complies with the Non-complying Structure standards listed in 

Section 15-9-6(A), in that the existing structure is historic and extends into the 
south side and front yard setbacks. The proposed construction will not create 
any new non-compliance with the HR-1 requirements.  
 

Conditions of Approval 
1. Receipt and approval of a Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) by the Building 

Department is a condition precedent to the issuance of any building permits for 
this property. The CMP shall consider and mitigate impacts to the existing 
historic home, adjacent structures, and existing infrastructure/streets from the 
construction. All anticipated road closures shall be described and permitted in 
advance by the Building Department. The CMP shall explain how construction 
along the south property line will be completed if no construction and 
maintenance easement is obtained from the adjacent property owner at 
501Woodside Avenue.  

2. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance 
with the drawings stamped in on January 17, 2013, redlined and approved by 
the Planning Department on January 30, 2013. Any changes, modifications, or 
deviations from the approved design shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Director prior to construction. Any changes, modifications, or 
deviations from the approved design that have not been approved by the 
Planning and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.  

3. The designer and/or applicant shall be responsible for coordinating the 
approved architectural drawings/documents with the approved construction 
drawings/documents. The overall aesthetics of the approved architectural 
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drawings/documents shall take precedence. Any discrepancies found among 
these documents that would cause a change in appearance to the approved 
architectural drawings/documents shall be reviewed and approved prior to 
construction. Any changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved 
design that have not been approved by the Planning and Building Departments 
may result in a stop work order. 

4. All standard conditions of approval shall apply (see attached). 
5. If a building permit has not been obtained by February 4, 2014, then this HDDR 

approval will expire, unless an extension is requested in writing prior to the 
expiration date and an extension is granted by the Planning Department, with 
notice given according to the Land Management Code. 

6. Any area disturbed during construction shall be brought back to its original state 
or landscaped according to an approved Landscape Plan, prior to issuance of a 
Certificate of Occupancy.   

7. A final Landscape Plan shall be submitted with the building permit submittal and 
shall be reviewed in conjunction with the building permit, and shall include 
irrigation details for the new landscape area, plantings and mulch materials, and 
materials and locations of all hard surfaced areas and retaining walls.  

8. Construction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when 
possible. Any proposed roof mounted solar panels shall be shown on the plans 
submitted for building permit review and shall be located towards the rear of the 
house. 

9. Lighting fixture details have not been submitted, included or reviewed as part of 
this application.  All exterior lighting cut sheets and locations shall be submitted 
to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to installation.  All 
exterior lighting shall meet Park City’s lighting ordinance and be downward 
directed and shielded. 

10. City Engineer review and approval of all grading, utility installation, public 
improvements, drainage plans, and flood plain issues,  for compliance with City 
and Federal standards, is a condition precedent to building permit issuance.  

11. All electrical service equipment and sub-panels and all mechanical equipment, 
except those owned and maintained by public utility companies and solar 
panels, shall be painted to match the surrounding wall color or painted and 
screened to blend with the surrounding natural terrain.  Roof mounted 
equipment and vents shall be painted to match the roof and/or adjacent wall 
color and shall be screened or integrated into the design of the structure. 

12. As noted on the plans, exterior wood surfaces shall be solid-stained and must 
have an opaque rather than transparent finish. Provide a weather protective 
finish to wood surfaces that were not historically painted.  Low VOC paints and 
paints are recommended to be used.  

13. The proposed porch posts and railing details, including dimensions, shall be 
shown on the final building plans, consistent with the HDDR plans.  

14. All exterior materials shall be identified on the final building plan set, consistent 
with the January 17, 2013 HDDR plans. The heavy timber elements, both the 
horizontal and vertical members, shown for the addition, around the flat roof 
portion, shall be reduced in dimension in order to comply with the Guidelines. 
The 12” dimension is not in scale with the historic scale of trim and detail 
elements. Final details of the scaled down elements, as redlined on the plans, 
shall be submitted with the Building permit application plans.  

15. Approval of this HDDR was noticed on February 4, 2013 and is subject to a 10 
day appeal period. 
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16. A preservation guarantee shall be calculated by the Chief Building Official and 
all paper work and documentation regarding the preservation guarantee shall be 
executed and recorded at Summit County recorder’s office prior to issuance of 
any building permits for construction on this property.   

17. The Staff shall review the panelization proposal at the time of review of the final 
building permit application. Upon review of the photographic survey and results 
of an exploratory demolition permit and report the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official shall determine whether unique conditions and overall quality of 
the historic preservation effort warrant the disassembly/reassembly of the 
historic structure per Chapter 9 of the LMC. 

18.  If you have any questions about this approval, please do not hesitate to contact 
me.  I can be reached at (435) 615-5066, or via e-mail at Kirsten@parkcity.org 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
STANDARD PROJECT CONDITIONS 

 
1. The applicant is responsible for compliance with all conditions of approval. 
 
2. The proposed project is approved as indicated on the final approved plans, except as 

modified by additional conditions imposed by the Planning Commission at the time of the 
hearing.  The proposed project shall be in accordance with all adopted codes and 
ordinances; including, but not necessarily limited to:  the Land Management Code 
(including Chapter 5, Architectural Review); International Building, Fire and related 
Codes (including ADA compliance); the Park City Design Standards, Construction 
Specifications, and Standard Drawings (including any required snow storage 
easements); and any other standards and regulations adopted by the City Engineer and 
all boards, commissions, agencies, and officials of the City of Park City. 

 
3.  A building permit shall be secured for any new construction or modifications to 

structures, including interior modifications, authorized by this permit. 
 
4.  All construction shall be completed according to the approved plans on which building 

permits are issued.  Approved plans include all site improvements shown on the 
approved site plan.  Site improvements shall include all roads, sidewalks, curbs, gutters, 
drains, drainage works, grading, walls, landscaping, lighting, planting, paving, paths, 
trails, public necessity signs (such as required stop signs), and similar improvements, as 
shown on the set of plans on which final approval and building permits are based. 

 
5. All modifications to plans as specified by conditions of approval and all final design 

details, such as materials, colors, windows, doors, trim dimensions, and exterior lighting  
shall be submitted to and approved by the Planning Department, Planning Commission, 
or Historic Preservation Board prior to issuance of any building permits.  Any 
modifications to approved plans after the issuance of a building permit must be 
specifically requested and approved by the Planning Department, Planning Commission 
and/or Historic Preservation Board in writing prior to execution. 

 
6. Final grading, drainage, utility, erosion control and re-vegetation plans shall be reviewed 

and approved by the City Engineer prior to commencing construction.  Limits of 
disturbance boundaries and fencing shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning, 
Building, and Engineering Departments.  Limits of disturbance fencing shall be installed, 
inspected, and approved prior to building permit issuance. 

 
7.  An existing conditions survey identifying existing grade shall be conducted by the 

applicant and submitted to the Planning and Building Departments prior to issuance of a 
footing and foundation permit.  This survey shall be used to assist the Planning 
Department in determining existing grade for measurement of building heights, as 
defined by the Land Management Code. 

 
8. A Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP), submitted to and approved by the Planning, 

Building, and Engineering Departments, is required prior to any construction.  A CMP 
shall address the following, including but not necessarily limited to: construction staging, 
phasing, storage of materials, circulation, parking, lights, signs, dust, noise, hours of 
operation, re-vegetation of disturbed areas, service and delivery, trash pick-up, re-use of 
construction materials, and disposal of excavated materials.  Construction staging areas 
shall be clearly defined and placed so as to minimize site disturbance.  The CMP shall 
include a landscape plan for re-vegetation of all areas disturbed during construction, 
including but not limited to: identification of existing vegetation and replacement of 
significant vegetation or trees removed during construction.  
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9.  Any removal of existing building materials or features on historic buildings shall be 
approved and coordinated by the Planning Department according to the LMC, prior to 
removal. 

 
10.  The applicant and/or contractor shall field verify all existing conditions on historic 

buildings and match replacement elements and materials according to the approved 
plans.  Any discrepancies found between approved plans, replacement features and 
existing elements must be reported to the Planning Department for further direction, prior 
to construction.  

 
11. Final landscape plans, when required, shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning 

Department prior to issuance of building permits.  Landscaping shall be completely 
installed prior to occupancy, or an acceptable guarantee, in accordance with the Land 
Management Code, shall be posted in lieu thereof.  A landscaping agreement or 
covenant may be required to ensure landscaping is maintained as per the approved 
plans. 

  
12. All proposed public improvements, such as streets, curb and gutter, sidewalks, utilities, 

lighting, trails, etc. are subject to review and approval by the City Engineer in accordance 
with current Park City Design Standards, Construction Specifications and Standard 
Drawings.  All improvements shall be installed or sufficient guarantees, as determined by 
the City Engineer, posted prior to occupancy. 

 
13. The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall review and approve the sewer 

plans, prior to issuance of any building plans.  A Line Extension Agreement with the 
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District shall be signed and executed prior to 
building permit issuance.  Evidence of compliance with the District's fee requirements 
shall be presented at the time of building permit issuance. 

 
14. The planning and infrastructure review and approval are transferable with the title to the 

underlying property so that an approved project may be conveyed or assigned by the 
applicant to others without losing the approval. The permit cannot be transferred off the 
site on which the approval was granted. 

 
15. When applicable, access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by the State 

Highway Permits Officer.  This does not imply that project access locations can be 
changed without Planning Commission approval. 

 
16. Vesting of all permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the approval as 

defined in the Land Management Code, or upon termination of the permit. 
 
17. No signs, permanent or temporary, may be constructed on a site or building without a 

sign permit, approved by the Planning and Building Departments. All multi-tenant 
buildings require an approved Master Sign Plan prior to submitting individual sign 
permits. 

 
18. All exterior lights must be in conformance with the applicable Lighting section of the Land 

Management Code. Prior to purchase and installation, it is recommended that exterior 
lights be reviewed by the Planning Department. 

 
April 2007 
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