
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 
NOVEMBER 13, 2013 
 

AGENDA 
 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00 PM pg 
ROLL CALL  
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF AUGUST 7, 2013 3 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF AUGUST 21, 2013 12 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not on regular meeting schedule.  
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATION & DISCLOSURES  
ACTION ITEMS – Discussion, public hearing, and action as outlined below.  
  
 632 Deer Valley Loop – Determination of Significance PL-13-02094 19 
 Public hearing and possible action   
    
 820 Park Avenue, Rio Grande – Appeal of Staff’s Determination PL-13-02108 55 
 Quasi-judicial hearing   
    
ADJOURN  

 
 
 

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 1



 

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 2



PARK CITY MUNICPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
MINUTES OF AUGUST 7, 2013 
 
BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Puggy Holmgren, David White, John 
Kenworthy, Gary Bush, Marian Crosby 
 
EX OFFICIO:  Thomas Eddington, Francisco Astorga, Anya Grahn, Patricia Abdullah 
 
 
 
The Board voted on a chair-pro tem for this evening. 
 
MOTION:  Marian Crosby made a motion for David White to serve as the Chair Pro Tem.  
John Kenworthy seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.   
 
REGULAR MEETING 
ROLL CALL 
Chair Pro Tem White called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m. and noted that all Board 
Members were present with the exception of the two vacant seats. 
 
At the request of Planner Astorga, the Work Session was moved to the end of the 
agenda.   
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES – June 5, 2013 
 
MOTION:  Board Member Kenworthy moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 5, 2013 
as written.  Board Member Crosby seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.     
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
There was no comment. 
 
STAFF/BOARD MEMBERS COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
 
Director Eddington announced that the City Tour was September 18-23, and if any of the 
Board Members were interested in attending they should contact Patricia in the Planning 
Department.  The tour was to Boulder, Colorado.        
  
Director Eddington stated that the Staff would provide the Board with the matrix of 
Historic District Design reviews to update the Board on what the Staff has been working 
on these past few months. 
 
Planner Anya Grahn reminded everyone that the HPB was scheduled have a second 
meeting this month on August 21st.   
 
Board member Kenworthy understood that the Kimball Arts Center was not moving 
forward with their building, and asked if that was correct.  Director Eddington explained 
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that the Kimball Arts Center had never submitted a formal application.  The intent was to 
find a way for the Arts Center to be heard as an MPD so it would involve the public 
vetting process.  However, the Planning Commission decided not to move forward with 
the LMC changes to allow for that.  Director Eddington was unsure what the Kimball Arts 
Center would do as the next step.  At this point no applications had been submitted.   
 
Board Member Kenworthy heard that the Kimball Arts Center made an announcement at 
their opening that they would not be moving forward.  Director Eddington assumed they 
were referring to the original design concept that was proposed because of the 
constraints of the LMC.  He believed the Kimball would still go through some type of re-
design process.  
 
Chair Pro Tem White asked if the design of the Main Street Mall had been approved.  
Director Eddington stated that the Main Street Mall at 333 Main Street received final 
design review approval over a year ago.  They were currently in the process of 
demolishing the interior and the project was moving forward.                           
 
REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion, Public Hearing and Action. 
 
1101 Park Avenue - Grant 
 
Planner Anya Grahn reported that the commercial structure at 1101 Park Avenue was built 
around 1929.  The structure has gone through a number of major alterations over the years.  
In 1968 the wood clad exterior was replaced with concrete block and pressed brick.  At some 
point a massive addition was added to the rear of the building which doubled the square 
footage. 
 
Planner Grahn referred to a photo on page 52 of the Staff report showing the original 
structure, and compared it to a current photo of a structure on page 56.  She noted that the 
road had heightened significantly, which changed the look of the original storefront.  
 
Planner Grahn remarked that the applicant was issued an HDDR waiver for the replacement 
of windows on the addition to the structure, as well as on the historic significant portion of the 
building.  The applicant was proposing to restore the storefront with wood windows to be more 
in keeping with the historic period.  Currently there is a panel door that is outside of the 
historic period, and the applicant would like to replace that door with a French door that that 
better reflects the historic period of the building.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that up until recently the Planning Department had not received many 
grant applications for the Lower Park Avenue neighborhood.  She believed this request was a 
good use of funds for the Lower Park Avenue RDA.  Planner Grahn recalled that the current 
budget is $188,041.  The total cost to replace the windows and the door on both the addition 
and the significant historic structures was $7,830.00.  She pointed out that the grant program 
would only cover the portion related to the historic structure.  Therefore, replacement of the 
four windows on the historic structure and the new door on the front was estimated at $4,912.  
If approved the grant would be for half of the cost in the amount of $2,456. 
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The Staff recommended that the Historic Preservation Board review the proposed application 
and consider awarding the applicant a portion of the costs associated with the four storefront 
windows and the new entry door located at 1101 Park Avenue, in the amount of $2,456.                         
 
Board Member Bush wanted to know what precedent the building has for a French door 
towards the back.  He noted that one door faces Park Avenue and another door was on the 
south side of the building.  Planner Grahn replied that the door facing Park Avenue would be 
eligible for the grant.  The other French door facing 11th Street would not be covered by the 
grant.  Board Member Bush asked if the French door was appropriate per the guidelines.  
Planner Grahn answered yes. 
 
Board Member Bush understood that the front of the building would only get a regular single 
slab door.  Planner Grahn replied that the front door would also be a French door.  She noted 
that having that much glass was more historic than the current door.  Board Member Bush 
thought a French door was actually two doors that open up.  Chair Pro Tem White explained 
that there are two types of French doors; one is a single French Door and one is a double 
door.  He noted that page 60 of the Staff report showed the door that was being proposed.   
 
Board Member Holmgren thought it was a good project and very visible.  She asked about the 
side windows and whether they would be replaced.  Planner Grahn stated that the applicant 
had not addressed those windows.                       
 
Planner Francisco Astorga disclosed that the applicant also submitted a master sign 
plan for signage of the new business.  They also submitted a conditional use permit to 
have offices at this location.  The CUP application would require a review by the 
Planning Commission.  The Planning Department was currently working on both 
applications. 
 
MOTION:  Board Member Holmgren moved to APPROVE the grant application for 1101 
Park Avenue in the amount of $2456.  Board Member Kenworthy seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Board Member Kenworthy stated that because this property is visible, he wanted to 
know if it was possible to post a sign indicating that the HPB approved a grant for this 
project and supports it.  Since there are funds to be allocated, he would like more people 
to be aware that grant money is available for Lower Park Avenue.   
 
Planner Grahn agreed that if there is a way to post a sign during construction it would be 
a benefit.   
 
Chair Pro Tem White realized that he should have called for public input prior to a 
motion.  He asked if there was public present who wanted to make comment.  There 
was no public input.   
 
The Board members moved into Work Session 
 
 
WORK SESSION – Discussion only 
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Demonstration and overview of the Historic District Resign Review Process 
 
Planner Grahn noted that the Board members had expressed an interest in possibly 
sitting in with the Design Review Team to understand the HDDR process.  As an 
alternative the Staff decided to go through an HDDR review this evening so the Board 
could see how the process works. 
 
Planner Grahn presented the pre-application packet and explained that an applicant 
submits a pre-application for conceptual review.  The application is assigned to a 
planner for initial review.  The Design Review Team meets every  Wednesday.  The 
team consists of members from the Planning Department, the Building Department, and 
the Preservation Consultant.  She noted that the pre-application can be submitted at no 
cost to the applicant and the Staff encourages pre-applications.  The applicant comes 
before the DRT to talk about their idea and each department represented expresses 
their issues and guides the applicant through the process.  If it is an historic property the 
DRT may suggest the grant program or tax incentives.  The DRT offers other 
suggestions to help guide the applicant through the application stage. 
 
Planner Grahn stated that following the pre-application meeting, if the project is simple, 
such as changing windows and doors, the DRT would issue an HDDR waiver signed by 
the Planning Director.  The applicant would take the waiver to the Building Department 
to obtain a building permit.  If the project is more intensive, such as new construction or 
an addition, the project goes through a Historic District Design Review as the next step 
in the process.   
 
Planner Grahn explained the steps of the HDDR process.  The application is submitted 
and assigned to a Planner.  The Planner reviews the application for completeness and to 
make sure it meets all the criteria.  Once the application is deemed complete the 
property is noticed by placing a sign on the property and sending letters to neighboring 
properties.  Within a 14 day review period the Planner makes sure the project matches 
the LMC and complies with the Design Guidelines.   If changes need to be made for 
compliance, the applicant has the opportunity to make the necessary changes or provide 
additional information.   Once that has been done, the next step is to post the property 
with a new sign stating that the Planning Department has approved the application and 
appeals may be made to the Planning Department within ten days of this notice.  
Following the ten day period, the applicant submits construction documents to the 
Building Department for the building permit process.  At the same time, the Planning 
Department conducts another review to make sure the plans submitted to the Building 
Department match the plans that were approved.  If the reviews are satisfactory, the 
building permit is issued.  Once construction is completed, the Planning Department 
conducts a final inspection to make sure what was built matches the approved drawings.               
 
Planner Astorga clarified that the HDDR waivers are based on specific criteria that tells 
the Planning Director what can or cannot be waived.  He remarked that when the 
application involves more extensive work such as temporarily lifting a structure to add a 
foundation or any other major renovation, a financial guarantee is required.  The 
financial guarantee should be done at the building permit stage prior to issuance of a 
building permit.                   
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Planner Astorga used a project he had reviewed for a garage located at 109 Woodside 
Avenue to show the HPB how the process actually works.  He pointed out that the 
garage itself was technically on King Road.  Planner Astorga presented photos that the 
applicant had submitted with the physical conditions reports.  He explained that a 
physical conditions report includes the description of floors, walls, roof or any type of 
structural member that would help the Planning Department make a decision on whether 
the elements need to be replaced or whether it could remain in place.  The physical 
conditions report includes photographs, a narrative, cad files, or any as-built conditions 
of the structure such as floor plans, roof plan, elevations and site plans to help define the 
existing conditions of the structure.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that page 15 of the Staff report contained a blank application to 
show the format and the requested information. 
 
Planner Astorga reported that in 2009 or 2010 the City had an architect conduct a 
physical conditions report on City owned properties, and that is often used as a sample 
of a completed physical conditions report.  The report is large but the Staff could make it 
available if the Board members wanted to see. 
 
Planner Astroga continued showing the photographs of the garage at 109 Woodside.  
He noted that the garage doors were not historic.  It was evident that the roof needed to 
be replaced.  There were no historic photos of the garage structure; however, there was 
evidence from the Sanborn map showing that the footprint had not changed.  Planner 
Astorga noted that the applicant had requested to reconstruct the garage.  
 
Planner Grahn stated that the Planning Department considers reconstruction as the last 
effort.  The Staff visits the site to determine whether reconstruction is necessary as the 
only method of preservation.  Planner Astorga noted that 109 Woodside was a landmark 
site on the Historic Sites Inventory.  He pointed out that King Road used to be called 
Woodside Gulch. 
 
Planner Astorga presented a series of Sanborn maps starting with 1889 forward.  Board 
Member Crosby referred to one of the Sanborn maps and she thought the garage 
appeared to be crossing the lot line.  Planner Astorga replied that she was correct.  He 
intended to show a survey later in his presentation that addresses the lot lines.  He 
remarked that the property over Woodside Gulch was not dedicated to the City until 
there was a plat amendment for the application in 2010.   
 
Planner Astorga reviewed the as-built photos and documents showing the existing 
condition in terms of size, materials, measurements, etc.  He then showed what the 
applicant had proposed.  He presented the survey and indicated the property line that 
Board Member Crosby had mentioned.  He pointed out the portion that was dedicated to 
the City and the lots line that were removed, creating one lot of record that was 
approved by the Planning Commission.  Planner Astorga reported that the neighboring 
property owner would not sign an encroachment agreement for the footing of the garage, 
primarily because he was concerned that his retaining wall would be affected.  To 
remedy the issue, the garage was able to be shifted 18” towards the house because it 
met the criteria for relocation.                                             
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Director Eddington clarified that typical movement of historic structures is not allowed 
unless it meets one of three criteria. Planner Astorga outlined the four treatments for 
historic preservation per the Historic District Design Guidelines, which are Preservation, 
Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction.  He noted that the criteria for not being 
able to secure an encroachment agreement was no longer in the Code.  Planner Astorga 
pointed out that Section 15-11-15 of the LMC addresses the criteria for reconstruction.  
Section 15-11-12 outlines the standards for the Historic District Design Review Process.  
He reviewed the requirements for the Financial Guarantee as specified in the LMC.  He 
noted that the financial guarantee for the garage was $62,000.   
 
Board Member Kenworthy asked if the $62,000 was only for the garage project.  Planner 
Francisco answered yes.  The amount was based on 333 square feet.  Director 
Eddington explained that the typical calculation is $250/ft; however, exceptions can be 
made for accessory structures or porches.  He recognized that the financial guarantee 
was a high cost, but it was implemented to encourage reconstruction projects to move 
forward in a timely manner.       
 
Planner Astorga presented the document from the Building Department recommending 
the reconstruction of the garage and the reason for shifting the garage 18”.  It also 
identified the financial guarantee.   
 
Planner Astorga reviewed the time line and dates of the pre-application beginning in 
October 2010, the HDDR review in January 2011, the submittal of completed plans in 
May 2011, noticing, and final approval of the project in February 2012.  A building permit 
was issued in June 2012.   Planner Astorga noted that a final inspection was conducted 
last month and the financial guarantee was released.   
 
Planner Astorga had received several questions asking about the orange color.  He 
noted that during the 2009 update of the Historic Guidelines, it was decided that the City 
should no longer regulate what color people could paint their structures.   Planner 
Astorga reported on a last minute change to the roofing material.  The Staff also had 
questions as to why the Planning Department did not require older looking materials.  
The answer is that the documentation showed that the material was already there and it 
was original. 
 
Board Member Kenworthy asked if the applicant had to begin the project within a certain 
time frame before he would have to re-start the process. Planner Astorga noted that the 
Code allows the Staff to call an application “inactive status”, but they try to weigh that 
against the amount of work already down and how much would be lost if they re-started 
the process.  Director Eddington stated that typically if an applicant is tweaking the 
project or the project is delayed for another valid reason, the Planning Department works 
with the applicant to keep it moving forward.   
 
Director Eddington believed that the pre-application DRT meeting that was implemented 
in 2009 has been one of the successful endeavors.  There is no application fee and the 
applicant can present a conceptual plan without having a set of formal drawings.  The 
process engages the applicant and gives them information upfront on what is or is not 
allowed before spending money on the design.   
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Chair Pro Tem White stated that from the standpoint of an architect, the pre-application 
phase was invaluable.       
 
Board Member Kenworthy asked if this garage had received any grant money or 
whether it was eligible to apply.  Director Eddington did not believe reconstruction was 
disallowed for grants.  The applicant had not applied for a grant.   
 
Planner Astorga pointed out that the site was originally designated as a Landmark site.  
Per the Code, once a reconstruction is approved, the designation drops from Landmark 
to Significant.  Even if the structure retains the original form, the actual material is not 
restored.  Therefore, the site remains Landmark because of the main structure, but the 
garage would drop to Significant status.  He noted that the City labels sites rather than 
structures so he was unsure how that would be handled.  Director Eddington thought it 
might be considered a Landmark site with an accessory structure.  He felt it was better 
to label it with the more restrictive and higher status.   
 
Chair Pro Tem called for public input. 
 
Ruth Meintsma, a resident at 305 Woodside, referred to the photo of the garage in its 
original condition.  A number of people have asked her about this project.  Ms. Meintsma 
and others thought the reconstructed garage looks like a brand new building and a lot of 
people wanted to know how that was allowed to happen.  The garage had its own 
amazing appeal and contributed to the funky fabric of Park City.  The garage is now 
clean and it has lost all the feeling it offered.  Ms. Meintsma found it difficult to explain to 
people that it was how the process works, and that this type of reconstruction is rare.  
She personally believed that because the original feel is lost, it also loses the character.  
She was glad that reconstruction is very rare.  Ms. Meintsma asked if it was possible to 
use bits and pieces of the materials in a reconstruction.   
 
Planner Astorga replied that there is an opportunity in some cases, depending on the 
condition of the material.   
 
Ms. Meintsma stated that because so much of the old material is deteriorated and could 
not be reused, when an applicant is asked to save bits and pieces, it goes above and 
beyond the call of the applicant because it is time consuming and sensitive.  She thought 
a grant should be applied for in that circumstance.  Ms. Meintsma felt that if some of the 
material was saved, even it was patched in bits and pieces, people would be satisfied if 
they could see some of the historic incorporated with the new.  When all you see is a 
new building, every bit of character is lost except for the size and mass.  
 
Planner Astorga thought Ms. Meintsma’s suggestion could be added to the criteria for 
reconstruction and codified.  Board Members Crosby and Holmgren favored that idea.  
Planner Astorga suggested that the HPB could be included in that process.            
 
Ms. Meintsma understood that there comes a point when a structure could no longer 
stand, and she understood the decision.  However, she would have recommended 
building a new garage on the inside and keeping the outside the same.   
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Director Eddington stated that as the Staff has discussed bringing back the Design 
Guidelines to the HPB for review, one of the issues is the fine line between panelization 
and reconstruction.  He suggested that the new guidelines could push panelization more 
than it does currently.  Reconstruction would still be the last alternative, but it is an 
easier alternative for the applicant.   
 
Director Eddington thought Ms. Meintsma raised a good point that if they intend to 
preserve the funk and the character, that method would have to be incentivized.   
 
Board Member Holmgren asked about the two houses on Park Avenue, one being the 
former Blue Cross Ski House and the other the little white bungalow that has been 
deemed unsafe.  Planner Anya Grahn stated that the former Blue House received a 
notice and order last July, and the Staff has been working with the applicant to help them 
understand what would be involved to stabilize the property.  The owner submitted plans 
through an HDDR to add an extensive addition to the rear.  The Staff has spoken with 
them several times to specifically explain what needed to be changed in order to comply 
with the design guidelines.  The owner submitted another set of drawings last week and 
stated that it would be their final submittal.  Planner Grahn stated that after reviewing the 
plan she denied the application and the owner has ten 10 days to appeal.  If they file the 
appeal, the next step would be for the HPB to hear that appeal.   
 
Director Eddington noted that there was some interior gutting of the Blue Ski House 
structure and it was caught by the Planning and Building Departments.  It was a 
proactive opportunity pursuant to the 2009 Code not to allow demolition by neglect.  The 
gutting was stopped and the process was started.   
 
Planner Astorga noted that there was also a survey on file, as well as a physical 
conditions report that was done by the preservation consultation, which enabled them 
place a lien on the property for financing.  The Staff was trying to work with the owner to 
keep the structure from falling down.   
 
Board Member Crosby clarified that the owner was doing a demo without pulling a demo 
permit.  She asked if the City stopped the work mid-process or if the structure was fully 
gutted.  Director Eddington replied that a fair amount of the internal portions of the 
building had been gutted.   
 
Planner Grahn commented on the white bungalow.  She stated that the Building 
Department noticed that the roof on the addition was completely caved in on the back 
and it is not secured.  The Building Department issued a Notice and Order for the owner 
to make the necessary repairs; however, the owner was not willing to work with the City.  
The Staff was continuously explaining his options and hoping for a positive result.   
 
Director Eddington stated that some owners do not have an interest in preserving the 
property for economic reasons.  They feel it would be more beneficial to remove the 
historic structure and rebuild.  Since the City does not allow demolition by neglect, if the 
owner does not cooperate, the City could structurally support the building and lien the 
property.   
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Director Eddington noted that the Staff would provide a matrix at the next meeting so the 
HPB could see the Historic District Design Reviews that were currently in process.  
Planner Grahn stated that another work session would be scheduled to discuss the 
intensive level surveys the City has awarded.  The Staff would also go into more detail 
about what that is and what it means.      
 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:38 p.m.  
 
 
 
Approved by   
  David White, Chair Pro Tem 
  Historic Preservation Board 
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PARK CITY MUNICPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
MINUTES OF AUGUST 21, 2013 
 
BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:   David White, Gary Bush, John Kenworthy, 
Marian Crosby, Puggy Holmgren 
 
EX OFFICIO: Thomas Eddington, Anya Grahn, Polly Samuels-Mclean, Patricia Abdullah  
 
 
ROLL CALL 
Vice-Chair Holmgren called the meeting to order and noted that all Board Members were 
present except for Puggy Holmgren who was expected to arrive later in the meeting.     
 
Director Eddington introduced Christy Alexander, a new planner in the Planning 
Department.   
  
 
WORK SESSION 
 
Overview of the intensive level survey of the historic buildings within Main Street  
and Mining Boom Era Residences Thematic National Register District 
 
Planner Anya Grahn noted that the HPB had expressed an interest in learning more 
about intensive level surveys.  She reported that the City Council had contracted a Salt 
Lake City firm, CRSA, to conduct an intensive level survey of   various historic sites and 
buildings in Park City.   The Staff report provided a brief background of intensive level 
survey and reconnaissance level survey and the difference between the two.   
 
Steve Cornell, a representative from CRSA, provided an overview of the project and the 
18 month schedule.  A significant amount of work is involved with the project because of 
the numerous historic buildings in the Main Street National Register District and the 
Historic Sites District.  He handed out a packet to the Board Members and noted that the 
first sheet showed a breakdown of the tasks that would be performed over the 18 month 
period to create intensive level surveys for all of the historic properties in the National 
Register District.  Mr. Cornell reviewed the packet and the checklist of items, as well as 
an explanation of what goes into the survey and examples of a completed historic sites 
form.  The sites are documented with photographs, title searches, biographical research 
information, photocopies of USGS maps.  Any research material that can be discovered 
and collected is also included.  Each property has its own separate file.   He presented a 
list of all of the properties involved and outlined the steps of the process and how each 
property is evaluated.  Mr. Cornell explained that a reconnaissance survey is very broad 
and basic.  The intensive level survey is very detailed and collects specific information.   
 
Board Member Crosby asked what the colored bars represented on the inventory list.  
Mr. Cornell stated that he had not done the color coding, but he believed the colors 
represented certain things.  For example, orange might mean that there was no 
available information for a particular site.  It was intended to be a tracking document to 
create an internal record.      
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Mr. Cornell clarified that he was one of a team of four professionals who were working 
on this intensive level survey project.   
 
Board Member Crosby asked, if a property begins to undergo a restoration process over 
a period of years, how CRSA knows when to go back and update the inventory list to 
reflect the change in the property.  Mr. Cornell stated that it was based on permitting and 
maps.  They look at permits, Sanborn map, photographic research, and in some cases 
they talk to the property owners.  He noted that Sanborn maps show changes over the 
years, but they are limited.   They also look at deeds and title searches because these 
documents discuss the structure and the property.   
 
Board Member Kenworthy asked how they handle historic walls.  Steve replied that walls 
are in the historic sites inventory as part of the mining infrastructure.  They have been 
involved in a couple of projects where they uncovered or unearthed existing walls from a 
previous era in Park City history.  Those walls were re-exposed and they became part of 
the landscape.  He explained that the primary task is to make sure the historic value of 
the existing feature is well documented so it could not be inadvertently torn down in the 
future.  Board Member Kenworthy understood that the walls are treated the same as a 
structure.  Steve replied that this was correct.        
 
Steve encouraged the Board members and other residents to stop and talk to the team 
or ask questions when they see them in town.    
 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Ruth Meintsma, a resident at 305 Woodside Avenue, stated that it was rumored that an 
A-frame from the ski era at 949 Empire was going to be demolished.  She recalled from 
pervious visioning meetings that there was consensus that the town in general wanted to 
save these structures.  She attended a joint meeting with the Planning Commission and 
the City Council and a count was taken on how many were for and against saving this 
era.  The count was unanimous to save them.  Ms. Meintsma believed the City needed 
to move forward immediately because the 949 Empire structure may be the beginning 
and others would follow.   
Ms. Meintsma offered to do whatever she could to help and asked whether the next step 
would be to take her concerns to the City Council.   
 
Planner Grahn stated that in the past some people have requested an application to 
demolition an A-frame.  In most cases the goal for demolition was to rebuild a new 
structure.  The Planner is usually successful in arguing the reasons for keeping the 
structure because of setbacks or square footage.  In the case of 949 Empire, the 
applicant wanted to raise the structure because it is becoming a nuisance and he 
wanted additional land and open space.  She pointed out that it was difficult to argue 
saving the A-frame in this case.   
 
Planner Grahn remarked that the ski era is something they intend to look at and the Staff 
was considering design guideline provisions to address these structures.   Director 
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Eddington noted that the structure at 949 Empire is at risk for being demolished and it is 
a concern, but it is not listed as Historic Sites Inventory property; therefore, the owner 
has the right to move forward with their application.  He noted that the matrix on page 23 
of the Staff report shows it as an HDDR application that has been submitted.    
 
Chair Pro Tem White stated that he has heard the discussion about designating A-frame 
structures as historic; and he understood that it had not moved forward and the Staff 
was looking at addressing that issue next Fall.  Director Eddington replied that they were 
looking at next year, subsequent to the finalization of the General Plan.  Even if the Staff 
had the time and resource to address it soon, the 949 Empire application would still be 
vested under the current Code, which allows what the owner was proposing to do. 
 
Ms. Meintsma asked if an inventory needed to be the first step.  Director Eddington 
replied that it should start with an inventory.  They could add Code language for early 
recreation era, ski era; for example the early 1960’s.  However, in fairness to the 
property owners it would be beneficial for them and for the Staff to know which specific 
properties would be affected by doing the inventory.   
 
Ms. Meintsma remarked that an inventory is very involved.  To avoid putting a burden on 
the Staff, she asked if a citizen could take photos with addresses and then research 
when each structure was actually built.  Director Eddington stated that it was possible to 
start the reconnaissance level surveys, which is how they started the original Historic 
Sites Inventory.  Ms. Meintsma asked if a Code provision could be made on the basis of 
that simple list.  Director Eddington replied that the list would be expanded to a more 
complete, intensive level survey, and that could be put into the Code.  He noted that the 
steps were analysis, research and then move forward.   He assumed there 7 to 13 
structures that would apply.   
 
Assistant City Attorney McLean pointed out that the current Code language calls for a 
site to be greater than 50 years; but it does not call out the ski era as an era to be 
protected.  Ms. Meintsma understood that the era needs to be specifically defined and 
added to the existing mining era.  Chair Pro Tem White clarified that it has to be defined 
as a historic era.  Director Eddington replied that this was correct.  Currently, the design 
guidelines note the early ski period as an era, but it is not a protected era.   
 
Ms. Meintsma understood that if they had a simple inventory list, it would not be difficult 
to move forward with a new definition of historic, including the ski era.  Director 
Eddington replied that it could be done if the Staff had the necessary research and 
analysis.  He reiterated that it would be difficult to stop the proposed demolition at 949 
Empire because it would be vested under the current Code.   He noted that the City 
could consider a moratorium but it would have to be implemented by the City Council.  
Ms. Meintsma stated that she would take her concerns and suggestion to the City 
Council.  She would be willing to take the photos and do the research.         
 
STAFF/BOARD MEMBER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES  
 
Director Eddington noted that Patricia Abdullah had done a great job preparing the 
Historic District Design Review Matrix.  He pointed out that the purple color on the first 
three pages were projects that were approved under the 1983 design guidelines and 
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were continuing through the development process.  Those projects are reviewed under a 
different and more lenient set of guidelines. Everything not shaded were projects that 
came in under the 2009 updated design guidelines.   
 
Patricia Abdullah stated that June 2006 was chosen as the cutoff date because that is 
when they entered with the Historic Property report and started to make an actual list of 
historic buildings.  Prior to 2006 they did individual determinations of significance on 
each project as it came in.  Ms. Abdullah reviewed the matrix format.  She noted that 
expired means that the project went through the approval process but for whatever 
reason the construction was not completed and the building permit expired.  The project 
would have to restart under the new guidelines even though it was originally approved 
under the previous guidelines.  Pending means the project was in the process of actually 
being approved.   
 
Director Eddington stated that if an individual Board Member has an interest in a specific 
project on the matrix, they were welcome to come into the Planning Department to look 
at the plans and talk to the Planner.  Ms. Abdullah stated that the matrix would be 
updated monthly and provided for each HPB meeting.         
 
Board Member Holmgren joined the meeting.    
 
Board Member Holmgren asked about adding submittal dates on the matrix.  Ms. 
Abdullah offered to add the dates.  Director Eddington stated that the PL number after 
the address begins with the year it was submitted.  For example, PL-11 means that it 
was submitted in 2011.      
 
Ms. Abdullah reminded the Board members that they were scheduled to meet on 
September 18th rather than September 4th.        
        
REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion Public Hearing and Action 
 
1049 Park Avenue – Grant       Application PL-13-02016 
 
Planner Grahn reported that the Nathaniel L Houston house at 1049 Park Avenue is a 
landmark structure that was built in 1895 as a one-story hall and parlor.  At some point a 
second story was added.  Prior to 1949 and out of period, two rear additions were made.  
At the time the second story was added, the rear roof form continued over a shed 
addition to create a salt box roof type.   
 
The applicant was proposing a number of improvements to the house as detailed in the 
Staff report; 1) pour a new foundation under the historic structure; 2) structurally stabilize 
the house; 3) reconstruct the porch to resemble the porch depicted in a tax photo; 4) 
refurbish the existing wood windows to accommodate insulated glass; 5) siding 
restoration and repair; 6) refinish exterior trim in accordance with Design Guideline #5 
and replace deteriorated trim with in-kind matching design, dimension, material and 
finish; 7) replace the existing roof with asphalt roofing.   
 
Planner Grahn reported that the grant amount did not include excavation, house lifting or 
bracing of the house to pour the new basement foundation.  The Staff supported the 
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proposed structural work. The porch restoration would be necessary because the porch 
would be taken down when they lift the house to pour the foundation.  The window 
fenestration is necessary to maintain the historic integrity of the house.  Planner Grahn 
stated that replacing the roof with asphalt is considered maintenance and was not 
included in the grant amount.  If the roof was being replaced for structural issues it would 
have been grant eligible.   
 
Planner Grahn noted that the cost of the total work was $149,538.84.  The Staff 
recommended that the HPB award a grant in the amount of $42,114.92, which is half of 
the total cost of the eligible preservation work. 
 
Board Member Kenworthy asked if the applicant had a timeline for the project.  Planner 
Grahn stated that the applicant was ready to move forward with the Building Department 
to finalize the permits.  Patricia Abdullah explained that according to the grant 
agreement, the applicant has 60 days to pull a building permit after the grant has been 
awarded, and nine months to complete the work.  
 
Chair Pro Tem White asked if the footing and foundation work included the basement.  
Planner Grahn replied it was just for concrete and the labor to build the foundation.  The 
grant did not include the cost of excavating, lifting the house or bracing the house.  She 
clarified that the foundation work was only under the historic portion of the house.   
 
Board Member Holmgren supported grant funds for the foundation.  However, she 
questioned the siding restoration and repair.  Planner Grahn explained that some of the 
elements are too deteriorated to be repaired and would need to be replaced in-kind.   
 
Board Member Bush commented on the porch restoration.  He understood the 
reconstruction were the posts and the roof.  Planner Grahn replied that it was the posts, 
the roof and a concrete slab.  Board Member Bush asked if the slab on grade was a 
front or side porch.  Planner Grahn believed it was a front porch.  In looking at the photo 
on page 42 of the Staff report, Board Member Bush thought the original porch looked 
like a wood porch.  Chair Pro Tem White remarked that the photo on page 47 looked like 
a concrete slab porch.  He asked if the project was approved with a concrete slab.  
Planner Grahn answered no.  Chair Pro Tem White suggested removing the concrete 
slab from the grant, unless the owner wanted to make a wood porch. 
 
Director Eddington asked if the Board would be willing to grant the funds if the owner 
was willing to make the change from slab on grade to wood, as shown in the historic 
photo.  The Board members agreed to fund the porch restoration on that condition.  
Board Member Holmgren suggested removing the concrete slab and the stairs from the 
grant request.  Chair Pro Tem White noted that the drawing on page 62 showed a wood 
porch with concrete stairs.  Planner Grahn did not believe it would make sense to put 
down a concrete slab and build a wood porch.  Director Eddington thought it looked like 
a joist structure was built to lay the wood on.  He believed the drawing on page 62 
indicates the intent to utilize wood.   
 
Director Eddington suggested that the HPB award the grant up to a specific amount, 
conditioned upon the fact that the porch is wood.  He assumed that wood would be less 
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expensive than slab on grade.  Chair Pro Tem White thought the steps leading up to the 
porch should also be wood.  Director Eddington agreed.   
 
Director Eddington asked if a specific grant amount needed to be determined this 
evening.  Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the HPB could approve a maximum 
amount and delegate the Staff to make the final determination, staying within the 
maximum.  
 
Chair Pro Tem White remarked that if the porch is elevated two feet, it would require 
structure footings and foundation.  Board Member Bush pointed out that raising the 
elevation two feet would also require a handrail.  He felt that adding steps and a handrail 
would significantly change the look.   
 
Board Member Kenworthy supported a wood porch.  Board Member Crosby asked if the 
proposed new basement was the reason for raising the house to the extent that requires 
four steps up.  Planner Grahn replied that the design guidelines allow an existing historic 
structure to be raised a maximum of two feet for the purpose of adding a foundation.   
 
Board Member Holmgren stated that removing the $3,250 for slab on grade and the 
$900 for the stairs reduces the total grant amount to $37,965.  She was comfortable with 
the remaining items as outlined in the Staff report.  Board Member Holmgren supported 
the grant to help restore the home.   
 
Planner Grahn asked if the Board would be willing to grant up to $42,113 with a 
condition of approval requiring that the porch be rebuilt with wood flooring; or whether 
they preferred to remove the slab on grade and the steps, for a total grant amount of 
$37,965.   
 
Board Member Bush questioned the accuracy of the $9,500 cost to reconstruct the 
porch and the roof.  He suggested that the owner re-price the porch reconstruction using 
wood.  Chair Pro Tem White stated that the actual walking surface would require some 
type of underneath structure, which could increase the cost.  
 
Board Member Kenworthy preferred to give the owner the incentive to think about using 
wood for the porch and steps.  He believed the Board could make a motion that 
subtracts the slab on grade and the steps, with the caveat that if the owner changes to 
wood the grant amount could go up to but not exceed $42,000.                        
The Owner would have to verify the costs of the wood porch.  If the owner is not 
amenable to wood, the number would be reduced to $37,965 as calculated by Board 
Member Holmgren. 
 
Director Eddington clarified that Board Member Kenworthy was suggesting that they 
condition up to a maximum of $42,000, based on the assumption of a full porch 
reconstruction with wood.   
 
MOTION:  Board Member Kenworthy made a motion to award the grant for 1049 Park 
Avenue in an amount up to $42,000, contingent upon wood steps and a wood porch.  
Fifty percent of the cost would be paid by the homeowner and 50% would be paid by the 
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grant.  If the owner chooses to reconstruct the porch with concrete, the grant amount 
would be reduced to $38,000.  Board Member Crosby seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed unanimously.               
 
                 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 6:10 p.m.    
 
 
 
Approved by   
  David White, Chair Pro Tem 
  Historic Preservation Board 
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Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Subject:   Historic Sites Inventory 
Address:   632 Deer Valley Loop 
Project Number: PL-13-02094 
Date:                  November 13, 2013 
Type of Item: Administrative – Determination of Significance 
 
Summary Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the application, conduct a 
public hearing and confirm the status of 632 Deer Valley Loop as a Significant Site on 
the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.  
 
Topic: 
Project Name: 632 Deer Valley Loop  
Applicant:  Park City Municipal Corporation  
Owners:  William and Juli Bertagnole 
Proposal: Determination of Significance  
 
Background: 
The Park City Historic Sites Inventory, adopted February 4, 2009, includes four hundred 
five (405) sites of which one hundred ninety-two (192) sites meet the criteria for 
designation as Landmark Sites and two hundred thirteen (213) sites meet the criteria for 
designation as Significant Sites.  The existing structure at 632 Deer Valley Loop was 
added to the Inventory as a Significant Structure based on a reconnaissance level 
survey by then-Historic Preservation Consultant Dina Blaes in 2009.  It had been 
previously identified as historic in a 1995 reconnaissance level survey, but was not 
included in the 1982 Historic District Architectural Survey.   
 
During the reconnaissance-level survey, Dina noted that the Sanborn maps identified 
the structure as a “Hall-Parlor” home, but noted that the side addition had likely been 
added outside the Mature Mining Era, between 1949 and 1969.  Sandborn Fire 
Insurance maps were used to determine the original shape of the home.  Though the 
structure has retained its historic form, much of its historic integrity has been lost due to 
changes in its exterior materials.  The wood siding material is not original, nor are the 
aluminum windows and doors.  The porch supports have also been replaced.  The 
second floor window opening has been lost as well, and a side porch appears to have 
been enclosed to create additional interior living space after 1969. 
 
A fire on May 17, 1999, severely destroyed the rear of the structure.  Though it had a 
negative impact on the rear addition, the remainder of the historic structure remained 
intact on the hall-parlor portion of the house.  Years of deterioration and exposure to the 
elements should have resulted in greater damage and rapid decline of the exposed 
walls and roof joists; however, they are in surprisingly fair condition.   

Planning Department 
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A trust deed was recorded at the Summit County Recorder’s Office on May 2, 2013, 
transferring ownership from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to the Bertagnoles, 
following decades of litigation with the BLM.  In August 21, 2013, a Notice and Order to 
Vacate and Demolish the structure was issued due to the fire damage and dilapidated 
state of the structure. The property owners would like to demolish the structure in order 
to accommodate new development; they do not believe it is historically significant. 
 
Site visits have been made by the Chief Building Official and Planning Director.   
 
Because of the limited information available in the HSI, the Planning Director has 
directed staff to conduct additional research to determine the historic significance of the 
632 Deer Valley Loop site.  The purpose of this staff report is to have the HPB review 
the criteria to determine whether the structure is a “Significant” site.   
 
History of the Structure: 
The residential structure constructed at 632 Deer Valley Loop was originally built circa 
1900.  The 1900 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps did not include this portion of Park City 
as it was outside the dense development of Old Town. The structure first appears in the 
1904 Sanborn map, however, as seen below, circled in red 
 

 
 
The one (1) story, side gable house was constructed as a hall-and-parlor.  It appears, 
per the Sanborn maps, that the structure did not originally have a front porch.  
Nevertheless, it did have a porch on the west elevation, likely over a side entry, as 
shown in the 1927 Sanborn Map. 

1904 Sanborn Map  
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By 1927, a rear addition had been added across the south elevation of the structure.  
The side porch had also been relocated to this rear portion of the structure.  A front 
porch had not yet been added, or was not identified by the Sanborn map. 
 
A single photograph from the late-1930s tax assessment depicts the structure in much 
the same form as it exists today (Exhibit B).  One-over-one double-hung windows 
framed the central entry door on the front porch.  The front porch had a hip roof 
supported by turned porch posts.  Horizontal railings framed the porch while vertical 
siding enclosed the area beneath it.    On the west elevation, a side entry porch covered 
shielded a side door.  The one-story rear addition is visible behind the porch.  An attic 
entrance or window is provided at the top of the gable on the west elevation.  This 
photograph documents the appearance of the structure during the Mature Mining Era.   
 

1927 Sanborn Map  
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Over the next four decades, the house suffered from a number of modifications that 
have significantly diminished its historic integrity.  The 1949 appraisal card notes that 
the house was sided with Bricktex and the roofing was a patterned shingle.  There was 
no foundation.  A concrete block or brick foundation was noted in the 1958 tax 
assessment.  Finally, the 1969 tax card notes a rear porch of about 60 square feet.  It is 
likely that 60 square foot porch had existed all along as reflected in the Sanborn maps, 
but had not been identified on the tax cards. 
 
After 1969, the house appears to have been renovated.  The double-hung windows on 
the façade were removed and expanded to install larger, undivided rectangular 
windows.  The original wood double-hung windows throughout were replaced by 
aluminum windows.  The Bricktex siding was covered with new wood vertical siding, 
concealing the attic window.  The turned wood porch posts were replaced with new 
decorative metal columns.  A brick chimney was installed above the enclosed side 
porch that was later repaired with thick layers of Portland Cement.  The following 
c.1990s photograph shows the house largely as it exists today. 
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On May 17, 1999, heavy smoke and flames were seen from the rear of the building.  By 
the time first responders arrived, the door had been kicked in by bystanders.  The back 
bedroom was fully engulfed in flames, leaving it scorched from floor to ceiling and 
compromising its roof structure.  The fire was identified as suspicious with numerous 
points of origin; however, the current property owners have explained that the fire was 
likely caused by their tenant’s pets knocking over a heat lamp above an iguana 
terrarium.   Since that time, the Building Department has required the property to be 
secured and boarded; however, it has been difficult to secure the structure and there 
have been several reports of unauthorized access 
 
 
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 retain its historic form, the evidence supports the conclusion 
that the home is “Significant”.  A reconstruction of the home, which is necessary based 
on the structural integrity of the home raised by the Chief Building Official, would also 
allow the house and site to remain ”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: 
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(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 
 
The structure was originally constructed circa 1900, and not later than 1910 making the 
structure 113 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 retains its original historic form.  The 1960s side addition does not detract or 
negatively impact the historic form of the structure.  It could be removed if the owners 
chose to restore the structure as it has not achieved significance in its own right. Any 
future panelization or reconstruction will also preserve the historic hall-and-parlor form 
of the structure.   
 
(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. 
 

This structure contributes to our understanding of Park City’s Mature Mining Era (1894-
1930).  The houses within Old Town and the historic district 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 settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, 
and socio-economic make-up.  These structures greatly add to our understanding of a 
significant aspect of Park City’s economic growth and architectural development as a 
mining community. 
 
The criteria for designating sites to the Park City Historic Sites Inventory as a Landmark 
Site include: 

(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 

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 24



 

(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 632 Deer Valley Loop meets the standards for local 
“significant” designation, but does not meet the criteria for “landmark” designation.   In 
order for the site to be designated as “landmark,” the structure would have to retain its 
historic integrity in terms of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling 
and association.  Moreover, it would be eligible for the National Register.  Due to the 
alterations, loss of its historic materials, and changes in window and door configuration, 
the structure is no longer eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.   
 
Process: 
The HPB will hear testimony from the applicant and the public and will review the 
Application for compliance with the “Criteria for Designating Historic Sites to the Park 
City Historic Sites Inventory.”  The HPB shall review the Application “de novo,” giving no 
deference to the prior determination.  If the HPB finds that the application does not 
comply with the criteria set forth in Section 15-11-10(A)(1) or Section 15-11-10(A)(2), 
the Building and/or structure will be removed from the Historic Sites Inventory.  The 
HPB shall forward a copy of its written findings to the Owner and/or Applicant.   
 
The Applicant or any party participating in the hearing may appeal the Historic 
Preservation Board decision to the Board of Adjustment.  Appeal requests shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department ten (10) days of the Historic Preservation Board 
decision.  Appeals shall be considered only on the record made before the HPB and will 
be reviewed for correctness.   
 
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 or removing sites from 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.   
 
 

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 25



 

Alternatives: 
 Conduct a public hearing to consider the DOS for 632 Deer Valley Loop 

described herein and find the structure at 632 Deer Valley Loop meets the 
criteria for the designation of “Significant” to the Historic Sites Inventory 
according the draft findings of fact and conclusions of law, in whole or in part. 

 Conduct a public hearing and find the structure at 632 Deer Valley Loop does not 
meet the criteria for the designation of “Significant” to the Historic Sites Inventory, 
and providing specific findings for this action. 

 Continue the action to a date uncertain. 
 
Significant Impacts: 
There are no significant impacts on the City as a result of retaining the existing building 
described in this report to the Historic Sites Inventory as a “Significant” Structure.    
 
Consequences of not taking the Recommended Action: 
If no action is taken, no change will occur to the designation of 632 Deer Valley Loop on 
the Historic Sites Inventory.  The structure will not be eligible for demolition. 
 
If the Historic Preservation Board chooses to remove this site from the HSI, the 
structure will not be a designated historic site and will be eligible for demolition.   
 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board conduct a public hearing and find 
that criteria have been met to continue the designation of 632 Deer Valley Loop as 
“Significant” within the Park City Historic Sites Inventory according to the following 
finding of fact and conclusions of law. 
 
Finding of Fact: 

1. 632 Deer Valley Loop is within the Residential-Medium Density (RM) zoning 
district. 

2. There is an existing side gable hall-parlor structure at 632 Deer Valley Loop.  
This structure is currently listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory as a 
“Significant” Structure. 

3. The existing structure has been in existence at 632 Deer Valley Loop since circa 
1900. The structure appears in the 1904 and 1927 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps.  
Furthermore, the Historic Site Form contains tax cards of the structure from 
1949, 1958, and 1969.  A late-1930s tax card photo also demonstrates that the 
overall form of the structure has not been altered.  

4. The hall-and-parlor structure and later rear addition were both constructed within 
the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930) and are historic.  

5. Though out of period, the enclosed side porch entrance added in the 1960s does 
not detract from the historic significance of the structure. 

6. The existing structure is in serious disrepair and is not habitable in its current 
dangerous condition.   
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7. There is very little original exterior materials remaining on the exterior of the 
home.  The original wood lap siding has been covered by layers of Bricktex and 
vertical wood siding    

8. The double-hung windows on the façade were removed and expanded to install 
larger, undivided rectangular windows after 1969.  The original wood double-
hung windows throughout were replaced by aluminum windows.   

9. After 1969, the turned wood porch posts were replaced with new decorative 
metal columns.  A brick chimney was installed above the enclosed side porch 
that was later repaired with thick layers of Portland Cement.   

10. The structure is a hall-parlor plan and typical of the Mature Mining Era.   
11. The rear addition of the structure, dating prior to 1927, was severely damaged in 

a fire on May 17, 1999. 
12. The site meets the criteria as Significant on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.  
13.  Built circa 1900, the structure is over fifty (50) years old and has achieved 

Significance in the past fifty (50) years.    
14. Though the structure has lost its historic integrity due to the out-of-period 

alterations to its historic materials, it has retained its historical form. The out-of-
period addition to the west elevation of the structure does not detract from its 
historic significance.   

15. The structure is important in local or regional history because it is associated with 
an era of historic importance to the community, the Mature Mining Era (1894-
190).   

 
Conclusions of Law 

1. The existing structure located at 632 Deer Valley Loop meets all of the criteria 
for a Significant Site as set forth in LMC Section 15-11-10(A)(2) which includes: 
(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 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.  

(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 
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(iii) Noteworthy methods of construction, materials, or craftsmanship used 
during the Historic period.  

 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A – Historic Sites Inventory Form, 2008 
Exhibit B – Historic photograph, late-1930s 
Exhibit C – Letter from Principal Allen Roberts, CRSA  
Exhibit D – Photographs from site visits 
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08) 

1  IDENTIFICATION  

Name of Property: 

Address: 632 DEER VALLEY LOOP RD AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah    Tax Number: PC-537

Current Owner Name: BERTAGNOLE WILLIAM T & JULI M TRUSTEES  Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: 1600 LUCKY JOHN DR, PARK CITY, UT 84060-6948       
Legal Description (include acreage): 11TH HOUSE S SIDE DEER VALLEY PARK CITY(#632 DEER VALLEY); 
ALSO DESC AS BEG S 42*52'44" E 1038.31 FT FROM E1/4 COR SEC 16 T2SR4E SLBM; TH S 76*43' E 
116.60 FT; TH S 9*17' W 83.58 FT; TH S 80*29' W 129.40 FT; TH N 14*51' E 51.12 FT; TH N 10*39' E 82.35 
FT TO BEG CONT 0.29

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: 1995 & 2006  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:  Rectangular or “Hall-Parlor” House No. Stories: 1½   

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

Researcher/Organization:  Preservation Solutions/Park City Municipal Corporation      Date:   12-2008

Exhibit A
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632 Deer Valley Loop Road, Park City, UT, Page 2 of 3 

Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures:  accessory building(s), # _____;  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.): Vacant. Slightly sagging 
roofline, missing shingles, boarded up and exposed window openings, unkempt property, staggered and 
missing boards along porch foundation, peeling paint, and missing sections of roofline gutters and boards. 

 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.):

Foundation: Not visible and therefore its material cannot be verified 

Walls: Vertical wooden boards, wooden trim, decorative metal porch supports (no railings) 

Roof: Undetermined shingle material (asphalt?) with metal cap endings along roofline edge 

Windows: Collaboration of picture windows, aluminum single hung windows, and window openings 
(windows missing). 

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): Building card indicates side room 
addition between 1949-1969.  Siding is not likely original, neither are the porch supports.  The window 
configuration on the primary façade is also not typical of early mining era homes and is not likely original. 

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.):
Structure built on a sloped building lot above the roadway.  Surrounding grounds and property unkempt and 
overgrown with naturally occurring grasses and terrain.  Narrow building lot surrounded by what appears to be 
newer multi-family housing developments. 

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the 
distinctive elements.): The physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era home--
simple methods of construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, plan type, simple roof form, 
informal landscaping, restrained ornamentation, and plain finishes--have 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 Hall-Parlor house form is the 
earliest type to be built in Park City and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during the 
mining era. 

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

5  SIGNIFICANCE                

Architect:  Not Known  Known:   (source: ) Date of Construction: c. 19001

1
Summit County Recorder.
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632 Deer Valley Loop Road, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3 

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: Southeast oblique.   Camera facing northwest, 2006. 
Photo No. 3: East elevation.   Camera facing west, 2006. 
Photo No. 4: Northwest oblique.    Camera facing southeast, 1995. 

2 From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.  
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October 18, 2013 

 

 

 

To:  Anya Grahn, Preservation Planner, Park City 

From:  Allen Roberts, AIA, Preservation Consultant, CRSA 

In response to the City’s request to assess the age of the house at 632 Deer Valley Loop, I provide the 
following information: 

1) A c. 1940 photograph taken from the same angle as the photo in the City’s 2012 Historic 
Sites Inventory shows the house to be a c. 1900 (+/- 10 years) residence.  The earlier photo 
clearly shows its turned-wood Victorian columns, “novelty” wood siding, small-paned 
windows (as used prior to the arrival of the railroad), corbelled brick chimney and simple, 
hall-parlor floor plan—all evidence of a c. 1900 structure. 

2) A small, shed-roofed room was added to the right, rear corner of the house, much later than 
the initial construction. 

3) The information on the property’s tax card also indicates that the main residence dates from 
the turn-of-the-century period. 

4) The building’s exterior has been altered and its architectural integrity compromised, with 
newer porch columns, windows and siding, which obscure the original materials and design. 
The historic corbelled chimney remains intact, however, as does the basic form of the 
exterior massing.  

In summary, the house’s exterior materials and design elements were in common use in Park City from 
the 1870s until about 1910 when newer materials and styles were introduced. While we have not 
discovered an exact date of construction, it is highly unlikely that the residence was constructed after 
about 1910, and it could have been built considerably earlier. 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

Allen Roberts, AIA 

President, CRSA 

    

 

Exhibit C
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632 Deer Valley Loop Photographs 

 

Northwest Corner 
 

 

West Elevation 

Exhibit D
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Northwest Corner 

 

North Elevation (façade) 
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Northeast Corner 

 

Close-up of East Elevation 
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East Elevation (note fire damage) 

 

Southeast Corner 
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South Elevation 

 

Fire Damage on South Elevation 
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Fire damage at southeast corner 

 

Exposed roof eave, showing old growth timber  

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 48



 

Wood floorboards on porch 

 

Dilapidated vertical wood siding used on porch (as seen in 1930s tax photo) 
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Bricktex beneath vertical wood siding.  The original wood lap siding is likely beneath this layer of 
Bricktex.   

 

Original wood trim.  Note the reveal.  Layers of Bricktex and vertical wood siding have hidden much 
of the reveal on this original trim. 
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Original wood trim.  Note the reveal.  Layers of Bricktex and vertical wood siding have hidden much 
of the reveal on this original trim. 

 

Charred ceiling structure, interior  
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Charred bead-board ceiling in kitchen 

 

Antique nail and charred roof structure, interior  
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Fire-damaged rear addition.  Note the horizontal lumber atop vertical studs.   

 

Historic paneled wood door with antique hardware. 
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Historic interior wood window trim in front bedroom. 

 

Wall paper applied atop wood wall structure 
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 

Subject: 820 Park Avenue, Rio Grande Building 
Author:  Thomas E. Eddington Jr., Planning Director 
   Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Date:  November 13, 2013 
Application: PL-13-02108 
Type of Item: Quasi-Judicial – Appeal of Planning Director and Chief 

Building Official’s Determination of lack of Unique Conditions 
for Relocating a Historic Structure 

Summary Recommendations
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the submitted appeal 
of the Planning Director’s determination denying the relocation of the “significant” 
structure at 820 Park Avenue due to a lack of unique conditions warranting the move.
Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law affirming the determination of 
no unique circumstances for the Board’s consideration.

Description
Applicant/ Appellant:  Rory Murphy 
Location:   820 Park Avenue (Rio Grande Building) 
Zoning:   Historic Recreation (HRC) District 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential, Commercial, Nightly-Rental 
Reason for Review: Appeals of Planning Director and Chief Building Official’s 

determination concerning whether unique conditions warrant 
the proposed relocation on the existing Site. 

Background
According to “Report: Denver & Rio Grande Western Freight Shed” completed by 
archivist Emily P. Beeson at the Park City Museum for developer Rory Murphy, the Utah 
Central Railway completed laying the rail line connecting Salt Lake City and Park City in 
1890.  This railroad was acquired by the Rio Grande Western Railroad (later to become 
to the Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad, also known as D&RGW) in 1897.  The 
Queen Anne depot  was completed in July 1899.  Later, a freight shed was added to the 
north of the Queen Anne depot.  (The north one-third of this freight shed is the Rio 
Grande Building).  For over 40 years, the depot served as an important transportation 
hub for travelers.  Furthermore, the railroad depot and its freight shed were adjacent to 
the much larger Silver King Loading Station.

The iconic Coalition Building, built in 1901, served as a larger transportation network 
and aerial tramway that ran between the Silver King mine and the railroad on Park 
Avenue.  Designed in a Finlayson pattern, the 7,300 foot long aerial tramway was 
strung over thirty-nine (39) steel towers ranging from sixteen feet (16’) to sixty-five feet 
(65’) in height.  Ore was loaded into buckets, propelled by gravity to the Coalition 
building 1,000 feet in elevation below the mine.  The ore was then mechanically loaded 
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into railroad cars running through the tipple.  Between 2,700 and 3,000 tons of ore were 
shipped each month from the Coalition building’s tipple. 

In 1946, the Interstate Commerce Commission found that the cost to repair the station 
would be $122,000 due to its deteriorated condition.  Because of the limited need for the 
station, D&RGW abandoned the line and the Park City branch closed.  Workmen soon 
demolished the Queen Anne depot, leaving only the northern one-third (1/3) portion of 
the freight shed, and removed the rail tracks leading down Parley’s Canyon to Salt 
Lake.

Around the same time, the Coalition Building was vacated in the 1950s.  For several 
decades, the structure stood vacant, but not forgotten.  Fearing demolition, a Historic 
American Building Survey (HABS) drawing was completed for the structure in 1971; 
however, this survey did not document the other historic structures on the site, which 
would have included the Rio Grande building.  On July 20, 1982, a massive fire 
destroyed the historic Coalition Building. 

Since the demolition of the Queen Anne depot, the remaining portion of the freight shed, 
better known today as the Rio Grande, located at 820 Park Avenue, has housed an 
architect’s office, Park City Bank, and Zion’s Bank.   After sitting vacant for at least a 
decade, the structure today is being rehabilitated in order to serve as a construction 
office for the Rio Grande Development project. 

The setting of the Rio Grande Building is substantially different than what is depicted by 
the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps.  As previously described, this structure was originally 
part of a much larger structure that included a freight shed surrounded by platforms and 
rail lines.  With the removal of the rail lines to accommodate residential and resort-
related development, the freight shed has remained as an important reminder of the 
city’s transportation-related history.  Currently, the structure stands along in a large 
paved parking area surrounded by residential development and lacking any of its 
original context.  The changes to the site have significantly diminished the site’s original 
design character.  For these reasons, it has been designated as a “Significant” site on 
the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).

On May 8, 2013, the applicants met with Planning and Building Department staff as part 
of a pre-application during Design Review Team (DRT) to discuss the conceptual plan 
for the project.

The applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on June 
19, 2013.  The applicant wishes to relocate to existing Rio Grande structure in order to 
develop the site and requested that the Planning Director and Chief Building Official 
determine whether unique conditions exist to allow the relocation per the letter dated 
August 5, 2013.  On October 9, 2013, the Planning Director and Chief Building Official 
determined that unique conditions do not exist that support moving the structure to the 
corner of 9th Street and Park Avenue.   The application was deemed complete on 
October 17, 2013.

Historic Preservation Board - November 13, 2013 Page 56



Historic District Design Standard of Review and Appeal Process 
Pursuant to LMC § 15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration Process, appeals of designs 
regarding the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites shall be 
reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board.  Per LMC § 15-11-13(A), the Planning 
Director and Chief Building Official determined that unique conditions do not exist to 
allow the proposed relocation on the existing site.  The HPB shall make the final 
determination since the HPB is hearing the application de novo on appeal.  The 
Planning Director and Chief Building Official shall, at the appeal, submit a written 
statement or testify concerning whether unique conditions warrant the proposed 
relocation on the existing site. 

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 Director and 
Chief Building Official) erred. The scope of review by the HPB shall be the same as the 
scope of review by the Planning Director and Chief Building Official. 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 outlined in Exhibit C, the applicant proposes to move the structure approximately 
thirty feet (30’) to the north and approximately ten feet (10’) to the west in order for the 
structure to be sited at the corner of 9th Street and Park Avenue.

As detailed in the analysis, the Planning Director and Chief Building Official have 
determined that this relocation is not warranted.  As described in LMC § 15-11-13 (A), in 
approving a Historic District or Historic Site design review application involving 
relocation and/or reorientation of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a 
Landmark or Significant Site, the Planning Department shall find the project complies 
with the following criteria:

(1) the proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition of the 
Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or
(2) the Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that unique 
conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation on the existing 
Site. . . .

The relocation of this structure will not abate demolition.  At this time, no condemnation 
has been issued by the Chief Building Official that would require the building to be 
relocated or reoriented on the site. 

Per LMC 15-11-16, it is the intent of the LMC to preserve the Historic and architectural 
resources of Park City, through limitations on Demolition of Historic Buildings, 
Structures, and Sites to the extent it is economically feasible, practical and necessary.  
The Demolition or removal of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Sites in Park City 
diminishes the character of the City’s Historic Districts and it is strongly discouraged.  
Instead, the City recommends and supports preservation, renovation, adaptive reuse, 
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reconstruction, and relocation within the Historic District.  In order for the existing 
building to reconstructed, the following criteria must be met per LMC 15-11-15 (A): 

(1) The Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) are found by the Chief Building 
official to be hazardous or dangerous, pursuant to Section 116.1 of the 
International Building Code; and 

(2) The Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) cannot be made safe and/or 
serviceable through repair; and 

(3) The form, features, detailing, placement, orientation and location of the Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will be accurately depicted, by means of new 
construction, based on as-built measured drawings, historical records, and/or 
current or Historic photographs. 

At this time, the Rio Grande Building has not been found by the Chief Building Official to 
be hazardous or dangerous and, thus, reconstruction would not be applicable.   

As outlined in the letter dated October 9, 2013, the Planning Director and Chief Building 
Official have determined that unique conditions do not exist that would warrant the 
relocation of the Rio Grande structure from its current location to the corner of 9th Street 
and Park Avenue due to: 

There is no evidence that supports that the structure was previously relocated.
 Relocation will not abate demolition as a threat of demolition does not exist.  At 
this time, the Building Department has not condemned the building, nor required 
it to be relocated or reoriented in order to abate demolition.
Relocating the structure in order to expand development on the site is not a 
unique condition.

The appellant raised objections to the Planning Director and Chief Building Official’s 
determination of no unique conditions for the following reasons of denial of the 
proposed relocation of 820 Park Avenue: 

 In its current location, there is no historic context for the Rio Grande Building. 
 The relocation will make the Rio Grande Building visually prominent. 
 The relocation will allow for the restoration of some of the historical context of the 

Rio Grande Building. 
 Less than 30-35% of the original structure remains. 
 The Rio Grande must be relocated during construction for environmental 

contamination remediation reasons. 
 The foundation of the Rio Grande Building is not the original foundation. 
 Other considerations. 

Analysis (Applicant’s arguments in italics)  
As outlined in Land Management Code (LMC) 15-11-13 Relocation and/or Reorientation 
of a Historic Building or Historic Structure, in approving a Historic District or Historic Site 
design review Application involving relocation and/or reorientation of a Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark or Significant Site, the Planning 
Department shall find the project complies with the following criteria: 

(1) The proposed relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition of the Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or 
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(2) The Planning Director and the Chief Building Official determine that unique 
conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation on the existing 
site; or 

(3) The Planning Director and the Chief Building Official determine that unique 
conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation to a different site. 

Historic Context  
The first objection raised by the appellant is that there is no historic context for the Rio 
Grande Building.  The appellant believes that the prior demolition of other structures 
that surrounded the Rio Grande building has resulted in the complete isolation of the 
building from any historic context, as the Coalition Building and the adjacent historic rail 
structures have been lost; the Town Lift now sits on the former site of the Coalition 
Building.  Moreover, the railroad tracks to the station were removed in 1946.  The Rio 
Grande structure had once been a much longer freight shed; however, today only the 
northern one-third (1/3) of the structure exists. 

The applicant is correct in that the historic context of the site has been lost.  As noted in 
the 2008 Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) form, the setting is substantially different than 
what is seen on the Sanborn Insurance maps.  Both the 1907 and 1927 maps show this 
structure as a portion of a larger structure that included a freight shed surrounded by 
platforms and rail lines as well as industrial mining structures (the Coalition Building).  
Though the removal of the rail lines to accommodate residential and resort-related 
development has compromised the integrity of the site, the depot remains as an 
important reminder of the City’s transportation-related history during the Mining Era.

Visual Prominence 
The applicant has argued that the relocation of the Rio Grande building to the corner of 
9th Street and Park Avenue will allow it to be the visual focal point of the project.  The 
site is severely compromised by the location of the building and that it is a unique 
situation that is very different from building an addition onto an existing structure. 
Without the relocation, the new development on the site will visually obscure and 
consume the historic structure.  By allowing the relocation, the applicants believe that 
the project will harmonize with adjoining commercial projects as well as permit the Rio 
Grande Building to enhance the neighborhood as a gateway to the commercial district.

Again, staff finds that the applicant is warranted in their argument.  As proposed, 
relocating the Rio Grande to a prominent corner will allow it greater visibility, enhance 
the neighborhood, and serve as a gateway to the commercial district.  Nevertheless, in 
order to relocate the structure on the site, the Planning Director and Chief Building 
Official must find unique circumstances.  In this case, relocating the structure in order to 
make room for new development is not deemed to be a unique condition.

Restoration of Historic Context 
The applicant has argued that the relocation will allow for the restoration of some of the 
historic context that originally existed.  The historic context of this building, the applicant 
believes, is its location directly adjacent to the historic transportation element (railroad 
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tracks) on a raised platform.  By relocating the structure next to a modern transportation 
element (the street) on a raised platform, the design is consistent to the building’s 
original context.   

Staff finds that transportation elements cannot be swapped in the name of historic 
preservation. Staff finds that the historic context will not be further restored by relocating 
the structure to 9th Street and Park Avenue than it will by maintaining it in its current 
location.  The road is not consistent to the site’s original context. 

Less than 30-35% of the original structure remains 
The applicant is correct in that only one-third (1/3) of the original freight shed remains.
They are also correct in that an accurate reconstruction (expansion) is not possible 
given the location of the Flying Sumo restaurant and other existing development.

As seen in the 1927 Sanborn map in the photo below, the Rio Grande as it exists today 
is the northern one-third (1/3) of the original freight shed that was once connected to a 
Queen Anne style passenger depot. 

The portion circled in red is the remaining northern one-third (1/3) of the structure that 
exists today. 
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Relocation during construction 
The applicant attests that the Rio Grande building must be relocated during construction 
for environmental contamination reasons.  As outlined in the appeal, the site is heavily 
contaminated and this soil must be removed from the site.  Remediation is necessary in 
order to meet Park City’s environmental ordinances, and transportation of the soil as 
well as its disposal will be costly to the applicant.   

Staff recognizes that the Rio Grande structure will likely have to be temporarily 

Existing Building 

1927 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map 

Demolished
Coalition
Building
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relocated in order to accommodate the proposed underground parking structure as well 
as remediate contaminated soils.  Historic structures are often temporarily relocated, 
panelized and rebuilt, and even temporarily elevated in Old Town in order to 
accommodate new foundations or even new construction on steep slopes or parcels 
where access is limited.  Temporary relocation, however, does not justify permanent 
relocation.

As previously noted, it is deemed to be in the interest of the citizens of Park City, as well 
as the State of Utah, to encourage the preservation of Buildings, Structures, and Sites 
of Historic Significance in Park City.  These Buildings, Structures, and Sites are among 
the City’s most important cultural, educational, and economic assets.  In order that they 
are not lost through neglect, Demolition, expansion or change within the City, the 
preservation of Historic Sites, Buildings, and Structures is required.   

As described in the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites in Park City, proposals to 
relocate and/or reorient historic buildings may only be considered in the HRL, HR1, 
HR2, HRM, and HRC zones if: 

 A portion of the historic building encroaches on an adjacent property and an 
easement cannot be secured;1 or 

 Relocating the building onto a different site is the only alternative to demolition; or 
 The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that unique 

conditions warrant the relocation and/or reorientation on the existing site. 
As previously noted, the Planning Director and Chief Building Official did not determine 
that unique conditions existed to warrant the relocation of the Rio Grande building in 
their October 9, 2013 letter. 

The structure was previously moved 
The applicant ascertains that the existing foundation is not the original foundation. The 
structure rests atop wooden blocks and sawn-off telephone poles.  The applicant argues 
that this type of foundation could not have withstood the rumblings of heavy-laden ore 
cars on a constant basis.  Moreover, the Park City Fire Marshall Kurt Simister had 
inspected the foundation and had noted areas of dry rot as well as changes in wood 
grain and age that allude to a previous relocation.

Staff have examined the sill plates and stud walls of the Rio Grande structure that are 
supported haphazardly by tree trunks, sawed telephone poles, and wood posts.  Staff 
found that it would be unlikely for a freight shed to be supported on such an instable 
foundation given the amount of movement caused by passing trains traveling on the 
adjacent tracks, despite that construction during this period was often expedited and 
hurried.  Though it is possible that the tree trunks are the original foundation, the 
evidence could also support that during the demolition of the freight shed (southern 
portion of the Rio Grande), the foundation of the remaining structure required additional 
stabilization and/or reconstruction in order to support the building above.   The 
demolition of the larger portion of this structure occurred following the mining industry’s 
economic downturn.  Given the impoverished state of the city at that time, the 
                                                
1 This criterion was removed from the LMC and may no longer be considered.   
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haphazard foundation also could be a reflection that funds were scarce and available 
materials were haphazardly applied to make do. 

Staff has analyzed a number of resources in order to document the history of the site 
and demonstrate that the Rio Grande Building has not been relocated over time.  On 
September 19, 2013, GIS staff overlaid Sanborn maps atop the existing GIS map to 
determine the original location of the structure.  Staff used historic structures such as 
the former Blue Iguana building at 628 Park Avenue and Zoom Restaurant at 660 Main 
Street to align the Sanborn map over the aerial map.  The accuracy of this overlay is 
within five feet (5’).  It appears that the structure has not been relocated, and only the 
northern one-third (1/3) of the freight shed remains following the late-1940s demolition.  
(The shaded area within the red circle is the existing structure.) 

See Exhibit C 
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Historic photographs also support the conclusion that the structure has not been relocated from 
its original placement.    

1. The photograph depicts the proximity of the Queen Anne depot to the Coalition Building.  
Though it appears that the structures are in line in this photograph, in reality they were a 
significant distance apart.  Historic photographs also depict the rail line existing to the 
east of the freight shed and through the Coalition Building as well.  In order for the rail 
line to run through the Coalition Building, the freight shed had to be located west of the 
Coalition Building.   

2. The 1907 Sanborn map as well as the 1927 Sanborn map below also demonstrates two 
(2) rail lines running east of the freight shed, one (1) line leading through the Coalition 
building.  A second rail line runs parallel to Park Avenue to the west.  Platforms existed 
on both the west and east sides of the freight shed to accommodate the loading and 
unloading of passengers and rail cargo.   

1

1Rio Grande Structure 
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Building
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1.  Shed roof 
shown in the 
historic
photograph.
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Other Considerations 
The applicant believes the goals of historic preservation are best served by relocating 
the structure to the corner of 9th Street and Park Avenue.  The applicant stresses that if 
the structure is not relocated, the historic building will be visually impaired and 
consumed by the new construction.  By relocating the structure to the propose location, 
the building will function as an important gateway into the downtown historic district.  
Moreover, the relocation will emphasize the historically significant structure by allowing 
it greater visibility to be appreciated by the public.

While staff finds that the appellant’s intentions are honorable, the fact remains that 
unique conditions must exist in order for the Planning Director and Chief Building 
Official to warrant the relocation of the historic structure.  As outlined previously, 
potential new development is not a unique condition that warrants the relocation of a 
historic structure.  Any new construction will have to meet the Design Guidelines and be 
subordinate to the historic structure.  Furthermore, relocation will not prevent demolition; 
demolition of historic structures is not permissible without reconstruction as outlined in 
LMC 15-11-15 Reconstruction of Existing Historic Building or Historic Structure and 15-
11-16 Demolition of Historic Buildings, Structures, and Sites.

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 
Public Comment concerning the development of the site and completed work has been 
submitted.  Please see Exhibit G. 

Process
The decision on this appeal by the Historic Preservation Board constitutes Final Action 
that may be appealed to District Court within 30 days. 

Should the HPB uphold the Planning Director and Chief Building Official’s 
determination, the application will need to submit updated plans that reflect the HPB 
determination to not permit the relocation of the structure.  These updated plans will be 
reviewed through the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) process. 

Should the HPB grant the appeal and reverse staff’s determination, staff will begin 
reviewing the submitted HDDR plans for compliance with the Design Guidelines. 

Alternatives
A. Deny the Appeal and Uphold Staff’s Determination: 

The Historic Preservation Board may affirm the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official’s determination that no unique conditions exist that would 
warrant the relocation of the Rio Grande Structure at 820 Park Avenue, in 
accordance with the draft findings of fact and conclusions of law, in whole or in part.

B. Grant the Appeal and Reverse Staff’s Determination: 
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The Historic Preservation Board may reverse the Planning Director and Chief 
Building Official’s determination and approve the relocation of the Rio Grande 
Structure at 820 Park Avenue, in whole or in part and direct staff to make Findings 
based on the discussion supporting that decision.

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

Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the submitted appeal 
of the Planning Director and Chief Building Official’s determination denying the 
relocation of the “significant” structure at 820 Park Avenue due to the lack of unique 
conditions.  Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law affirming the 
determination of no unique circumstances for the Board’s consideration.

Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 820 Park Avenue in the Historic Recreation Commercial 

(HRC) District. The site contains .33 acres. Currently, the Rio Grande Building is 
located on the southern half of the property, surrounded by paved parking. 

2. The site is listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory as “Significant.” 
3. The applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on 

June 19, 2013 for the proposed development of the 820 Park Avenue site, which 
included relocating the Rio Grande Building and building additional commercial/retail 
and residential units on the site.

4. On August 6, 2013, the Planning Department approved the first phase of the project, 
which included demolishing non-historic elements on the exterior of the existing 
structure in order to gain better access to the foundation of the historic building. 

5. On July 17, 2013, the first public notice was posted on the property and letters were 
mailed to adjacent property owners for the initial fourteen (14) day staff review. 

6. A second notice was sent out and posted on August 6, 2013.
7. The historic structure that remains today was once part of a much longer baggage 

depot and freight shed located along Park Avenue and part of the Silver King Mining 
Company Site.

8. The setting of the site today is substantially different than that depicted in Sanborn 
Fire Insurance maps dating from 1900 and 1907. 

9. The structure currently stands alone in a large paved parking area surrounded by 
residential development and lacking its historic context. 

10.  The Rio Grande Western Railroad (later the Denver & Rio Grande Western) 
acquired the Utah Central Railway line through Park City in 1897.  In July 1899, a 
Queen Anne-style depot was constructed and the existing portion of the baggage 
claim portion of this station was built in 1890.

11. In 1946, the Denver and Rio Grande Western abandoned the 24-mile stretch of its 
Park City Branch.  Following this, the depot was demolished and only the northern 
portion of the freight shed remained. 

12. The historic depot appeared to have a platform surrounding the structure on the 
south and west elevations in photographs from 1911.  This platform was buried 
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beneath the soil following the demolition of the passenger depot, likely to 
accommodate the heightening of Park Avenue’s road surface. 

13. Historic photographs depict the freight/baggage shed as approximately two (2) bays 
wide; it appears that only the north half of the structure and one (1) bay exists today 
at the 820 Park Avenue site. 

14. In overlaying the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of 1907 atop a current GIS aerial view 
of the property, it appears that the structure was not previously moved in the past to 
its current location. 

15. A report by Emily P. Beeson, Park City Museum archivist, found that there was no 
historical evidence that the building had been moved or relocated.  Her report 
referenced the 1900, 1907, 1929, and 1941 Sanborn Maps; the 1995 
Reconnaissance Level Survey conducted by History Projects; articles from the Park 
Record dating from 1881 to 1970; the Park Record index from 1979 through 1985; 
the 2008 Historic Site Form compiled by Dina Blaes; the 2006 and 2010 Park City 
Property Inventories; as well as various photographs of the Rio Grande building and 
surrounding area from 1912 to 1997, and 2012. 

16. The historic context of the site has been lost due to the demolition of the Coalition 
Building and the demolished portion of the freight shed and Queen Anne depot. 

17. Per LMC 15-11-13, the criteria for relocation and/or reorientation of the Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Significant Site include: (1) the proposed 
relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition of the Historic Building(s) and/or 
Structure(s) on the Site; or (2) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official 
determine that unique conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation 
on the existing Site; or the Planning Director and the Chief Building Official determine 
that unique conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation to a 
different Site.

18. The Planning Director and Chief Building Official find that no unique conditions exist 
to warrant the relocation of this structure.

19. The relocation of the structure would not abate demolition as there is no 
condemnation to move the building and/or reorient the structure on the existing site 
or a new site. 

20. The appeal was submitted to the Planning Department on October 18, 2013.

Conclusions of Law 
1. The relocation will not abate demolition of the “Significant” structure at 820 Park 

Avenue. 
2. The Planning Director and Chief Building Official have determined that no unique 

conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation of the structure on 
the existing site.   

Order
The appeal is denied in whole and the Planning Director and Chief Building Official’s 
determination is upheld. 

Exhibits
Exhibit A – Planning Director Determination Letter 10.9.13 
Exhibit B – Appeal
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Exhibit C – Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) Form  
Exhibit D – Sanborn Map Overlay 
Exhibit E –1927 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map 
Exhibit F – Historic Photographs of the Silver King Mine Site and Rio Grande building 
Exhibit G– Public Comment 
Exhibit H– Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval in support 
of granting the appeal.   
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08) 

1  IDENTIFICATION  

Name of Property: Denver & Rio Grande Western Railroad Passenger Station 
Address: 820 PARK AVE AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah    Tax Number: SA-340

Current Owner Name: POTTER GAIL & LORI TR    Parent Parcel(s):
Current Owner Address: PO BOX 2391, PARK CITY, UT 84060-2391        
Legal Description (include acreage): SUBD: SA BLOCK: 53; 0.33 AC 

2  STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation*                    Reconstruction   Use
� building(s), main � Landmark Site           Date:     Original Use: Transportation 
� building(s), attached � Significant Site          Permit #:     Current Use: Commercial 
� 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: 1995 & 2006 � 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. 
Notarianni, Philip F., "Park City Main Street Historic District." National Register of Historic Places Inventory, Nomination 

Form.1979. 
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995. 

4  ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY     

Building Type and/or Style: Railroad Passenger Station No. Stories: 1 ½   

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: 

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

Researcher/Organization:  Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation                               Date:   November, 08                   
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820 Park Ave, Park City, UT, Page 2 of 3 

� Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.):  Appears to be vacant; general disrepair. 

� 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.):

Foundation: Concrete. 

Walls: Corrugated metal 

Roof: Gable roof form sheathed in asphalt shingle. 

Windows/Doors: Large casement. 

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):

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The 
setting is substantially different than what is seen in the Sanborn Insurance maps.  Both the 1900 and 1907 
maps show this structure as part of a larger structure that included a freight shed surrounded by platforms and 
rail lines.  Of course, with the removal of the rail lines to accommodate residential and resort-related 
development, the depot remained as an important reminder of the transportation-related history.  Currently, the 
structure stands alone in a large paved parking area surrounded by residential development and lacking any of 
the original context. The changes to the site and structure are significant and diminish the site's original design 
character. 

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 transportation-related activities in 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 structure is part of the 
collection of commercial and transportation-related structures from the early mining era in Park City; however, 
the extent of alterations to the structure 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. The site, however, retains its essential historical form and meets the criteria set forth in LMC 
Chapter 15-11 for designation as a Significant Site. 

5  SIGNIFICANCE                

Architect: � Not Known � Known:   (source: )  Date of Construction: c. 18901

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 Appears on 1900 and 1907 Sanborn Insurance Maps. 
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820 Park Ave, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3 

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 commercial and transportation-related 
buildings represent the best remaining metal mining town business district in the state.  The buildings along 
Main Street, in particular, provide important documentation of the commercial character of mining towns of 
that period, including the range of building materials, building types, and architectural styles. They 
contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and architectural 
development as a mining business district2.

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: North elevation.    Camera facing south, 2006. 
Photo No. 2: West elevation.   Camera facing east, 1995. 

2 From "Park City Main Street Historic District" written by Philip Notarianni, 1979 and “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic 
Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984. 
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1927 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map 

Exhibit E
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Historic Photos of the Silver King Mining Site 

 

Photo showing train tracks going into Coalition Building from the location of the depot and freight shed. 

 

Photo looking north of the Silver King Coalition Building. 
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Photo of Lower Park Avenue neighborhood showing Queen Anne passenger depot and freight shed to the north of the Coalition 
Building.   

 

Photo of train in front of the freight depot, heading north, out of Park City. 
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Matt,           11 Aug. 13 

     In reviewing the HDDR application for 820 Park Avenue, a number of concerns come 
to my attention.  The overall concept of allowing a 30,000' - 40,000' addition onto an 
approximately 800' historically significant structure does not seem compatible to me.  I 
believe the addition completely "engulfs" the historic structure and clearly violates 
HDDG specific guidelines D.1.2 and D.2.4.
     Within the application, Mr Murphy has request that PCMC  (specifically the Planning 
Director and Chief Building Official) allow him to relocate his historic structure to a new 
location on the site.  Mr. Murphy provides a very creative story to justify the relocation, 
but I believe the underlying motivation is very simple.  If he is allowed to "cram" his 
historic structure into the northwest corner of his property, he can build more residential
condominium units and make more money. As a resident of Park City who has been 
accused of being a developer, I fully understand Mr. Murphy's dilemma.  He has a very 
large and valuable parcel with a very small historic structure located on the site in a very 
inconvenient location for redevelopment. Although my application at 811 Norfolk was 
ultimately approved by 3rd District Court to move the structure 6.5' left for "unique 
conditions," I was also denied the ability to move the house forward or even "straighten 
the alignment" because Planning Staff said that would be perceived as enhancing my 
redevelopment potential.  It was made very clear to me by staff that relocating a historic 
structure in order to enhance development potential is not allowed.  This standard 
needs to be applied to all applicants. 
     Prior to even considering to allow the historic structure at 820 Park Ave. to be 
relocated under Specific Guideline E.1.1, I believe the request should be denied 
because it violates Universal Guideline 2. and Specific Guideline D.1.5.   U.G. 2)
states;  Changes to a site or building that have acquired historic significance in their 
own right should be retained and preserved.  The developer provides evidence that the 
original structure was built in 1899 and then reconfigured to its current condition in 
1946.  It has existed for 67 years as it currently exist and I believe the site and historic 
structure are significant "in their own right."  While the developer describes the existing 
Historically Significant structure as "bland and nondescript," I believe that description 
could not be further from the truth.  This description is simply an attempt to  downplay 
the significance so that the developer can build additional condominium units for profit.  
I find this Historic Structure to be extremely charming and have grown to love it as I've 
driven into Old Town for the past 20 years.  Virtually everyone who has ever lived or 
visited Park City has experienced this Historic Structure as it currently exist.  It is
significant in "its own right."  This developer should not be allowed to destroy the charm 
and character of this Historic Site.  
     HDDR E. RELOCATION AND/OR REORIENTATION OF INTACT BUILDINGS 
E.1. Sidebar 3 (-if the Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that 
unique conditions warrant the relocation or reorientation on the existing site.)  This is the 
only sidebar that could possible apply in this application.   In the developer's application, 
he describes the original 1899 structure as "unique and very beautiful," and wants to 
relocate the Historic Structure so that he can reconstruct the original structure with a 
"modern interpretation" and "stay true to the original form of the passenger station."  In 
comparing the 1899 photo of the original structure to the proposed development, there 
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is absolutely no relationship between the two buildings.  As far as I can determine, the 
original building did not have residential condominium units above the one story 
passenger station.  I don't believe allowing a developer to move a Historic Structure to 
maximize his project qualifies as "unique conditions."  This request should be denied.
     Planner Cattan made the following statement to me in the review of my application, 
"Historic Preservation is a priority to the residents of Park City.  This is evident in Park 
City's adopted Historic District Design Guidelines, Historic Sites Inventory, and Land 
Management Code.  The policies within these documents have been created to protect 
the existing historic structures and the historic district as a whole."   Planner Cattan 
made it very clear to me how restrictive the HDDR and LMC are.  This same 
interpretation should apply to all HDDR applications so that staff treats all applicants 
fairly, consistently, and equally. 

Regards, Jeff Love 
532 Woodside Ave. 

P.S.  Would you provide to me Dina Blaes, PCMC Preservation Consultant's comments 
in respect to the relocation of the Historic Structure at 820 Park Ave.
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1

Anya Grahn

From: Jeff Love <grandloveshack@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 1:28 PM
To: Anya Grahn
Subject: Fwd: 820 Park Ave.

Anya,
This is the email sent to Mathew Evans this morning.  
Thanks, Jeff Love 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Jeff Love <grandloveshack@msn.com>
Date: September 9, 2013, 7:55:13 AM MDT 
To: Mathew Evans <mathew.evans@parkcity.org>
Cc: Tom Edington <thomas.eddington@parkcity.org>
Subject: 820 Park Ave.

Matt, 
Last week I took this photo that appears to show a portion of the original historic rail platform 
still attached to the structure at 820 Park Ave.  I believe this historic platform should have been 
treated the same as a historic wall.  To my surprise, when I returned to Park City yesterday, the 
entire historic platform has been destroyed  and removed.  I was under the impression the 
developer's permit was for exploratory purposes, not to destroy and remove historic 
material.  Could you please explain why he was allowed to do this.  Also, what is the status of 
the HDDR review. 
Thanks, Jeff Love 
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Sent from my iPad 
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Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 820 Park Avenue in the Historic Recreation Commercial 

(HRC) District. The site contains .33 acres. Currently, the Rio Grande Building is 
located on the southern half of the property, surrounded by paved parking. 

2. The site is listed on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory as “Significant.” 
3. The applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on 

June 19, 2013 for the proposed development of the 820 Park Avenue site, which 
included relocating the Rio Grande Building and building additional commercial/retail 
and residential units on the site.

4. On August 6, 2013, the Planning Department approved the first phase of the project, 
which included demolishing non-historic elements on the exterior of the existing 
structure in order to gain better access to the foundation of the historic building. 

5. On July 17, 2013, the first public notice was posted on the property and letters were 
mailed to adjacent property owners for the initial fourteen (14) day staff review. 

6. A second notice was sent out and posted on August 6, 2013.
7. The historic structure that remains today was once part of a much longer baggage 

depot and freight shed located along Park Avenue and part of the Silver King Mining 
Company Site.

8. The setting of the site today is substantially different than that depicted in Sanborn 
Fire Insurance maps dating from 1900 and 1907. 

9. The structure currently stands alone in a large paved parking area surrounded by 
residential development and lacking its historic context. 

10.  The Rio Grande Western Railroad (later the Denver & Rio Grande Western) 
acquired the Utah Central Railway line through Park City in 1897.  In July 1899, a 
Queen Anne-style depot was constructed and the existing portion of the baggage 
claim portion of this station was built in 1890.

11. In 1946, the Denver and Rio Grande Western abandoned the 24-mile stretch of its 
Park City Branch.  Following this, the depot was demolished and only the northern 
portion of the freight shed remained. 

12. The historic depot appeared to have a platform surrounding the structure on the 
south and west elevations in photographs from 1911.  This platform was buried 
beneath the soil following the demolition of the passenger depot, likely to 
accommodate the heightening of Park Avenue’s road surface. 

13. Historic photographs depict the freight/baggage shed as approximately two (2) bays 
wide; it appears that only the north half of the structure and one (1) bay exists today 
at the 820 Park Avenue site. 

14. In overlaying the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of 1907 atop a current GIS aerial view 
of the property, it appears that the structure was not previously moved in the past to 
its current location. 

15. A report by Emily P. Beeson, Park City Museum archivist, found that there was no 
historical evidence that the building had been moved or relocated.  Her report 
referenced the 1900, 1907, 1929, and 1941 Sanborn Maps; the 1995 
Reconnaissance Level Survey conducted by History Projects; articles from the Park 
Record dating from 1881 to 1970; the Park Record index from 1979 through 1985; 
the 2008 Historic Site Form compiled by Dina Blaes; the 2006 and 2010 Park City 
Property Inventories; as well as various photographs of the Rio Grande building and 
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surrounding area from 1912 to 1997, and 2012. 
16. Per LMC 15-11-13, the criteria for relocation and/or reorientation of the Historic 

Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Significant Site include: (1) the proposed 
relocation and/or reorientation will abate demolition of the Historic Building(s) and/or 
Structure(s) on the Site; or (2) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official 
determine that unique conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation 
on the existing Site; or the Planning Director and the Chief Building Official determine 
that unique conditions warrant the proposed relocation and/or reorientation to a 
different Site.

17. The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determined that no unique 
conditions existed to warrant the proposed relocation in a letter dated October 9, 
2013.

18. The Historic Preservation Board finds that unique conditions exist that warrant the 
relocation of the structure. The historic context of the site as well as the southern 
two-thirds (2/3) of the original structure have been lost.

19. The relocation of the Rio Grande building to the corner of 9th Street and Park Avenue 
will allow it to be the visual focal point of the project.  Without the relocation, the new 
development on the site will visually obscure and consume the historic structure.  By 
allowing the relocation, the project will harmonize with adjoining commercial projects 
as well as permit the Rio Grande Building to enhance the neighborhood as a 
gateway to the commercial district.

20. Relocation will allow for the restoration of some of the historic context that originally 
existed. By relocating the structure next to a modern transportation element (the 
street) on a raised platform, the design is consistent to the building’s original context.   

21. The goals of historic preservation are best served by relocating the structure to the 
corner of 9th Street and Park Avenue.  This will prevent the structure from being 
visually impaired and consumed by the new construction.  By relocating the structure, 
the building will function as an important gateway into the downtown historic district.  
Moreover, the relocation will emphasize the historically significant structure by 
allowing it greater visibility to be appreciated by the public.

Conditions of Approval 
1.  Staff will review the Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application for 

compliance with the Land Management Code and Design Guidelines. 

Conclusions of Law 
1. The appeal was received within 10 calendar days after Staff’s final decision.
2. The relocation will not abate demolition of the “Significant” structure at 820 Park 

Avenue. 
3. The Historic Preservation Board finds that unique conditions exist that warrant the 

relocation of the structure. 
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