
Times shown are approximate. Items listed on the Regular Meeting may have been continued from a previous meeting and may 
not have been published on the Legal Notice for this meeting. For further information, please call the Planning Department at (435) 
615-5060. 
 
A majority of Historic Preservation Board members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the 
Chair person. City business will not be conducted.  
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the 
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.  
 

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 
SEPTEMBER 18, 2013 
 

AGENDA 
 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00 PM Pg 
ROLL CALL  
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not on regular meeting schedule.  
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATION & DISCLOSURES  
ACTION ITEMS – Discussion, public hearing, and action as outlined below.  
  
 1063 Norfolk Avenue – Grant PL-13-02051 3 
 Public hearing and possible action   
    
 269 Daly Avenue – Determination of Historical Significance PL-13-02024 87 
 Public hearing and possible action   
    
 1119 Woodside Avenue – Appeal of a Historic District Design 

Review 
PL-13-02036 121 

 Quasi-judicial hearing   
    
ADJOURN  
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
 
Subject:  1063 Norfolk Avenue  
Author:  Christy Alexander, Planner 
Date:   September 18, 2013 
Type of Item:  Historic District Grant 
Project Number: PL-13-02051 
 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the request for a 
historic district grant and consider awarding the applicant a portion of the costs 
associated with the restoration of 1063 Norfolk Avenue. 
 
Description 
Applicant:    Letitia and Michael Lawson 
Location:    1063 Norfolk Avenue – Significant Site 
Proposal:    Historic Grant 
Zoning:        Historic Residential (HR-1) District 
Adjacent Land Uses:  Single-family dwellings, multi-family dwellings 
Redevelopment Area:  Lower Park Avenue RDA 
 
Background 
The existing historic home at 1063 Norfolk Avenue is a significant structure built during 
the late 1890’s in a T-Type style, typical of miner’s cottages during that era. It resides on 
1 ½ city lots and borders the south side of the 11th street steps. The 11th Street stairs 
used to be a city street and a sizable carriage house once stood in the northwest corner 
of the property, originally accessed from 11th/Crescent Street. The house was built 
using stick frame wood construction techniques without a solid stone or concrete 
foundation. Unfortunately, most of the original features and design elements on this 
home have been lost over time, such as the double hung windows, box bay front 
window, front door and front porch. As described by the HSI, the structure has 
sustained these minor alterations and additions. 
 

Design.  The initial cross-wing frame house had a porch in its L. At some point 
between C. 1940 and 1995 the porch was enclosed, the roofline extended and 
the entrance moved to another elevation. 
 
Setting.  The setting remains unchanged from early descriptions and/or 
photographs. 
 
Workmanship.  The physical evidence from the period that defines this as a 
typical Park City mining era house are the simple methods of construction, the 
use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type, a simple roof form, 
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informal landscaping, restrained ornamentation, and plain finishes—which have 
been altered, and therefore, lost. 
 
Feeling.  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.  The “T” or “L” cottage (also known as a “cross-wing”) 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. 
 
Analysis 
General eligible improvements for historic district grants include, but are not limited to: 

• Masonry Repair 
• Siding 
• Exterior Doors 
• Retaining walls of historic 

significance/steps/stairs 
• Porch repair 

• Exterior trim 
• Foundation work 
• Structural stabilization 
• Windows 
• Cornice repairs 

 
The purpose of the grant program is to incentivize property owners to maintain and 
preserve historic commercial and residential structures in Park City.  In 1987, the Park 
City Historic District Commission and City Council identified the preservation of Park 
City’s historic resources as one of their highest priorities.  The grant program has 
operated continuously since that time with the full support of subsequent City Councils 
and Preservation Boards.  The purpose of the grant program is to assist in offsetting the 
costs of rehabilitation work.  Funds are awarded to projects that provide a community 
benefit of preserving and enhancing the City’s historic architecture. 
 
According to the HSI, the building is in “fair” condition.  The applicant submitted a 
Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on April 1, 2013.  The application 
was deemed complete April 5, 2013.   The applicant proposes to restore the 1890s 
house, restoring the historic porch, and add a new rear addition.  The proposed work 
was approved as part of a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) on May 7, 2013.  A 
Preservation Guarantee is required at the time of the building permit.  
 
The applicant has requested grant funds for the following improvements to the historic 
structure: 

 
Foundation.  The existing home has no foundation or even loose rocks beneath 
the flooring joists. As a result, significant settlement and rot has occurred at the 
sill plate level. The applicant proposes to brace and raise the house, dig and pour 
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a new basement foundation, repair and add structural flooring members and re-
situate the home upon its new foundation. The excavation and foundation 
estimates relate to the entire project with a basement foundation and a rear 
addition. In order to estimate just the amount that pertains to grant eligible items 
(i.e. crawl space excavation and foundation), the contractors have provided the 
following information: 

• Excavation – 75% of the excavating estimate is related to the existing 
structure and the difficulty of tunneling under the existing structure and 
transporting that material out of the hole. The actual bid, just for a 
crawlspace excavation would be half the attached bid. 

• Foundation – The existing structure’s footprint accounts for 2/3 of the total 
proposed footprint. A non-basement foundation would account for ½ of the 
above mentioned portion (i.e. 1/3 of total foundation cost). The eligible 
items pertaining to this estimate are highlighted with non-eligible items 
such as concrete flatwork (garage, basement, driveway, and patio) 
omitted. 

 
Additions. All non-historic additions to the existing structure will be removed in 
order to better showcase the classic T-shaped renovated historic structure. A 
two-story bedroom addition is proposed in the southwest rear corner of the 
property. This addition will be connected to the existing structure with a 
transitional stair hallway addition that will visually separate the two (2)-story 
addition from the historic structure. The bedroom addition will be partially sunken 
into the existing grade on the uphill side of the lot in order to minimize its 
presence and not overpower the scale of the existing 1.5 story historic home. 
The proposed additions will be clad in differing materials that are intended to 
complement the spirit of the existing historic home without competing with it. 
 
Porch.  The original front porch has been enclosed and incorporated into the 
front living room. The applicant proposes to recreate the original front porch 
using the c.1930s photograph as a guide for correct window and door placement 
and sizing. They will salvage and reuse the historic siding from less conspicuous 
areas of the house in order to make the front porch as historically accurate as 
possible. The attached entry door cost is the most similar door that the applicant 
could find to match their plans. Based on the lack of readily available historically 
correct ¾ lite solid wood 6’8” entry doors with transom windows, as shown on 
their plans, they intend to have a door and transom custom built to match their 
plans. The provided estimate is conservative and should be close or lower than 
the actual cost will be. The estimated historic siding rehabilitation cost is $8,000 
based on the unit cost of $8/sf of siding on the 1000 sf of historic structure 
exterior walls. The estimated exterior painting cost is $2,000 based on the unit 
cost of $2/sf of siding on the 1000 sf of historic structure exterior walls. 
 
Windows.  There are currently no existing historic windows at all in the home. 
The applicant proposes to recreate the existing window configuration of the 
original structure based on the c. 1930s photograph and existing scars remaining 
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on the siding. All proposed windows on the historic structure will be double hung 
wood construction as is relevant to the location and period of the home. Most are 
of 2’6” dimension in width by 6’0” in height with the exception of the double box 
bay window and north wall, which are similar in scale but longer in length. The 
windows in the proposed addition will be aluminum-clad wood casement 
windows that are designed to complement the existing historic structure. The 
original structure at one time had a box bay window on the front northeast side of 
the home. Unfortunately, the applicant was unable to find a photo of this home 
with the window in place. They could however, determine the original placement 
and size of the structure from the footprint shown on the 1900 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance maps and scars in the siding at the top of the front gable and interior 
walls of the house. They will remove the non-historic attic window and recreate 
the box bay widow with the evidence they have and by also using other historic 
examples that still exist in the neighborhood. The attached window estimate is 
only for the windows proposed for the existing historic home. All additional 
windows and doors for this project are not included.  
 
Architectural Ornamentation.  Very little architectural ornamentation exists on the 
home. There is a small cove molding detail at the soffit that will be restored and 
replaced wherever it is missing on the original structure. Some additional 
ornamentation will be created with the addition of the box bay window, using 
other examples in the neighborhood as a guide. Porch details will also be 
recreated using the c. 1930s photograph and other neighboring historic 
examples.  
 
Roofing.  The applicant is proposing to replace the existing roof with new metal 
roofing.  The proposed work includes lifting the existing structure, placing it back 
on the new foundation, adding structural members from the inside to bolster 
existing framework to meet current code, and replacing roof decking with metal 
roofing. The applicant has little information on what the actual costs of reroofing 
might be. They are requesting that this item be reviewed at a later date and 
considered for grant assistance when an accurate cost estimate can be obtained. 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Historic Preservation Board - September 18, 2013 Page 6 of 232



 
Total estimated cost of the proposed eligible work is $95,245.  As the program is a 
matching grant program, half (1/2) of the total cost is eligible to be granted.  Therefore, 
the Board can consider granting the applicant one half (1/2) of the proposed cost of the 
eligible preservation work in the amount of $28,621.   
 
The Historic District Grant Program states that “funds shall be awarded to projects that 
provide a community benefit of preserving and enhancing the historic architecture of 
Park City.”  Restoring the original porch, windows, entry door and architectural 
ornamentation will enhance the historic integrity of the site..  Repairing and, where 
necessary, replacing wood siding, trim, and cornice are equally significant to the 
restoration of the house.   
 
Since the applicant is proposing a full basement, Staff does not support funding the 
costs of excavation, raising the structure to facilitate excavation, or bracing the house to 
the extent necessary to construct a new basement. In August, the HPB reviewed a 
grant application for similar work at 1049 Park Avenue, and chose to award grant funds 
only for the cost of pouring the new foundation. The grant application for 335 Woodside 
requested similar funding for these expenses in July 2012; however, the Historic 
Preservation Board did not award funds for these items because the applicant proposed 
a full basement.  That grant was approved without granting funds for the full basement. 
 
The applicant is also requesting funds for both wood siding restoration as well as paint.  
Traditionally, grant funds have not been awarded for exterior paint.  Painting is generally 
viewed as the property owner’s responsibility as it is a maintenance item. Staff would 
recommend, given the substantial amount of this grant, that grant funds are not used to 
finance exterior painting. 
 
At this time, the applicant has not yet submitted a quote for the cost of the new roof.  It 
will be reviewed at a later date.  
 
This project is located in the Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA).  The 
current balance of the Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA) is $143,585.50.  
While funding is limited in the Main Street RDA and Capital Improvement Project (CIP) 
Fund, the Lower Park Avenue RDA receives the least amount of grant requests.  Staff 
recommends that the funds be allocated from the Lower Park RDA fund for historic 
incentive grants.  
 
Staff is supportive of the restoration of this site.  Staff finds that the rehabilitation of this 
site will greatly contribute to the historic character of the neighborhood.  Though the 
HPB had reviewed four (4) grant requests for this neighborhood in recent months, very 
few grant requests have come from this region in the history of the grant program.  
Awarding a grant in this neighborhood continues to increase awareness of the Historic 
District Grant program and promotes greater historic preservation efforts.   
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The largest grant awarded by the Historic District Grant Program was in the amount of 
$50,000 to 1280 Park Avenue in 2003; the second largest was $42,000 to 1149 Park 
Avenue in August 2013. Totaling $28,621, this grant request would be one of the largest 
grant requests received by this matching grant program.   Since 2004, the largest grants 
awarded by the HPB were to 1049 Park Avenue in the amount of $42,000 (2013), 335 
Woodside Avenue in the amount of $21,000 (2012), and 1149 Park Avenue in the 
amount of $16,392 (2013).  The HPB has awarded twelve (12) historic preservation 
grants in the Lower Park Avenue RDA—most recently projects at 1149 Park Avenue 
(June 6, 2013), 1101 Park Avenue (August 7, 2013), and 1049 Park Avenue (August 
21, 2013) since 2004.  
 
Staff recommends that the HPB award the amount on the estimated breakdown for the 
proposed work to restore the historic structure, totaling $95,245, Therefore, Staff 
recommends that the Board consider granting the applicant one half (½) of the 
proposed cost of the eligible preservation work in the amount of $28,621.  
 
The following table shows a breakdown of the rehabilitation expenses. 
 
 

Scope of Work Owner’s 
Portion 

City’s 
Portion 

Estimated 
Total Cost 

New Basement Foundation 
Foundation Work/Footings 
Excavation 
House Lifting 

 
$8,914.00 

$23,000.00 
$13,000.00 

 
$8,913.00 

$0 
$0 

 
$17,827.00 
$23,000.00 
$13,000.00 

Structural Work/Framing (joists, 
rafters, porch, box bay) 

$5,600.00 $5,600.00 $11,200.00 

Framing Materials $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $10,000.00 
Window/Door Restoration $3,717.00 $3,716.00 $7,433.00 
Entry Door $1,023.00 $1,022.00 $2,045.00 
Entry Door Hardware $370.00 $370.00 $740.00 
Historic Siding Rehabilitation $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $8,000.00 
Exterior Paint $2,000.00 $0 $2,000.00 
Roofing *to be submitted 

at a later date 
 
 

*to be submitted 
at a later date 

Total $66,624.00 $28,621.00 $95,245.00 
 
 
Recommendation 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the request for a 
historic district grant and consider awarding the applicant a portion of the costs up to a 
maximum of $28,621 associated with the restoration work and new foundation for the 
existing historic structure located at 1063 Norfolk Avenue.   
 
Alternatively, the HPB may: 
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1.  Award the applicant the full amount of $28,621 in accordance with staff’s 
recommendation. 

2. Award the applicant a portion of the amount.  
3. Deny the award. 

 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Current Grant Fund Amounts 
Exhibit B – Historic Sites Inventory Form 
Exhibit C – Approved HDDR 
Exhibit D – Quotes for proposed work 
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 

 
 
 
 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Subject:   Historic Sites Inventory 
Address:   269 Daly Avenue 
Project Number: PL-13-02024 
Date:                  September 18, 2013 
Type of Item: Administrative – Determination of Significance 
 
Summary Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the application, conduct a 
public hearing and consider changing the status of 269 Park Avenue from a Landmark 
Site to a Significant Site on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.  
 
Topic: 
Project Name: 269 Daly Avenue  
Applicant:  Dirk de Vos on behalf of Theodore Pistorius   
Proposal: Determination of Significance  
 
Background: 
The Park City Historic Sites Inventory, adopted February 4, 2009, includes four hundred 
five (406) sites of which one hundred ninety-two (192) sites meet the criteria for 
designation as Landmark Sites and two hundred thirteen (214) sites meet the criteria for 
designation as Significant Sites.  The existing structure at 269 Daly Avenue was added 
to the site as a Landmark Structure based on a reconnaissance level survey by then 
Historic Preservation Consultant, Dina Blaes.  During the recon-level survey, Dina noted 
that the Sanborn maps identified the home as a “Hall-Parlor” home, but noted that a 
cross-wing addition and porch had likely been added during the Mature Mining Era 
historic period based on limited information available at the time..  There are no photos 
of the home prior to the 1990’s. Sandborn maps were used to determine original shape 
of the home.   
 
On April 8, 2011, the applicant submitted an application for a Historic District Design 
Review (HDDR) for the purpose of doing a rear addition to the existing home.  The new 
owners of the home contemplated a simple rear addition to the home.  The original 
proposal was to keep what was thought to be the in-period addition to the home and re-
building the rear with a rear addition.  During A previous plat amendment by the 
applicant, there was an agreement to place a note on the plat limiting the overall size of 
the home and the addition be no larger than 2,000 square feet in size.  
 
During this process the applicant had the building department do an initial inspection of 
the home to determine what work might be necessary.  During the inspection it was 
noted by the Building Inspector that the home was uninhabitable due to various issues 
related to the structural integrity of the home, electrical issues and mold.  The home was 
later inspected by Chief Building Official, Chad Root, as well as members of the 

Planning Department 
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Planning Department Staff and the Historic Preservation Consultant, all of whom agreed 
with the initial assessment that the home was in fact, uninhabitable.     
 
It was also discovered at this time that information provided to the City showed 
evidence that the home was originally a hall-parlor home constructed in 1901, and that 
the addition to the front of the home was actually done an “out-of-period” sometime 
between 1965 and 1970.  The addition altered the home into a cross-wing “L-Cottage” 
design with a front porch.  The original application contemplated keeping the front 
portion of the home because it had the most salvageable materials and form.  However, 
once it was discovered that this was an out-of-period addition, that plan was amended 
to reconstruct the original hall-parlor form with a rear addition and an “in-period” style 
front drop-porch (the plans are attached hereto as Exhibit “A”).     
 
In a June, 2012 visit to the home, Staff, along with former Historic Preservation 
Consultant, Dina Blaes, visited the home for an inspection of the home.  During the 
inspection it was noted by former Consultant Blaes that there was very little historic 
material remaining on the home.  There was a small section of original siding on the 
rear, along with bricktext and other materials.  It was noted that the front addition either 
did not preserve the original material of the home’s façade, or that any siding was likely 
used internally, but did not exist on the exterior of the home. 
 
On June 20, 2012, former Consultant Blaes gave a written opinion to Staff indicating 
that if the Chief Building Official, Chad Root, determines that the property meets the 
requirement in the LMC for abatement of dangerous buildings, then the home should be 
allowed to be reconstructed in accordance with applicable Design Guidelines and LMC 
requirements.  Consultant Blaes also made the following findings:  
 

 Reconstruction should only be allowed if the historic form as a hall-parlor home 
without the out-of-period front extension is retained.  Doing so will allow the home 
to remain as “Significant” and would allow the property to remain on the Historic 
Sites Inventory. 

 Because of the fairly unique site constraints, it is suggested that the City consider 
allowing the original hall-parlor house to be moved forward (perhaps 4-6 feet) 
such that a clear separation is maintained between the extant accessory building 
at the street front and the historic Hall-Parlor form.  A rear addition is possible 
without the move, but the excavation required to accommodate the addition and 
the loss of mature vegetation on the hillside appears far more impactful than 
allowing the house to move forward slightly. This would facilitate a compatible 
rear and/or side addition to the original Hall-Pallor form required to be retained. 

 The proposed reconstruction is compliant with the underlying principles of the 
City’s preservation program, and that allowing the home to be reconstructed and 
moved are better met, namely, returning the building to its historic form, restoring 
the historic primary and secondary façades, and making sure that the historic 
resource will return to viable use as a single-family residence. 
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Based on the recommendation from Consultant Blaes, Staff issued the applicant an 
approval of the HDDR on to reconstruct and relocate the home as proposed on the 
plans referenced as “Exhibit A” herein.  Staff made several conditions of approval, 
including a condition that the applicants obtain a letter from the Chief Building Official 
and the Planning Director, allowing them to reconstruct and relocate the home as 
proposed (see Exhibit “B”) based on the requirements for such as outlined in Land 
Management Code (LMC) Section 15-11-15 (Reconstruction of An Existing Historic 
Building or Historic Structure). 
 
On June 13, 2013, Chief Building Official Root and Planning Director Thomas 
Eddington, signed a letter authorizing the applicant to reconstruct the home (and 
accessory structure), and relocate the home slightly forward to accommodate the rear 
addition.  The letter cited findings of fact for the proposal to reconstruct and relocate the 
home, namely that the home had retained very little of its original historic character, the 
fact that the home was in serious disrepair, and the fact that the proposal to reconstruct 
would re-introduce the original hall-parlor design.  The rational for allowing the home to 
be moved was largely due to Consultant Blaes assessment that allowing the home to be 
moved forward slightly would avoid cutting into the side of the canyon, thus avoiding 
many of the issues that caused the original home to become dilapidated in the first 
place (the letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “C”).  As a condition of approval for the 
request to reconstruct and relocate the home, the Planning Director require the 
applicant to apply for a Determination of Significance (DoS), requesting to change the 
designation of the home and the site from “Landmark” to “Significant.”   
 
Analysis and Discussion: 
The Historic Preservation Board is authorized by Title15-11-5(I) to review and take 
action on the designation of sites within the Historic Sites Inventory.  The Historic 
Preservation Board may designate sites to the Historic Sites Inventory as a means of 
providing recognition to and encouraging the preservation of historic sites in the 
community (LMC 15-11-10).  Land Management Code Section 15-11-10(A) sets forth 
the criteria for designating sites to the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.   
 
Because the home does not retain any of its historic form, and due to the fact that the 
addition to the home was out of period, there is little doubt that the home would qualify 
for “Landmark Status” based on the information provided.  A reconstruction of the home, 
which is necessary based on the issues raised by the Chief Building Official, would also 
not allow the home and site to remain as “Landmark.”  Thus Staff is recommending that 
the site be redesigned as “Significant” based on the following definition:   
 
Significant Site.  Any buildings (main, attached, detached or public), accessory buildings 
and/or structures may be designated to the Historic Sites Inventory as a Significant Site 
if the Planning Department finds it meets all the criteria listed below: 
 
(a) It is at least fifty (50) years old or has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50) 
years if the Site is of exceptional importance to the community; and (…) Complies 
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The structure was originally constructed in 1901, making the structure 112 years old.   
 
(b) It retains its Essential Historical Form, meaning there are no major alterations that 
have destroyed the Essential Historical Form. Major alterations that destroy the 
Essential Historical Form include:  

(i) Changes in pitch of the main roof of the primary façade if 1) the change was 
made after the Period of Historic Significance; 2) the change is not due to any 
structural failure; or 3) the change is not due to collapse as a result of inadequate 
maintenance on the part of the Applicant or a previous Owner, or  
(ii) Addition of upper stories or the removal of original upper stories occurred after 
the Period of Historic Significance, or  
(iii) Moving it from its original location to a Dissimilar Location, or  
(iv) Addition(s) that significantly obscures the Essential Historical Form when 
viewed from the primary public Right-of-Way. Complies. 
 

The home does retain its original historic form, even with the front addition.  The 
reconstructed home will also retain the original historic form.   
 
(c) It is important in local or regional history, architecture, engineering, or culture 
associated with at least one (1) of the following:  

(i) An era of Historic importance to the community, or  
(ii) Lives of Persons who were of Historic importance to the community, or  
(iii) Noteworthy methods of construction, materials, or craftsmanship used during 
the Historic period. Complies. 

 
A “Landmark” Site is any building (main, attached, detached, or public) designated to 
the Historic Sites Inventory, as outlined in Land Management Code (LMC) 15-11-10(A), 
because: 
(a) It is at least fifty (50) years old or has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50) 

years if the Site is of exceptional importance to the community; and 
(b) It retains its Historic Integrity in terms of location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling and association as defined by the National Park Service for 
the National Register of Historic Places; and  

(c) It is significant in local, regional or national history, architecture, engineering, or 
culture associated with at least one (1) of the following: 
(i) An era that has made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history;  
(ii) The lives of Persons significant in the history of the community, state, region, or 

nation; or 
(iii) The distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of construction or the 

work of a notable architect or master craftsman.   
 
Staff finds that the structure at 269 Daly Avenue no longer meets the standards for local 
landmark designation because of the loss of the structure’s historic integrity, particularly 
its design and alterations of its historic materials.  As discussed previously, the structure 
was originally designed and built as a hall-and-parlor house in 1901; however, a gable 
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addition to the façade transformed the structure to a cross-wing or L-cottage outside of 
the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930) between 1965 and 1970.  The out-of-period addition 
significantly obscures the Essential Historical Form when viewed from the primary 
public Right-of-Way.  Furthermore, the changes to the historic materials have also 
diminished the structure’s historic integrity.   
 
Notice: 
Legal Notice of this public hearing was published in the Park Record and posted in the 
required public spaces.   
 
Public Input: 
A public hearing, conducted by the Historic Preservation Board, is required prior to 
adding sites to the Historic Sites Inventory. The public hearing for the recommended 
action was properly and legally noticed as required by the Land Management Code.  No 
public input was received at the time of writing this report.   
 
Alternatives: 

 Conduct a public hearing to consider the DOS for 269 Daly Avenue described 
herein and change the existing designation of “Landmark” within the Historic 
Sites Inventory to “Significant” as presented. 

 Conduct a public hearing and reject the change from “Landmark” to “Significant” 
at 269 Daly Avenue to the Historic Sites Inventory, providing specific findings for 
this action. 

 Continue the action to a date certain.  
 
Significant Impacts: 
There are no significant impacts on the City as a result of adding the existing building 
described in this report to the Historic Sites Inventory.    
 
Consequences of not taking the Recommended Action: 
Not taking the recommended action will result in the 269 Daly Avenue property 
remaining on the Historic Sites Inventory as a Landmark home, which it does not/will not 
qualify for (once reconstructed). 
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board conduct a public hearing and 
consider changing the designation of 269 Daly Avenue from “Landmark” to “Significant” 
within the Park City Historic Sites Inventory according to the following finding of fact and 
conclusions of law. 
 
Finding of Fact 

1. 269 Daly Avenue is within the HR-1 zoning district. 
2. The structure at 269 Daly Avenue is currently listed on the Park City Historic 

Sites Inventory as a “Landmark” Structure. 
3. There is an existing cross-wing “L-Cottage” structure at 269 Daly Avenue.  
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4. The existing structure has been in existence at 269 Daly Avenue since 1901 
according to the Sanborn Insurance Maps. 

5. Intensive level investigation work has determined that the original hall-parlor was 
altered to its existing shape sometime between the late 1960’s to the early 
1970’s with a room and front porch addition to the front of the building.   

6. The existing structure is over 50 years old, however the addition is less than 50 
years old and is thus, and not in period. 

7. The existing structure is in serious disrepair and is not habitable in its current 
dangerous condition.   

8. There is very little original exterior materials remaining on the home.  There was 
no evidence that the original siding was used for the late 1960’s early 1970’s 
addition to the home.   

9. The original structure was a T shaped cottage and typical of the mature mining 
industry era.   

10. In 1997, the stem wing section of the main roof was modified to create a new 
front facing gable and additional space in the top story.  The “pitch” of the original 
gable end of the cross-wing has not been altered.  Also, the shed roof above the 
porch has not been altered.  Although the roof form has been modified, it is 
evident that the structure was originally a cross-wing T shaped cottage when 
viewed from the public right-of-way.  The existing structure retains its essential 
historical form.   

11. The structure no longer meets the criteria for Landmark designation, but should 
be designated as Significant.  Built in 1901, the structure is over fifty (50) years 
old and has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50) years.   Though the 
structure has lost its historic integrity due to the out-of-period addition and 
alterations to its historic materials, it has retained its historical form. The out-of-
period addition to the façade of the structure significantly obscures the Essential 
Historical Form when viewed from the primary public Right-of-Way, disqualifying 
it from Landmark status.  The structure is important in local or regional history 
because it is associated with an era of historic importance to the community,  
Mature Mining Era (1894-190).   

 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The existing structure located at 269 Daly Avenue meets all of the criteria for a 
Significant Site as set forth in LMC Section 15-11-10(A)(2).   

 
 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A – Applicant’s Letter 
Exhibit B – Historic District Architecture Survey, 1982 
Exhibit C – Historic Sites Inventory Form, 2008 
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08) 

1  IDENTIFICATION  

Name of Property: 

Address: 269 DALY AVE AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah    Tax Number: PC-632

Current Owner Name: MANN JANET C (JT)    Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: 3998 BROCKBANK WAY; SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84124       
Legal Description (include acreage): PARK CITY BLOCK 73 ( MILLSITE RES ) BLOCK: 73 LOT: 34BUILDING: 
0.004 ROOM 1 STORY HOUSE ON E'LY SIDE DALY AVENUE NO 269, BEING 36TH HOUSE E SIDE 
EMPIRE CANYON PARK CITY; ALSO DESC AS THAT PORTION OF NW1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4 SE1/4 SEC 21 
T2SR4E SLBM BEG AT SW COR LOT 34 BLK 73 MILLSITE RESERVATION; TH N 74*55' W 16.6 FT TO PT 
ON DALY AVE; TH S 22*28' W 298.6 FT; TH S 69*57' E 35.4 FT TO TRUE PT OF BEG & RUN TH S 69*57' E 
77.3 FT; TH S 20*55' W 46.3 FT; TH N 69*42' W 76.3 FT; N 19*26' E 46.0 FT TO TRUE PT OF BEG CONT 
3490 SQ FT; ALSO BEG AT THE NE COR OF THAT CERTAIN TRACT OF LAND CONVEYED BY WD 
RECORDED JAN 7,1982 AS ENTRY #187312 BK 207-743 OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS SD PT BEING W 
1095.20 FT & S 1521.21 FT FROM THE NE COR OF SEC 21 T2SR4E SLBM; & RUN TH S 69*57' E 85.77 FT 
M/L TO A PT ON THE E LINE OF WASHINGTON MILLSITE LOT 80-B; TH S 18*00' W ALONG SD E LINE 
46.71 FT; TH N 69*42' W 88.15 FT TO THE SE COR OF THE ABOVE REFERENCED TRACT; TH N 20*55' E 
46.30 FT TO THE PT OF BEG CONT 0.09 AC BAL 0.17 AC 

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. 

Researcher/Organization:  Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation                               Date:   November, 08                   
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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: “L” cottage or “T” cottage 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), # __1__;  structure(s), # _____.  

General Condition of Exterior Materials: 

 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: Untreated wood picket fence, single car garage and extending shed (various wooden materials) 

Foundation: Not visible and therefore its material cannot be verified. 

Walls: Drop-novelty wood siding 

Roof: Unable to verify (2006 photo shows roof covered in snow. 1995 photo exhibits asphalt shingles) 

Windows: Vinyl casement and sliding 

Improvements: Garage – Frame: 194 SF Fair Quality 

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): Discrepancies in original building 
type as building card from 1968 indicates a simple rectangular structure with a 4’x6’ porch covering in the front 
and center entryway of building.  Earliest photo in 1995 indicates an “L” cottage type, although the gable-facing 
portion could have been added on between 1968-1995.  Regardless, the resulting structure type is still 
complimentary to the mining era of this time.  Material wear is starting to show in the painted trim detail of the 
porch roofline.

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.):
Narrow building lot with adjacent residential properties of complimentary scale and building types.  Building lot is 
fairly flat, with a steep hilly slope rising directly behind the property line.  House is recessed to the center of the 
lot, while a makeshift single-car garage is directly adjacent to where the front of the property line meets the city 
roadway. (Garage is in fair condition).  An untreated wood picket fence also separates the immediate boundary 
between the property and the city roadway.  Various shrubs and natural grasses are throughout the landscape.  
A faltering chain-link fence separate this property and its neighbor to the left of the front elevation. 

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the 
distinctive elements.): The distinctive elements that define this as a typical park City mining era house are the simple 
methods of construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type (“L” cottage), the 
simple roof form, the informal landscaping, the restrained ornamentation, and the plain finishes. 
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Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, 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”) is one of the earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during 
the mining era. 

5  SIGNIFICANCE                

Architect:  Not Known  Known:   (source: )  Date of Construction: 19011

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: Northwest oblique.    Camera facing southeast, 2006. 

Photo No. 2: Accessory building.   Camera facing east, 206. 

Photo No. 3: Northwest oblique.    Camera facing southeast, 1995. 

1
Summit County Recorder.

2 From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.  
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 1119 Park Avenue 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Date:  September 18, 2013 
Application: PL-13-02036 
Type of Item: Quasi-Judicial – Appeal of Staff’s Determination of 

Compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts 
and Historic Sites 

 
Summary Recommendations  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the submitted appeal 
of Staff’s determination denying the submitted Historic District Design Review (HDDR) 
due to the non-compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic 
Sites at 1119 Park Avenue.  Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law 
affirming the determination of non-compliance for the Board’s consideration.  
 
Description 
Applicant/ Appellant:  Gregg Davison, property owner; Kurt Von Puttkammer, 

architect 
Location:   1119 Park Avenue 
Zoning:   Historic Residential (HR-1) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential 
Reason for Review: Appeals of Staff decisions regarding the Design Guidelines 

for Historic Districts and Historic Sites are reviewed by the 
HPB per 15-1-18(A) of the Land Management Code 

 
Background 
Built in 1895, the structure located at 1119 Park Avenue was initially constructed as a 
one (1)-story hall-and-parlor structure; however, a second level was added to the 
structure after 1907.  A one (1) car concrete masonry unit (CMU) garage was added to 
the north side of the house prior to 1949, but is not considered historic at this time as it 
was constructed outside of the historic Mining Era and does not contribute to the 
architectural significance of the attached house. Two (2) rear additions were added to 
the main level in the 1970s/1980s. The Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) form stipulates 
that the structure has not been significantly altered and remains as it was described in 
the 1983 National Register nomination.  The structure is listed as part of the overall 
Mining Boom Era Residences National Register Thematic District and is also 
individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The HSI lists the 
property as a Landmark site. 
 
On August 16, 2013, the City received an appeal of a Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) application denied on August 5, 2013 for 1119 Park Avenue (PL-12-01611).  
The appeal is specific to Staff’s determination that the 1119 Park Avenue project does 
not comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites (Design 
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Guidelines) as well as not complying with the applicable Land Management Code 
(LMC) requirements.  In an email to the applicant explaining his right to appeal, staff 
noted that the ten (10) day period in which the applicant could appeal would expire on 
August 16, 2013; however, Staff was mistaken and the ten (10) day period ended on 
August 15, 2013.   
  

 
(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Physical Conditions Report) 
 
On May 16, 2012, the Building Department issued a Notice and Order to Repair and 
Vacate 1119 Park Avenue.  The Notice and Order was recorded on June 28, 2012.  
During this time, the City commissioned Preservation Solutions (Dina Williams-Blaes) to 
complete a Physical Conditions Report of the property, documenting the physical 
characteristics and condition of the landmark house.  A Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) pre-application was submitted to the Planning Department on July 17, 2012.  
Planning Department Staff worked closely with the applicants to guide them through the 
HDDR process as well as create a stabilization (preservation) plan for the property.   
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On July 30, 2012, the Building Department received an application for selective 
demolition of non-historic components that were structurally deficient and stabilization of 
the structure.  The Physical Conditions Report noted that the “original hall-parlor house 
has no foundation…but all material that once supported the perimeter walls has been 
removed.  All that exists is the trenched perimeter where the original footing and/or 
foundation material was removed.  The front and south sides of the building are 
suspended above the bottom of the trench by a series of 4 to 5 pipe jacks located 
haphazardly on the interior dirt where the floor joists and decking have been removed.”  
Furthermore, inspectors noted that, in addition to the floor joists and sheathing having 
been removed, the original studs in the wall were removed and replaced with 
dimensional lumber is some areas.  Overall, there was “no cohesive structural system.” 
 
The building permit for selective demolition and stabilization was issued on March 20, 
2013.  Work began in the spring of 2013 to stabilize the dilapidated landmark building 
with new footings and foundation.  Inspections on this work began on May 1, 2013 and 
the most recent inspection was conducted on July 26, 2013.  This is the first phase of 
stabilization, and additional inspections will be completed by the Building Department 
prior to closing the permit file.  This first phase of stabilization will eliminate dangerous 
conditions and stabilize the structure, but will not make the structure habitable or permit 
any changes to the form of the historic structure. 
 
On March 12, 2013, the Planning Department received a HDDR application for the 
proposed restoration and addition to the historic structure at 1119 Park Avenue.  The 
applicant submitted the Physical Conditions Report completed by Preservation 
Solutions and a Preservation Plan by his architect Kurt VonPuttkammer.  The 
application was deemed complete on May 23, 2013, and the first notice (14 days) was 
sent to all property owners within 100 feet.   
 
The historic structure, not including the 1970s/1980s rear additions, has a footprint of 
approximately 252 square feet and the non-historic garage has a footprint of 
approximately 288 square feet.  The applicant proposed removing the two (2) non-
historic rear additions in order to accommodate a new addition with a footprint of 
approximately 788 square feet.   
 
The proposed addition is the shape of a rectangular box attached to the rear of the 
historic structure with no transitional element.  Planning Department staff met with and 
corresponded via e-mail with the applicant and architect to help guide the design into 
compliance with the Design Guidelines; however, on July 31, 2013, the applicant 
informed staff that they were submitting their final set of drawings.  The HDDR 
application was denied by staff on August 5, 2013 as staff found it did not comply with 
the Design Guidelines (see Exhibit B).  A notice (10 days) was sent to all property 
owners within 100 feet informing them of Staff’s determination that the proposed plans 
did not comply with the Design Guidelines. 
 
 
 
Historic District Design Standard of Review and Appeal Process 
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Pursuant to LMC § 15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration Process, appeals of decisions 
regarding the Design Guidelines shall be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board 
(HPB) as described in LMC § 15-11-12(E).  The HPB shall approve, approve with 
conditions, or disapprove the appeal based on written findings, conclusions of law, and 
conditions of approval, if any, supporting the decision.   
 
Also pursuant to LMC 15-1-18(G), the HPB shall act in a quasi-judicial manner.  The 
appellant has the burden of proving that the land use authority (Planning Staff) erred. 
The scope of review by the HPB shall be the same as the scope of review by Staff. Staff 
reviews a Historic District Design Review by determining compliance with the 
Guidelines.  The HPB shall review factual matters de novo (as new) and it shall 
determine the correctness of a decision of staff in its interpretation and application of the 
Code.  
 
Appeal 
As shown by Exhibit C, the applicant proposed to stabilize and restore the historic 
structure as well as add a substantial rear addition.  On the floor plan, the two (2)-story 
rear rectangular addition was attached to the historic structure with no transitional 
element. The north and south (side) elevations attempt to create a transitional element 
by reducing the height of the roof and applying a stone veneer to this portion of the rear 
addition to create additional separation and imply a transitional element.  
 
As detailed in the analysis, Staff found that this rear addition did not comply with the 
Design Guidelines for Historic Sites in Park City.  Staff found that the addition was not 
visually subordinate to the historic building when viewed from the primary public-right-
of-way as a portion of the two (2)-story addition was visible behind the one (1)-story 
garage. The addition would contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials, 
notably the original wood siding along the west (rear) elevation.  Where the new 
addition abuts the historic building, a clear transitional element between the old and the 
new was not proposed, as required by the Historic District Design Guidelines.  Overall, 
the mass and scale of the rectangular shape of the proposed addition did not 
complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic building.  Moreover, the new 
addition was not proposed in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment could be restored due to 
the loss of historic materials as well as the connection between the new addition and 
historic structure. 
 
The appellant raised objections to the following reasons of denial of the proposed 1119 
Park Avenue renovation project:  

 Destruction of historic material. 
 Destruction of historic features. 
 Destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building 
 Proposed addition does not complement the visual and physical qualities of the 

historic parlor house. 
 If at some point in the future the addition was removed, it would not be possible 

due to the manner of the design and construction of the addition. 
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Analysis 
Destruction of Historic Material 
The first objection raised by the appellant is that the proposed addition and new 
construction will not destroy historic material.  Universal Design Guideline #9 states:  
 

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction should not 
destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 
site or building. 

 
The appellant states that the proposed addition has a maximum disruption of 114 
square feet of historic siding and trim from the second story west (front) elevation, all of 
which they plan to recover and use to replace weather damaged siding on the historic 
south gable elevation.  They also argued that the framing along the west elevation of 
the historic hall-parlor house would be preserved in place.   
 
As seen below and on the West Elevation drawing on the following page, though much 
of the original wall along the west elevation’s first level does no longer exist due to 
incompatible 1970s/1980s additions, the second story wall remains intact.    
 

 
(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Existing Conditions) 
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(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Existing Conditions) 
 
Staff finds that the new addition, as proposed, does not comply with this guideline. By 
attaching the new addition directly to the rear of the house, without a transitional 
element or connector between the new addition and historic structure historic materials 
along the second elevation of the west wall will be enclosed within the interior house 
and will be lost.  Though the owner has proposed to retain this second floor west wall 
and even reuse the historic wood siding on other parts of the building, the enclosure of 
the wall does not permit its future preservation by the Planning Department.  The wall 
could be removed in the future because the Planning Department does not regulate 
interiors.  According to Specific Design Guideline D.1.3, additions should not obscure or 
contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials. 
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(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Floor Plans) 
 
Destruction of Historic Features 
As previously discussed, Universal Design Guideline #9 states:  

 
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction should not 
destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 
site or building. 
 

The appellant noted that Webster’s Dictionary defines feature as a prominent part or 
characteristic.  The appellant confirms that the new addition will impact the siding, eave, 
and roof structure on the west (rear) wall.  They find that the addition as proposed will 
hide all of these historic materials from street view, behind the addition and will be 
reused or retained.  They stipulate that the historic materials are present in larger and 
prominent locations on the other walls of the historic hall-and-parlor house.  The 
materials in question are so non-prominent, according to the appellant, that they retain 
the paint from pre-1980, while the other walls have been painted at least three times.  
Furthermore, the second story west (rear) wall can only been seen from the back yard 
or while standing on the shed roof. 
 
Staff finds that historic preservation is more than preserving those elevations visible 
from the primary public rights-of-way. In the Introduction to the Design Guidelines, the 
Approach and Treatment for Historic Sites asks the applicant to evaluate the overall 
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character of the site, noting changes that have been made over time to the site and its 
historic structures.   
 
In the past, Planning Staff has reviewed HDDR applications holistically, ensuring that 
new additions meet specific design guidelines outlined in D.2. General Compatibility. 
Section D Additions to Historic Structures states that additions should be visually 
subordinate to historic buildings when viewed from the primary public right-of-way; 
however, D.2.1 also says that additions should complement the visual and physical 
qualities of the historic building.    
 
The 2009 Design Guidelines define a feature as: 

 
A prominent or conspicuous part or characteristic, a typical quality or an 
important part of something. 

 
Exterior features of the building may include its roof, windows, entrances and porches, 
or even materials.  According to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, of which our 
Design Guidelines are based, protecting and maintaining these features involves the 
least degree of intervention or alteration.  Staff finds that removing a length of 
approximately twenty-two feet (22’) of the exterior wood siding, leaving only 
approximately two feet (2’) of the original twenty-four foot (24’) wall visible from the 
exterior, to accommodate the new addition would have an adverse effect on the 
features of the west elevation wall. Even if the removed siding were to be utilized to 
replace deteriorated siding elsewhere, moving such a large amount of wood siding 
would be a destruction of the historic materials.    
 
As stated by the applicant, the proposed addition will impact the siding, eave, and roof 
structure of the west (rear) wall.  Staff finds the new addition impacts a large area of the 
second level west (rear) elevation where historic materials are in-tact and remain in 
place on the historic structure.  As previously described, the removal and possible 
destruction of the historic materials along this wall does not comply with Universal 
Design Guideline #9, and the proposal is not sympathetic to preserving these historic 
materials on the historic structure. 
 
Destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building 
The third objection of the appellant also challenges Staff’s interpretation of Universal 
Design Guideline #9 regarding staff’s finding that the proposed addition will destroy 
spatial relationships that characterize the site and building as incorrect and improperly 
applied.  The appellant contends that this provision would be relevant if the historic hall-
and-parlor house was proposed to be moved, either within the site or removed from the 
site.  They assert that their proposal does not include moving the historic hall-and-parlor 
house.  Furthermore, there is currently an addition to the rear of the historic house, 
replacing a non-historic addition with another non-historic addition cannot change its 
spatial relationship to the site. 
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The destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building is the third 
and last criteria of Universal Design Guideline #9 which, per Staff’s interpretation, seeks 
to protect the historic materials, features, and spatial relationships of historic structures. 
The applicant is correct in that there currently exists non-historic rear additions to the 
historic structure.  In addition, the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps document the evolution 
of the site and demonstrate that a number of rear additions have historically existed on 
this site. 
 

              
1907 Sanborn Map     1929 Sanborn Map   
(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Physical Conditions Report) 
 
Nevertheless, Staff finds that the proposed addition destroys spatial relationships in that 
it consumes both the first and second levels of the rear west wall.  Previous additions, 
including the 1970s/1980s rear additions, are one (1) story in height.  Though the 
1970s/1980s addition adversely impacted the historic materials along the first level west 
(rear) elevation and resulted in their loss, the second level remained unscathed.   
 
The arrangement and sequence of spaces are individually and collectively important in 
defining the historic character of the building.  Unlike a building’s façade, secondary 
elevations are often more functional than decorative.  While there is greater flexibility in 
changing these elevations, specifically the rear, it is nonetheless important that the 
changes made do not have a detrimental effect on the overall historic character of the 
structure. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed addition will have a significant impact, and thus a 
detrimental effect, on the historic materials along the west rear elevation.  The mass 
and scale of the proposed addition consumes the rear wall, on both the first and second 
levels.  This will, as previously noted, adversely affect the original wood siding along this 
elevation as twenty-two feet (22’) in length of this siding will be removed or destroyed 
where the new addition abuts the historic structure.  Within these twenty-two feet (22’), 
trim, eve, and roofing material will also be impacted.  Whereas previously much, if not 
all, of the second level’s rear elevation and roof were visible, this elevation will now be 
almost entirely obstructed by the new addition, leaving only two feet (2’) of length along 
the rear elevation of the historic  structure and three and one-half feet (3½’) of the 
garage structure visible from the rear and side yards.   
 
 
 

« N 

Park Avenue Park Avenue 
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Proposed addition does not complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic 
parlor house 
The applicant argues that the proposed addition complements the historic hall-and-
parlor house in the following ways: 
 

 In scope, their proposed addition replaces a previously constructed and 
reconstructed single story addition with a two (2) story addition;  

 Location.  The proposed addition is behind the historic house and is thus 
subordinate to it; 

 Size.  While larger than the historic hall-and-parlor house, is hidden behind the 
historic structure from the street.  The appellant stipulates that over 90% of the 
addition is unobservable; 

 Materials.  The materials selected to clad the new addition are wood and stacked 
stone.  The windows of the new addition are similar in type and size to those on 
the historic structure.  Similarly, the trim also mimics that of the historic structure.  
The applicant ascertains that these materials complement the horizontal historic 
siding, windows, and CMU block of the 1940s attached garage. 

Section D—Additions to Historic Structures of the Design Guidelines addresses how 
new additions should be designed in order to be compatible to historic structures.  Staff 
has used these guidelines to analyze the proposed addition and found that the 
proposed design does not meet the following Design Guidelines: 
 

D.1.2 Additions should be visually subordinate to historic buildings when viewed 
from the primary public right-of-way.  Does not comply. 
 
A clear transitional element, or connector, is essential to introducing a new 
addition to the rear of a historic structure.  This transitional element prevents the 
new addition from attaching to the historic structure and contributing to the 
significant loss of historic materials.  Due to the loss of the west wall along the 
rear of the structure, the proposed new addition is able to attach itself to the 
historic structure with a much larger footprint than would typically be seen on the 
first level; however, a transitional element is necessary on the second in order to 
preserve the remaining material. 
 
This transitional element would also provide greater spatial separation of the new 
addition from the historic structure and CMU garage.  Because the two (2)-story 
addition is setback only three feet six inches (3’-6”) from the north elevation of 
the garage, it is likely that the new addition will be visible from Park Avenue.   
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Staff finds there are discrepancies in the height of the roof.  The applicant’s 
elevation drawings show that the historic structure is 24’6” tall; however, the site 
plan shows the height of the roof ridge to be 21’6”.   The Physical Conditions 
Report by Preservation Solutions shows the height of the historic structure to be 
24’ tall.  Staff recommends that if the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) denies 
the appeal that a licensed surveyor completes a roof plan for submittal. 
Therefore, it is likely that an addition measuring 26’7 ¼” will be visible from the 
Park Avenue elevation. 
D.1.3 Additions should not obscure or contribute significantly to the loss of 
historic materials.  Does not comply. 
 
As previously described, the west (rear) wall on the second level of the historic 
house is original and contains a substantial amount of historic material.  The 
proposed new rear addition abuts this wall with no transitional element.  Though 
the applicant has offered to preserve the wall and the historic building materials, 
the enclosure of the wall prevents Planning Department assurance of its future 
preservation.  The Planning Department regulates exteriors, but does not 
regulate interiors.  
 
D.1.4 Where the new addition abuts the historic building, a clear transitional 
element between the old and the new should be designed and constructed. 
Minor additions, such as bay windows or dormers do not require a transitional 
element.  Does not comply. 
 
The design attempts to create a transitional element between the historic 
structure and the new addition through a change in roof height and materials.  As 
shown on the plans below, the design calls for a stacked stone veneer to be 
applied to a portion of the north and south elevations in order to create a visual 
transition.  Furthermore, the roof over this portion of the house is lower to 
contribute to this implied transitional element. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 North Elevation           South Elevation 
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Staff, however, finds that this differentiation in materials and roof height does not 
create a clear transitional element between the new addition and the historic 
structure.  The purpose of such a transitional element is to preserve significant 
historic materials, features, and form; create compatibility; and differentiate the 
new addition from the historic building, as seen in the diagram below. 
 
 

The Design Guidelines 
specifically show how a 
transitional element, or 
connector, differentiates the new 
addition from the historic house 
(page 34). 

 
 
The National Park Service’s Technical Preservation Services division has 
published a series of briefs, intended to provide guidance on preserving, 
rehabilitating, and restoring historic buildings.  According to Preservation Brief 
14—New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns, the 
purpose of the transitional element or hyphen is to physically separate the old 
and the new volumes or set the addition back from the wall plane(s) of the 
historic building.  Furthermore, the transitional element is intended to avoid a new 
addition that might unify the new and old into a single architectural volume, thus 
making it difficult to distinguish the old from the new.  The historic structure 
should not be lost in a new and larger composition, but rather be clearly 
identifiable.  Moreover, its physical integrity must not be compromised by the new 
addition. 
 
As previously described, staff finds that the new addition consumes the historic 
structure, rather than complements it.  On the floor plan, it is difficult to 
distinguish the historic structure from the new addition.  The elevation drawings 
also make it difficult to differentiate the historic structure from its rear addition.  
The placement and size of the new addition will also compromise the physical 
integrity of the structure as much of the original siding on the second level west 
elevation will be consumed by the new structure. 

D.1.5 Retain additions to structures that have achieved historic significance in 
their own right.  Not applicable.   
 
The rear additions were constructed in the 1970s-1980s and thus have not 
achieved historical significance in their own right.   

D.2.1 Additions should complement the visual and physical qualities of the 
historic building. Does not comply. 
 
The scale and mass of the new addition does not complement the existing 
historic structure.  Directly behind the garage, the addition extends past the 
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historic hall-and-parlor structure and overshadows the historic structure and CMU 
garage.  The large, rectangular shape of the new addition does not relate to the 
refined proportions of the historic structure.  Moreover, with no breaks in the 
massing, the new addition appears “tacked” onto or attached to the historic, 
rather than integrated into its design.   

D.2.2 Building components and materials used on additions should be similar in 
scale and size to those found on the original building.  Does not comply.   
 
Though the design has been sympathetic to reproduce the proportions of historic 
elements such as doors and windows on the new addition, the overall use of 
materials on the addition greatly contrasts, rather than complements the historic 
structure.  In particular, the extensive use of stone veneer is not consistent with 
the Design Guidelines and does not complement the existing historic wood 
siding.    Traditionally, Staff has permitted the use of stacked stone on 
foundations; however, it is typically not seen on above finished grade elevations.  

D.2.3 Window shapes, patterns and proportions found on the historic building 
should be reflected in the new addition. Complies.   
 
The applicant has chosen window and door sizes, glazing patterns, and 
proportions that complement and replicate those found on the historic structure.  
 
D.2.4 Large additions should be visually separated from historic buildings when 
viewed from the public right of way. Does not comply. 
 
The two (2) story rear addition abuts the historic structure with no transitional 
element.  As depicted in the elevation drawings, this large addition is visible from 
the primary right of way.  Moreover, it consumes the historic structure from the 
secondary elevations.  Rather than isolate the historic structure and create clear 
differentiation between the old and the new, the addition consumes the historic 
structure and creates a single architectural whole.   
 
D.2.5 In-line additions should be avoided. Complies.   
 
The applicant is not proposing an in-line addition. 

 
If at some point in the future the addition was removed, it would not be possible due to 
the manner of the design and construction of the addition. 
The appellant states that Staff has denied his application because if at some point in the 
future the addition was removed, it would not be possible due to the manner of the 
design and construction of the addition.  They believe this claim is without merit and is 
incorrect.  A future removal of their proposed addition, they assert, would be a simple 
matter of demolition and removal that would leave the historic hall-and-parlor house 
nearly intact and whole, with only a three-foot (3’) doorway to replace. 
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Staff finds that the proposed addition does not comply with Universal Design Guideline 
#10 which states: 
 

New additions and related new construction should be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
historic property and its environment could be restored. 
 

Staff’s interpretation of this design guideline is that any new addition would involve 
some degree of material loss to the exterior of the structure; however, damaging or 
destroying significant materials and craftsmanship should be avoided as much as 
possible.  Rather than consuming the historic structure in one comprehensive 
architectural design, introducing a transitional element creates separation between the 
new addition and historic structure, resulting in a limited loss of historic material as well 
as creating a clear definition between the old and the new.  This clear definition ensures 
that, if someday in the future the addition were to be removed, the historic structure is 
isolated and clearly defined. 
 
As previously outlined, staff does not find that this addition could be removed in the 
future due to the loss of historic materials along the west (rear) elevation of the historic 
structure.  The proposed addition not only consumes much of the original wood siding 
material along the second level of the west elevation, but it also adversely impacts the 
trim, eaves, and roof.  If the proposed addition were to be removed in the future, only 
the north, south, and east elevations of the structure would be intact.  
 
In conclusion, staff finds that the design of the proposed addition does not comply with 
the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites.  Building such addition would have an adverse 
effect on the historic structure, detracting from the historic house as well as diminishing 
its National Register eligibility. 
 
Notice 
The property was posted and a notice was mailed to adjacent property owners.  Legal 
notice was also placed in the Park Record.  
 
Public Input 
No public input has been received by the time of this report. 
 
Alternatives 

A. Approve the Request: 
The Historic Preservation Board may affirm the determination of denying the 
Historic District Design Review application due to non-compliance of the Design 
Guidelines for Historic District and Historic Sites, wholly or partly; or  

B. Deny the Request: 
The Historic Preservation Board may reverse the determination of denying the 
Historic District Design Review application due to non-compliance of the Design 
Guidelines for Historic District and Historic Sites; wholly or partly; or 

C. Continue the Item: 
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The Historic Preservation Board may continue the discussion to a specified or 
unspecified date.  

Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the submitted appeal of 
Staff’s determination of non-compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts 
and Historic Sites for the restoration and proposed addition to be located at 1119 Park 
Avenue.  Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law affirming the 
determination of non-compliance for the Board’s consideration below. 
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 1119 Park Avenue, more specifically. 
2. The parcel is approximately 2,812.5 square feet in size.   
3. The minimum lot size in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is 1,875 square feet.     
4. The property is located in the HR-1 District.   
5. The property is identified on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is designated as 

a Landmark Site.  The house structure has been identified as historic; however, the 
garage and rear additions are not historically significant.   

6. The proposal intends to restore the historic structure and add a rear addition. 
7. The maximum building height allowed in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27’) 

feet measured from existing grade.   
8. There are discrepancies as to the height of the historic structure.  The applicant’s 

elevation drawings show that the historic structure is 24’6” tall; however, the site plan 
shows the height of the roof ridge to be 21’6”.   The Physical Conditions Report by 
Preservation Solutions shows the height of the historic structure to be 24’ tall.  
Therefore, the addition measuring 26’7 ¼” exceeds the height of the historic 
structure and will be visible from the Park Avenue elevation. 

9. The proposed addition is 26’-7¼” tall. 
10. The required setbacks in the HR-1 District include a minimum 3’ side yard setback 

as well 10’ front and rear setbacks.   
11. Per LMC 15-2.2-4, existing historic structures that don’t comply with building 

setbacks are valid complying structure. The northwest corner of the structure is 
approximately six inches (6”) from the north side yard property line.  The southeast 
corner of the historic structure is approximately six inches (6”) from the south side 
yard property line.   

12. Additions must comply with building setbacks, building footprint, driveway location 
standards, and building height. The proposed new addition meets the required three 
foot (3’) side yard setbacks as well as the ten foot (10’) rear yard setback. Its 
proposed height of 26’-7¼” s less than the maximum 27’ height limitation.  

13. The proposed building design complies with the Universal Guideline #1 for Historic 
Sites in that the site will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that 
requires minimal change to the distinctive materials and features.  The applicant 
intends to use the property for residential use, as it was utilized historically.   

14. The proposed building does not comply with Universal Guideline #2 for Historic Sites 
because changes to the site or building that have acquired historic significance in 
their own right will not be retained and preserved.  The west elevation of the historic 
structure will not be preserved, but destroyed by the new addition as proposed. Staff 
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finds that removing a length of approximately twenty-two feet (22’) of the exterior 
wood siding, leaving only approximately two feet (2’) of the original twenty-four foot 
(24’) wall visible from the exterior will negatively impact the historic integrity of the 
structure by destroying historic materials. 

15. The proposed building does not comply with Universal Guideline #3 due to the fact 
that the historic exterior features of the building will not be retained and preserved.  
Staff finds that removing a length of approximately twenty-two feet (22’) of the 
exterior wood siding on the second level of the west elevation, leaving only 
approximately two feet (2’) of the original twenty-four foot (24’) wall visible from the 
exterior will destroy a significant portion of historic material. 

16. The proposed construction does not comply with Universal Guideline #4 in that 
distinctive materials, components, finishes, and examples of craftsmanship will be 
retained and preserved.  The west elevation of the historic structure will not be 
preserved, but destroyed by the new addition as proposed. Staff finds that removing 
a length of approximately twenty-two feet (22’) of the exterior wood siding, leaving 
only approximately two feet (2’) of the original twenty-four foot (24’) wall visible from 
the exterior will negatively impact the historic integrity of the structure by destroying 
historic materials. 

17.  The proposed construction does not complies with Universal Guideline #5 as further 
clarification is necessary to determine if deteriorated or damaged historic features 
and elements should be repaired rather than replaced.  The submitted Preservation 
Plan acknowledges that all non-historic structures will be removed from the site and 
that work will be completed to restore the historic two (2) story structure; however, 
the Preservation Plan does not go into sufficient detail in addressing what elements 
can be restored or what elements will need to be replaced in-kind due to 
deterioration. 

18. The proposed building complies with Universal Guideline #6 as features that do not 
contribute to the significance of the site or building and exist prior to the adoption of 
these guidelines if proposed to be changed, will be brought into compliance with 
these guidelines.  The applicant is proposing to remove the 1970s/1980s rear 
additions that do not contribute to the significance of the site.   

19. The proposed building complies with Universal Guideline #7 due to the fact that the 
site will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.  The applicant 
is not proposing to introduce architectural elements or details that visually modify or 
alter the original building design when no evidence of such elements or details exist. 

20. The proposed construction does not comply with Universal Guideline #8 as further 
clarification is needed as to whether or not the applicant intends to use chemical or 
physical treatments that cause damage to historic materials.  Specific restoration 
treatments were not addressed in the Preservation Plan.  Moreover, a number of 
details outlined in the Physical Conditions Report, such as the condition of wood trim 
and wood windows, were not specifically addressed in the Preservation Plan.   

21. The proposed addition does not comply with Universal Guideline #9 in that the new 
addition, exterior alterations, and related new construction will destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the site or building.  
Again, the west elevation of the historic structure will not be preserved, but 
destroyed by the new addition as proposed. Removing a length of approximately 
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twenty-two feet (22’) of the exterior wood siding, leaving only approximately two feet 
(2’) of the original twenty-four foot (24’) wall visible from the exterior, will negatively 
impact the historic integrity of the structure by destroying historic materials. 

22. The proposed addition does not comply with Universal Guideline #10 in that the new 
addition and related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if 
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment could be restored.  Staff does not find that this addition could be 
removed in the future due to the loss of historic materials along the west (rear) 
elevation of the historic structure.  The proposed addition not only consumes much 
of the original wood siding material along the second level of the west elevation, but 
it also adversely impacts the trim, eaves, and roof.  If the proposed addition were to 
be removed in the future, only the north, south, and east elevations of the structure 
would be intact.  

23. The proposed building complies with Specific Guideline A1. Building Setbacks & 
Orientation in that the design maintains the existing front and side yard setbacks of 
Historic Sites; preserves the original location of the main entry; and maintains the 
original path and steps leading to the main entry. 

24. Specific Guidelines A.2 Stone Retaining Walls,  A.3 Fences and Handrails, and A.4 
Steps are not applicable to this HDDR application. 

25. The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline A.5 Landscaping and 
Site Grading as further clarification is necessary to determine compliance.  The 
applicant did not submit a landscape plan.   

26.  The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.1 Roofs as further 
clarification is needed as to whether or not the design complies to B.1.3 as it is 
unclear whether or not historic building elements and materials will be removed to 
install gutters and downspouts.   

27.  The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.2 Exterior walls as 
further clarification is necessary on the treatment of the exterior building materials.  It 
is unclear whether or not recognized preservation methods will be used to repair 
deteriorated and damaged façade materials.  It is also unclear how historic elements 
such as windows will be disassembled and repaired.  The Preservation Plan also 
does not specifically address which exterior materials will need to be replaced in-
kind and which can be restored.   

28.  The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.3 Foundations as 
the plans do not specifically address how or if the new foundation will raise the 
historic structure and if the original grade can be retained. 

29.  The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B.4 Doors.  Historic door 
openings, doors, and door surrounds will be maintained.  No new doors, screen 
doors, or storm doors were proposed. 

30.   The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.5 Windows as 
additional information is needed regarding whether or not the historic the wood 
windows on the façade will be restored or replaced in-kind and if storm windows are 
necessary. 

31. Specific Guideline B.6 Mechanical Systems, Utility Systems, and Service Equipment 
does not apply as these systems were not addressed in the submitted plans. 

32. The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.7 Paint and Color 
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as further clarification is needed as to whether or not the stained board and batten 
wood siding will have an opaque rather than transparent finish.  Moreover, the 
applicant did not indicate if low-VOC (volatile organic compound) paint will be used. 

33. The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline C.1 Off-Street Parking 
as the no landscape plan was provided and it is unclear whether or not the parking 
area/driveway will be visually buffered from the adjacent properties. 

34. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline C.2 Driveways. 
35. The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline D.1 Additions to 

Historic Structures.  The new addition is not visually subordinate to the historic 
building when viewed from the primary public right of way, and the proposed addition 
will obscure and contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials.  The new 
addition is also proposed to be tacked onto the historic structure, and no clear 
transitional element between the old and the new has been proposed.   

36. The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline D.2 General 
Compatibility.  The scale and mass of the new addition does not complement the 
existing historic structure, but, rather, consumes the historic structure.  The building 
components and materials proposed for the addition are not similar in scale and size 
to those on the original building as the proposed materials greatly contrast those of 
the historic structure.  In particular, the extensive use of stone veneer is not 
consistent with the Design Guidelines.  Moreover, the large addition is not visually 
separated from the historic building when viewed from the public right-of-way. 

37. Per LMC § 15-1-18(G) the appellant has the burden of proving that Staff erred in its 
denial of HDDR for 1119 Park Avenue. 

38. The appellant appealed staff’s determination that the proposed work did not comply 
with Universal Design Guidelines #9 and #10.   

39. The discussion in the Analysis section of this Staff Report is incorporated herein. 
40. The application was received on March 12, 2013. 
41. The application was deemed complete on May 23, 2013.   The property was noticed 

and letters were sent to adjacent property owners on that date. 
42. The application was denied by staff on August 5, 2013. 
43. The appeal was received on August 16, 2013.   
44. In an email to the applicant explaining his right to appeal, staff noted that the ten (10) 

day period in which the applicant could appeal would expire on August 16, 2013.  
 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The proposal does not comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and 

Historic Sites as conditioned. 
2. The appeal was received more than 10 calendar days after Staff’s final decision.  
 
Order 
1. The appeal is denied in whole and the Staff’s determination is upheld. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A – Appeal  
Exhibit B – Denial Letter 
Exhibit C – HDDR Submittal 
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