PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
February 1, 2017

AGENDA
MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00 PM
ROLL CALL
ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR
ADOPTION OF MINUTES OF December 7, 2016
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS – Items not scheduled on the regular agenda
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
CONTINUATIONS
336 Daly Avenue – Relocation – Significant Garage and Chicken Coop. The
applicant is proposing to relocate the existing historic garage and chicken
coop to the south side of the property.
Public hearing and continuation to date uncertain

Planner Grahn

18

Planner Scarff

19

Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites

Planner Grahn,
Planner Tyler

79

Annual Legal Training on Open Public Meeting Act

Assistant City
Attorney
Samuels McLean

REGULAR AGENDA – Discussion and possible action as outlined below
1063 Empire Avenue – Material Deconstruction – Significant designation.
The applicant is proposing a remodel restoration: Secure existing
structure for lifting; build new concrete foundation with basement and
garage additions; re-position and anchor home on new foundation;
restoration/renovation of historic home with a rear addition.
Public hearing and possible action
WORK SESSION – Discussion items only, no action taken

ADJOURN

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 MUNICPAL CORPORATION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
MINUTES OF DECEMBER 7, 2016
BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE: David White, Lola Beatlebrox, Puggy
Holmgren, Jack Hodgkins, Douglas Stephens
EX OFFICIO: Bruce Erickson, Anya Grahn, Hannah Turpen, Polly Samuels
McLean, Louis Rodriguez

ROLL CALL
Chair White called the meeting to order at 5:04 p.m. and noted that all Board
Members were present except Cheryl Hewett who was excused. Lola
Beatlebrox arrived later in the meeting.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
November 2, 2016
MOTION: Board Member Holmgren moved to APPROVE the minutes of
November 2, 2016 as written. Board Member Stephens seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed. Board Member Beatlebrox was not present for the
vote.
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS
There were no comments.
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES
Planning Director Bruce Erickson stated that the next Historic Preservation Board
meeting was scheduled for February 1, 2017. The January meeting was
cancelled due to Sundance and other matters.
Director Erickson reported that the Planning Department had received an
application to fill the vacancy on the Historic Preservation Board. The candidate
was recommended by the Museum and would be interviewed.
Assistant City Attorney McLean realized that the HPB had not had their Annual
Open Public Meeting Act Training for the year. However, because she only
realized it today, she was unable to meet the 24 hour noticing requirement to put
it on the agenda for this meeting. The Board could anticipate the training on
February 1, 2017. She would email the Board members a summary of the rules
so there would be some communication in 2016 on the Open Public Meeting Act.
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Ms. McLean pointed out that the majority of Board Members have had the
training in the past.
Chair White stated that for personal reasons, he would like the Board to consider
choosing another Board Member to replace him as the Chair. Ms. McLean
stated that it would have to be an agenda item in order for the Board to vote.
The Staff would put it on the February agenda.
Planner Grahn noted that today was National Pearl Harbor Remembrance Day
and it was important to remember the built history from that era. She noted that
Salina, Utah had recently opened a new museum about a former CCC Camp and
German POW Camp. There was also a documentary about it on KPCW that
evening.
Planner Grahn remarked that the Topaz Internment Camp was also in Utah, and
there is a museum about it in Delta.
Planner Grahn reported that the Historic Preservation Awarded was being
presented next Thursday, jointly with City Council. The painting by Cara Jean
Means depicting 562 Main Street would be unveiled. Planner Grahn noted that
the plaques they discussed were not done, but they would be delivered in May
during the larger National Historic Preservation Month celebration.
She
encouraged the Board members to attend the presentation next Thursday.
CONTINUATIONS (Public Hearing and Continue to Date Specified.)
1.

336 Daly Avenue – Relocation – Significant Garage and Chicken Coop.
The applicant is proposing to relocate the existing historic garage and
chicken coop to the south side of the property.

Chair White opened the public hearing. There were no comments. Chair White
closed the public hearing.
MOTION: Board Stephens moved to CONTINUE 336 Daly Avenue to February
1, 2017. Board Member Holmgren seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
NOTE: The public hearing on 336 Daly Avenue was re-opened at the end of the
agenda to hear public input from a member of the public who had missed the
public hearing.

Regular Agenda – Discussion and Possible Action
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1.

664 Woodside Avenue – Historic District Design Review – Material
Deconstruction of non-historic stacked stone retaining walls, 2009 wooden
staircase, 2009 standing seam metal roof, c.1900 extant chimneys on the
east and west sides of the house; c.1940 Bricktex siding; c.1900 stacked
stone and c.1920 concrete block foundation; c.1950 porch railings; seven
(7) historic doors; c.1920 wood windows; and foundation of garage.
(Application PL-16-03330)

Planner Grahn stated that this property is unique because it was previously
owned by the City and a historic preservation façade easement was recorded on
the property. In addition to the HPB review, this application would also be
reviewed with the City Council to make sure it meets the intent of the
preservation easement. The application was currently under a Historic District
Design Review. Planner Grahn noted that the City Council approved the plat
amendment for this application last week; however, the plat had not yet been
recorded. Recording the plat will be a condition prior to obtaining a building
permit.
Planner Grahn reported that the house was built in 1885 and was occupied by a
family with 12 children. By 1900 a wing was added to the house to make an Lshape design, which was common at the turn of the century. As tastes changed
and families grew, many times a wing would be added to the house and it would
change from being a hall-parlor into a T-shaped cottage. Planner Grahn stated
that the house shape primarily remained throughout the years, but originally
there was a building that consumed the entire side of this house, as well as the
neighbor behind it. She pointed out differences in foundation that the Staff
believes substantiates that determination. Planner Grahn was unsure if the
foundation was added or just replaced. She stated that the wrap-around porch
was introduced before 1929. By that time the original building had been replaced
by the house that exists today, and the National Garage known as High West.
Planner Grahn presented a photo from 1941 showing that the house had
remained the same.
Planner Grahn presented a site plan. She noted that the highlights in red were
existing concrete and stone retaining walls, a pair of stairs that the City installed
in 2009, and other non-historic improvements that the applicant was proposing to
remove and rebuild. Planner Grahn indicated areas on City property that would
be regraded and repaired as development of the house occurs. The existing
standing seam metal roof will be replaced with architectural asphalt shingles.
Two new dormers will be added on the back of the building and below the ridge
of the roof. The dormers are fairly small and in scale with the small house.
Planner Grahn pointed to two chimneys on the house. The Staff found that the
first chimney was more of a primary chimney that was decorative and was
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intended to be seen on the east-west cross wing of the house. The second
chimney is behind the eve on the back of the house. The applicant was
proposing to reconstruct the first chimney. The second chimney would be
demolished. Any salvageable material will be used to rebuild the first chimney.
Planner Grahn remarked that the exterior walls are currently clad in an asbestos
Bricktex, which was probably installed in the 1940s. Historic siding can be seen
underneath. The applicant had not yet done an exploratory demolition on this
house. Therefore, a lot of what they know is based on assumption and what they
see in other houses. The Staff will assess the condition of the wood siding once
the Bricktex has been removed. For that reason, a condition of approval was
added stating that the Historic Preservation Planner will make sure the severity of
deterioration justifies replacing any of the material in kind.
Planner Grahn presented a picture showing the size of the transitional element
that would be added to the north side of the house. It is beyond the mid-point
and close to the back of the house. Planner Grahn stated that the foundation is
partially stone and partially wood and concrete block. The Staff would work with
the applicant in an effort to salvage some of the stone and reuse is on the
foundation to keep its current character.
Planner Grahn commented on the wrap-around porch and, noted that the
applicant proposes to brace the porch to lift it up. However, the porch floor has
been modified over the years. Part of it is concrete because it sits directly on the
ground. As it goes above grade, it turns into wood decking. The applicant was
proposing to replace the wood decking. Planner Grahn was unsure whether the
posts are historic, but the railing is definitely not historic. The applicant was
proposing to restore the porch to a more traditional appearance, similar to what is
seen in Old Town.
Planner Grahn noted that there are four historic doors on the building; two of
which are on the front, with very ornate screen doors. The applicant would like to
replace all of the doors on the site. The Staff thought two of the four doors could
be restored and kept in place. However, they were asking the HPB to make that
decision. The other two doors are in the back of the house and are not visible.
Changing or modifying those doors would have minimal impact on the historic
character of the site. The Staff was requesting that the HPB also discuss that
issue.
Planner Grahn stated that the windows on this house were modified, but she was
unsure when they were modified. Originally, the house would not have had the
Chicago-style windows that exist. However, because the interior walls and siding
have not been removed, it was difficult to say what ghost lines they will find. A
condition of approval was added indicating that once the Staff determines how
this house is put together, they will look at the windows and take measurements
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from those ghost lines to determine what the original configuration was on the
façade and the sides visible from Woodside Avenue. Planner Grahn noted that
the red color indicated the windows that were proposed to be replaced. The blue
color represented new window openings.
Planner Grahn pointed to the historic garage on the very southernmost part of
the property. It is actually half into the neighbor’s property. The structure is a
simple wood frame garage. The applicant was proposing to clean up the garage,
put a foundation underneath it, add a service door on the back, add windows,
and replace the existing window. The Staff felt the proposed changes were
appropriate because it would not destroy the architectural features or the historic
character of the garage.
Board Member Hodgkins asked Planner Grahn to point out the garage on the site
plan. Planner Grahn indicated the garage location and noted that it was partially
on the 664 Woodside property, partially on the neighboring property, and partially
on City property.
Board Member Stephens asked if the garage would be moved. Planner Grahn
replied that it would remain in its current location. As part of the plat amendment
process, the Staff asked the applicant to provide an encroachment agreement for
the garage with both the City and the neighbor to the south.
Planner Grahn reviewed the doors again and requested input from the Board.
She thought the front and side doors were either original to the building, or fit with
the period of the building. Because the doors appear to be historic, Planner
Grahn thought they should make an effort to preserve and maintain them. The
kitchen door and the doors on the backside of the house are less visible and do
not play as much into the historic character of the building. Planner Grahn noted
that the applicant would like to replace all the doors for energy efficiency;
however, the Staff encourages keeping the two she mentioned.
Jonathan DeGray, the project architect, stated that the door on the front is quite
frail and thin, and it has a single-pane glass panel. It is the only one of the three
doors that would be operable, and he felt it was important to make it as good as
possible moving forward. Mr. DeGray explained that the other two doors will be
faux panels, so the doors could be reused and integrated into the siding to
appear as they exist today. Mr. DeGray stated that if the Board prefers to save
the door, he was willing to make that effort to help move things along. He
suggested a condition of approval where Planner Grahn would relook at the door
and he could propose a method of preservation.
Chair White referred to the door shown on the lower right-hand elevation, and
asked if it was an existing door, and whether it was similar to the front door.
Mr. DeGray replied that it was similar in size and design, but it would be a faux
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door. Chair White clarified that the only operable door would be the front door.
Mr. DeGray answered yes. Board Member Beatlebrox asked about the condition
of the door that will be a faux door. Mr. DeGray stated that it appears to be the
one that was used the most to enter the house. He recalled that it was in fairly
good condition.
Director Erickson asked if the doors could be switched. Planner Grahn thought
they could be switched if it that would help. Mr. DeGray suggested that Planner
Grahn visit the site again to look at all of the doors and determine which ones
should be kept and which ones could be moved around. He noted that all the
doors were decorative, and were the same four-panel with the two top lights.
Board Member Stephens asked if the operable door would be the main entrance
to the home. Mr. DeGray stated that it was actually the master bedroom. Mr.
Stephens agreed with Mr. DeGray that a 100+ year old door can be repaired, but
if it is used often, they would need to take it apart and re-glue it.
Planner Grahn suggested that they echo the condition used for the foundation for
the doors. She drafted the condition to read, “The applicant shall work with the
Historic Preservation Planner to determine whether or not the doors on the
historic house can be salvaged and re-used as operable doors, or as a faux door
veneer as part of the rehabilitation”.
Chair White had read the Staff report and he complimented the Staff and the
Architect on the plans for this house and how they intend to do it. Board Member
Beatlebrox was comfortable with the proposal presented. Board Member
Holmgren concurred.
Board Member Hodgkins commented on the windows and asked if Planner
Grahn intended to look at the windows to see if any were historic. Planner Grahn
explained that when the Bricktex is removed and they gut the interior, it will be
easier to see when a window is added and what the original opening might have
been. When that is uncovered, the Staff will measure the window and Mr.
DeGray will add a supplemental addendum to the historic preservation plan and
physical conditions report showing what was uncovered. The Staff would also
measure to determine what type of replacement windows should be used to
return it to its original appearance. Planner Grahn clarified that the intent is to
restore the original openings.
Chair White opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair White closed the public hearing.
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MOTION: Board Member Beatlebrox moved to APROVE the material
deconstruction of non-historic and non-contributory materials at 664 Woodside
Avenue, pursuant to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of
Approval found in the Staff report and as amended to have the preservation
planner review the location and placement of the historic doors. Board Member
Holmgren seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Finding of Fact – 664 Woodside Avenue
1. The property is located at 664 Woodside Avenue.
2. The site is designated as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory.
3. Based on Sanborn Fire Insurance map analysis, the house was likely
constructed c.1885 by Caroline K. Snyder. After her death, her son Frank Snyder
constructed a gable addition to the north, converting the house from a hall-parlor
to a cross-wing or a T-Cottage by Addition. It is unknown whether the original
one-story dwelling depicted in the 1889 Sanborn map was demolished and
replaced by a cross-wing house in 1900 of if the cross-wing form was created by
an addition.
4. The ―T-cottage by addition‖ was created by adding a cross-wing to one end
of the rectangular cabin. The T-shape or cross-wing cottage was a popular house
form in Park City during the 1880s and 1890s.
5. By 1929, the porch was extended to wrap-around to the east (rear) elevation
of the structure and a new concrete block foundation was constructed along the
north elevation.
6. The house remained largely unchanged in the 1941 Sanborn Map.
7. On September 7, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) application for the renovation of the historic house and
construction of an addition to its north; the application was deemed complete on
September 26, 2016. The HDDR application is still under review by the Planning
Department. The applicant is proposing to remove a c. 2009 wooden staircase
constructed by the City, stone retaining walls, non-historic fences, a boulder
retaining wall associated with a Water Department drainage pipe, and additional
improvements that are located in the Woodside Avenue right-of-way as well as a
concrete retaining wall along the east property line, shared with High West. The
proposed exterior changes to the non-historic improvements in the right-of-way
and within the property will not damage or destroy the exterior architectural
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features of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the
historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
8. Currently, the original roof form is covered in a standing-seam metal roof that
was installed by the City in 2009; heat tape was added in 2012. The applicant is
proposing to remove the standing seam metal roof and install a new architectural
grade shingle roof. The proposed material deconstruction is required for the
rehabilitation of the historic house.
9. The applicant is also proposing to construct two shed dormers on the east
(rear) elevation of the house in order to provide additional living space in the
attic. The proposed changes will not damage or destroy the exterior architectural
features of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the
historic site.
10. There are two existing brick chimneys on the house. The first is on the eastwest cross gable where the hall-parlor form meets the stem wing. The second
chimney is on the east (rear) elevation of the house. Both chimneys show signs
of damaged bricks and mortar deterioration.
11. The applicant is proposing to reconstruct chimney #1 as a faux chimney in its
original location and utilizing its existing bricks. The proposed material
deconstruction of Chimney #1 is necessary for the restoration and reconstruction
of the chimney.
12. Chimney #2 will be demolished. The proposed demolition of Chimney #2 will
not damage or destroy the exterior architectural features of the subject property
which are compatible with the character of the historic site and are not included
in the proposed scope of work. The exterior walls are covered with asbestos
Bricktex siding that was likely added c.1940 when low-maintenance siding
became popular. The historic drop-novelty siding exists beneath the Bricktex
siding; however, it is unclear how much of the siding is salvageable. The
proposed work is necessary to restore the original wood siding.
13. On the north elevation of the house, the applicant will be removing
approximately 4.5 feet in length of the wall to accommodate the transition
element to the new addition. The removal of this historic material is necessary in
order to rehabilitate the building and construct the new addition.
14. The foundation appears to have been constructed in two parts, supporting
the theory that there was no foundation beneath the north addition prior to 1900
and that the foundation was constructed after the livery was removed c.1927.
This is substantiated by the use of a stacked sandstone foundation on the south
side of the house, beneath the original hall-parlor form. The north side has a
cement block foundation, and cement block would have been readily available in
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the 1920s. The proposed work of adding a new foundation is necessary for the
rehabilitation of the historic house.
15. The existing posts may be original; however, the railings were likely added
after 1950 to replace the original railings. The porch floor consists of concrete
and 1x wood flooring. The applicant proposes to brace the existing porch roof
and temporarily lift it with the house when the foundation is poured. The applicant
will evaluate the existing roof framing and repair and replace the structural
members as needed. The applicant anticipates constructing a new wood porch
floor once the house is set on its new foundation. The proposed work is
necessary in order to rehabilitate the historic house and restore the porch to its
c.1907-1920 appearance.
16. The applicant’s Physical Conditions Report notes that there are seven total
historic wood doors on the house. The applicant proposes to create faux doors
on the south and west elevation as these doors will no longer be the primary
entrance to the building. On the east (rear) elevation, the applicant proposes to
remove an existing door which has been permanently closed and install a new
door to the north. The door on the basement level will also be removed. It is
unclear if these doors are historic to the house or if they have been added over
time. The proposal is necessary to rehabilitate the house.
17. The window openings seen today were likely introduced in the 1920s in an
effort to introduce more contemporary bungalow-inspired elements into the
house. Any traces of original window openings are likely concealed beneath the
Bricktex siding and the dry-wall and paneled interior walls. The windows are in
varying degrees of poor condition with evidence of broken glass panes, wood rot,
boarded window openings, and a missing window at the attic level. the proposed
changes to the existing window configuration are necessary to rehabilitate the
historic house. Any modifications to the original and/or existing window
configuration on the east (rear) elevation will not damage or destroy the exterior
architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with the
character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
18. The garage was designated ―Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory and
is in overall good shape. It is a wood frame structure with no foundation;
however, it does have framed walls and roof with plywood sheathing. The
applicant intends to maintain the existing structure and place it on a new
foundation. The proposed work is required for the renovation of the garage. The
applicant’s proposal to temporarily relocate the structure will mitigate to the
greatest extant practical and impact to the historical importance of other
structures located on the property and on adjacent parcels.
19. The applicant also proposes to remove an existing window on the east (rear)
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elevation of the garage and construct a new window opening and construct a
new service door on the east half of the garage’s north (side) elevation. The
proposed changes will not damage or destroy the exterior architectural features
of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the historic site
and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
Conclusions of Law – 664 Woodside Avenue
1.
The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements
pursuant to the HR-M District and regarding historic structure deconstruction and
reconstruction.
Conditions of Approval – 664 Woodside Avenue
1. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial
compliance with the HDDR proposal stamped in on November 16, 2016. Any
changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved design that have not
been approved by the Planning and Building Departments may result in a stop
work order.
2. Where the historic exterior materials cannot be repaired, they will be replaced
with materials that match the original in all respects: scale, dimension, texture,
profile, material and finish. Prior to replacement, the applicant shall demonstrate
to the Historic Preservation Planner that the materials are no longer safe and/or
serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or serviceable condition.
3. Following removal of the non-historic Bricktex siding, the applicant shall
update his Historic Preservation Plan with a conditions report of the original wood
siding. Deteriorated or damaged historic wood siding shall be repaired rather
than replaced. Where the severity of the deterioration or material defects
requires replacement, the applicant shall demonstrate the severity of the
deterioration to the Historic Preservation Planner for approval of its replacement
in-kind.
4. The applicant shall work with the Historic Preservation Planner to determine
whether or not the stone on the foundation of the historic house can be salvaged
and reused as a veneer for the new foundation. If the material is found to be in
such poor condition that it cannot be salvaged, the applicant shall replace shall
reconstruct the foundation with a stacked stone veneer matching the original in
design, dimension, texture, material, and finish.
5. The historic door openings, doors, and door surrounds visible from the
Woodside Avenue right-of-way shall be maintained and preserved.
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6. Following removal of the non-historic Bricktex siding, the applicant shall
update his Historic Preservation Plan with a conditions report detailing the
locations of original window openings. The applicant shall base any window
modifications on the façade (west elevation) or secondary facades (north and
south elevations) that will be visible from the Woodside Avenue right-of-way on
physical, measured evidence uncovered during the demolition process. Planning
staff shall review and approve the updated window configuration based on this
new physical evidence.
7. The applicant shall update the façade easement to reflect the conditions of the
historic house following the rehabilitation to the satisfaction of the grantee. The
updated façade easement shall be recorded at the Summit County Recorder’s
Office.
8. The applicant shall work with the Historic Preservation Planner to determine
whether or not the doors on the historic house can be salvaged and re-used as
operable doors, or as a faux door veneer as part of the rehabilitation.
2.

Annual Preservation Award – Staff recommends the Historic
Preservation choose one (1) awardee for the annual Preservation
Award, choose up to four (4) nominees for a historic plaque, and
select three (3) members to form an Artist Selection Committee.
(Application GI-15-02972)

Planner Grahn reported that the Board needed to choose their annual
Preservation Award for projects that were completed in 2016 or earlier. She
noted that last year the HPB spent time revising the program and introducing
plaques for up to five awardees. A painting or another art piece is commissioned
for the primary awardee. Planner Grahn presented a list of nominees and
encouraged the Board members to add additional nominees if they had a
particular project in mind.
Planner Grahn requested that three members of the HPB volunteer to be on an
artist selection committee. The intent is to have everything completed and ready
to present to the City Council in May, which is National Historic Preservation
Month.
Planner Grahn named the suggested nominees. The first was 264 Ontario
Avenue. This house had very few alterations; however, the house faces
McHenry and abuts Ontario Avenue. Therefore, they were able to accommodate
a substantial addition without detracting from the historic house. Planner Grahn
commented on the actually work that was done as, outlined in the Staff report.
The second nominee was 81 King Road. Planner Grahn stated that per the
Historic Site Inventory form, the house was clad in wood shake shingles. The
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shingles were removed and the siding was repaired or replaced to match the
original siding. The wood windows were repaired and replaced and an addition
was added. Planner Grahn noted that the house is close to King Road, but she
thought they did a nice job of finding a way to incorporate parking and still have
an addition that blends well with the historic house.
The third nominee was 257 McHenry. Planner Grahn noted that this house had
a Notice and Order in 2013/2014. It was in terrible condition. They had to
remove a lot of the additions and the boards were rotted. There were multiple
levels of wood siding, as well as asbestos siding, and boarded windows. The
house was reconstructed and a new addition was added to the side. Planner
Grahn believed it was a great addition to Old Town and it looks much like it did
historically.
The fourth nominee was 1102 Norfolk Avenue. Planner Grahn reported that this
project was a unique situation because the staircase was originally a right-of-way
and a road. Prior to changes to the LMC, they were able to lift the house and
rotate it. The Historic Preservation Board had also reviewed the historical
significance of this addition prior to commencing the work, and found that it was
not historic to the original house. She showed photos of what it looked like
across Norfolk and what it looks like today. A garage was added with a
transitional element.
The last project was the California Comstock Mill. Planner Grahn reported that
Vail contributed $50,000 as part of the conditions of the CUP application and the
ongoing work to preserve the mine sites. The $50,000 was invested in stabilizing
the structure. Planner Grahn presented images showing what the structure
looked like historically, in the 1970s, and its condition when they began work this
summer. Clark Martinez with the excavation company, and a former Park City
resident, craned out the salvageable members, removed a lot of the debris, and
was able to start reconstructing the walls. Mr. Martinez also found an old
crusher. The amount of work was significant, and the stabilization of the wood
frame timber structure will help move forward with preservation. The Park City
Museum has talked about investing funds to stability the stacked stone
foundation. Planner Grahn explained that the stabilization also makes sure that
it does not shift and push over the front piece. It was a large and complicated
project.
Planner Grahn believed that as the Friends of the Ski Area Mining History
continue to fundraise, there will be enough money to further work on the project.
At this point they have done all they could do with the funds they had.
Board Member Beatlebrox thought they should have a painting of the California
Comstock Mill when it is much more substantial. Planner Grahn stated that more
work might be done, but she did not believe it would ever be restored to its
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original appearance. Ms. Beatlebrox was pleased with the work that had been
done.
Board Member Bealtebrox liked the five candidates chosen by the Staff. She
asked if the other Board members were comfortable with those five, or if there
were others to consider.
Board Member Hodgkins asked if the California Comstock Mill was actually in
Park City. Planner Grahn replied that it was a unique situation. It is located on
the Historic Sites Inventory as part of the Park City mining era. However, it is
actually right outside the City limits and in the annexation boundary, as well as
being in Summit County. It could qualify for the award.
David White, Lola Beatlebrox, and Puggy Holmgren volunteered for the selection
committee.
Director Erickson believed the candidates selected illustrates how far they have
come with the application of the Guidelines. They have four good candidates,
plus the California Comstock Mill. He thought that was partly due to the work of
the HPB and the Preservation Planners. Director Erickson noted that the entire
ordinance was reconstituted on material deconstruction and half of the Historic
District Guidelines have been revised. He believed they were beginning to see
the results of that effort. Board Member Stephens noted that there were good
historic projects coming forward that would be excellent candidates for next year.
Board Member Beatlebrox had a fondness for the Ontario project because she
recalled the grant application process and how long it took the Board to reach a
decision. The owners were very fervent in wanting to create something special,
and as the project moved forward they did additional repairs they had not
counted on. Ms. Beatlebrox liked all the projects suggested and it was hard to
choose between them.
Board Member Hodgkins was impressed with the McHenry project because of its
original condition, and the fact that the owner even considered a preservation
project. For the same reason, he was impressed with the California Comstock
Mill. He thought that was a good project to champion because of the amount of
work. It would publicize that the HPB supports the mining industry. He asked if
an award recipient had ever been mining related. Planner Grahn answered no.
Board Member Stephens agreed that the McHenry project has been ongoing for
years. Mr. Stephens liked the idea of bringing some attention to the mining
structures. Ms. Beatlebrox agreed. The Mine would be a different type of
painting from the typical garage or house. Chair White concurred.
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Board Member Holmgren was leaning towards the California Comstock for the
painting. Chair White also favored the California Comstock.
Director Erickson stated that the Board could select all five of the named projects
for the award, and nominate one of the five for the painting.
Chair White believed there was consensus by the Board to nominate the
Comstock Mine for the painting.
MOTION: Board Member Holmgren moved to select 264 Ontario Avenue, 81
King Road, 257 McHenry, 1102 Norfolk and the California Comstock Mill for
outstanding historic preservation work in 2016; and to commission a painting for
the California Comstock Mill. Board Member Beatlebrox seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.
Board Member Beatlebrox noted that she had sent the Board members an
invitation to a Santa party she was having on December 17th. She requested that
they RSVP to her email invitation. She clarified that it was a social event and
City business would not be discussed.
Director Erickson stated that a member of the public wanted to comment on 336
Daly Avenue.
336 Daly Avenue
Chair White re-opened the public hearing on the Continuation of 336 Daly
Avenue.
Delphine Comp, a resident at 61 Daly Avenue, saw the notice about this meeting
a few days ago. Ms. Comp stated that she, her husband, and a few neighbors
believe that relocating the structure would destroy it completely. If the owners
want to do something with the structure it should be restored in its original
location.
Board Member Beatlebrox asked why Ms. Comp and her neighbors think
relocating the house would destroy it completely. Ms. Comp commented on the
current condition of the home. It was falling apart and she did not believe it could
be moved somewhere else and still be the same.
Chair White thought Ms. Comp would be surprised at what could be done if it is
done correctly. Ms. Comp was also concerned that the historic house would be
moved and replaced with a monster house. She thought it would open the door
to having another monster house on Daly Avenue, which the neighbors oppose.
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Chair White closed the public hearing.
Chair White asked for an update on the McPolin Barn. Planner Turpen reported
that she had done her final inspection earlier that day. She was not able to pass
the inspection at this time because the north addition did not have the roof on.
Once the roof is in place, she will be able to sign off on it. Planner Turpen was
pleased with how it looks. The interior work looked good. The structural
members that were installed blend in, but you can still tell the difference between
the old and the new, which is very important. When all the work is completed,
they would schedule an event where the HPB could see the results of what they
approved and recommended to the City Council.
Planner Grahn presented a photo showing the steel beams and how much it
opened up the hayloft in the barn. The floors were recovered with plywood. A
new staircase was built, but the old staircase was preserved and stored, which
matched the Secretary of the Interior standards.
Planner Turpen walked through the key points of her inspection and showed
corresponding photos. Planner Grahn stated that Hogan Construction rebuilt all
of the wood windows to match the historic wood windows.
Chair White thanked the Staff for the update, and expressed an interest in visiting
the Barn at the appropriate time. Board Member Beatlebrox asked to see the
painting. Planner Grahn replied that if the Board would agree not go upstairs all
together as a quorum, she would take the painting out of the box so they could
see it.

The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.

Approved by
David White, Chair
Historic Preservation Board
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Memo to the Historic Preservation Board
Application #:
Subject:
Author:
Date:
Type of Item:

PL-16-03189
336 Daly Avenue
Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
February 1, 2017
Relocation of a Significant Garage and Material
Deconstruction of the Garage

The applicant has requested that staff continue the item to a date uncertain in order to
provide them additional time to work through details with the owner.
The Park City Building Department issued a Notice and Order to Repair the garage and
single-cell cabin on August 29, 2016. The Notice and Order outlines issues such as
stress in materials due to dead and live loads; members or appurtenances that are likely
to fail, become detached, or collapse; building not meeting window pressure; wracking,
warping and buckling of walls; potential collapse of entire structure; as well as its poor
condition as to constitute a public nuisance. The Building and Planning Departments
have prioritized this project in an effort to ensure the preservation of these Mining Era
ruins.
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Historic Preservation Board
Staff Report
Planning Department
Author:
Subject:
Address:
Project Number:
Date:
Type of Item:

Ashley Scarff, Planning Technician
Material Deconstruction Review (Single-Family Dwelling)
1063 Empire Avenue
PL-16-03154
February 1, 2017
Administrative – Material Deconstruction

Summary Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) reviews and discusses
the application, conducts a public hearing, and approves the Material Deconstruction of
non-historic and non-contributory materials at 1063 Empire Avenue pursuant to the
following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. This site is
listed as Significant on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).
Topic:
Address:
Designation:
Applicant:
Proposal:

1063 Empire Avenue
Significant
West of 3rd LLC, represented by Jonathan DeGray, Architect
Demolition of non-historic foundation elements, restoration of full-width
front porch with restoration of street-facing entryway and original roof
form, reconstruction of non-historic wood deck, restoration of original
window and door openings, removal of non-historic rear addition,
removal of rear dormer and portion of historic walls, removal of historic
chimney, cutting of concrete retaining wall

Background:
On August 15, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design
Review (HDDR) application for the property at 1063 Empire Avenue. The application
was deemed complete on August 29, 2016. The HDDR application has not yet been
approved, as it is dependent on HPB’s decision after the review of proposed Material
Deconstruction.
Despite multiple alterations being made to this site over time, there have been very few
building permit or planning applications submitted for work at the property. In 1992, a
Building Permit was issued for the construction of a deck addition to the south of the
structure. In 2003, a Building Permit was issued for demolition work on the same deck
area at the south side of the structure. In 2004, the plat was amended to create the
Floden Subdivision, which combined Lots 14, 15, and 16, Block 28 of the Snyder’s
Addition to the Park City Survey into two (2) lots of record.
1063 Empire Avenue Developmental History:
The 1063 Empire Avenue property is designated as a Significant Site on the Park City
Historic Sites Inventory (HSI). Development on this property has potentially spanned
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across three of Park City’s designated Historic eras, including the Settlement and
Mining Boom Era (1868-1893), the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930), and the Mining
Decline and Emergence of Recreation Industry Era (1931-1962). The Historic Sites
Form notes the Era of Significance as the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930). Staff has
summarized the developmental history in this section of the report by highlighting the
major alterations and evidence that exists today as it relates to the proposed Material
Deconstruction.
Sources have conflicting dates of construction listed for the single-family dwelling, but
John Sweatfield, original owner, purchased the northern half of Lot 15 and all of Lot 16
in 1892, which may be an indicator of year of construction. The Summit County recorder
lists the year of construction as 1904. As can be seen in the Sanborn maps below, the
pyramid house has largely retained its original form, with minor additions made over
time.
1063 Empire Avenue was outside of the 1889 Sanborn boundary, but appears on the
1900 Sanborn (Figure A) as a one-story, wood-framed structure with a shingled roof
(likely wood), front porch, and rear L-shape addition. One unidentified, one-story outbuilding, one two-story stable structure, and one, one-story poultry out-building are also
shown on site to the rear of the single-family dwelling.
Figure A. 1900 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map

The rear L-shaped addition that can be seen in the 1900 map was removed by 1907,
and the rear portion of the house was enlarged (Figures A and B). This is evident as the
house is separated from the shed by 15 feet (15’) throughout its history, and there
would have been greater separation if the L-shaped rear addition was removed and no
other additions made. The third owners of the property, Timothy and Ellen Sugrue, took
out a mortgage in 1906, which may have been to facilitate this expansion. In addition,
the one-story poultry out-building was demolished by 1907—the other two out-buildings
remained.
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Figure B. 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map

The 1929 and 1941 (Figure C) Sanborn Maps look largely the same as the 1907 map,
but the main dwelling is shown as having a composition roof, rather than the shingled
roof shown previously. The ca. 1940s tax photo shows a type of fish scale shingle.
Available evidence indicates that the overall form and number of out-buildings on site
remained the same as before.
Figure C. The 1929 and 1941 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps show a largely unchanged site.

The two (2) most significant modifications to the overall form of the structure are the
enclosure of portions of the front porch in order to gain interior space. Sometime after
the 1941 tax photograph and before 1981 (See Figure D), the north half of the porch
was enclosed to create living space. In doing so, the front door was relocated from the
façade of the house to the south wall of the porch enclosure, changing the orientation of
the entrance. The addition was clad in drop novelty wood siding to match the existing
house. Additionally, two (2) large leaded glass windows with transoms on the front of
the house were lost when this portion of the porch was enclosed, with the left window
opening remaining, but with altered dimensions.
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Figure D. ca. 1940s Tax Photo and ca. 1981 photo showing northern front porch addition

The second porch enclosure becomes apparent when comparing the ca. 1981, 1995,
and 2006 photos (southeast corner of house is blocked in 1940s photo by a shrub). The
1981 photo shows a wrap-around porch on the southeast corner, and the existence of a
second entry door that faces the street. The addition, which enclosed the abovementioned inset porch and created a new, south-facing entryway, is not obvious (but
exists) in the 1995 photo, and is clear in the 2006 photo (Figure E). A vertical board to
the left of the large divided-light picture window likely marks where the building wall
once terminated. It also appears that the original wood porch skirt was replaced with a
new concrete foundation between the 1940s and 1981.
Figure E. Front façade in 1995 and 2006

Sometime after the 1941 Sanborn Fire Insurance map, the rear shed addition was
expanded on the southwest corner (rear) of the house to extend a portion of the c.1906
addition. Based on the staff’s analysis, this addition was likely constructed in the 1950s
and 1960s as its construction is consistent with other additions made at this time in Park
City. The addition is built of concrete blocks.
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In addition, the retaining wall that lines the street front was changed from wood railroad
ties to concrete by 1995, and several fixed and double-hung windows present in the
1995 photo were replaced with larger vinyl sliders by 2006. A large deck to the south of
the structure is first seen in the 1995 photo, but is reduced in size by the 2006 photo
(likely altered in 2003, according to City building permit files).
Furthermore, the 2009 Historic Site Form does not indicate any extant accessory
buildings, and those shown in the earlier Sanborn Fire Insurance maps appear to have
been demolished between 1941 and 2006. There is currently one non-historic
accessory building on site, which will be demolished before construction.
In more recent history, the single-family dwelling at 1063 Empire Avenue has
undergone formal and material changes that have largely changed its appearance,
specifically:
• Enclosure of northern half of front porch, which created additional living space
and altered the original porch roof (occurred between 1941 and 1981)
• Enclosure of the wrap-around porch on the southeast side of the house, which
created additional living space (occurred between 1981 and 1995)
• Small rear concrete block wall addition with 4:12 shed roof to provide extra space
on main level (occurred after 1941 Sanborn)
• Modification of historic window openings to create a more contemporary
appearance, such as the installation of divided-light picture windows between
1940 and 1981, and the relocation of the front door
Analysis: Material Deconstruction
The following Material Deconstruction work is proposed for the single-family dwelling at
1063 Empire Avenue:
• Secure existing structure for lift, remove non-historic foundation elements, build
new concrete foundation, re-position and anchor home on new foundation with
full basement and garage
• Restoration of full-width front porch (enclosure occurred between 1941 and 1981)
to restore the Period of Significance and Historic Form, with reinstitution of streetfacing entryway and original roof form
• Restoring original window and door openings (HPB discussion requested)
• Reconstruction of non-historic wood deck
• Removal of small rear concrete masonry wall addition with 4:12 shed roof
(occurred post-1941 Sanborn)
• Removal of rear dormer (date of construction unknown; architect estimates ca.
1980s) and approximately sixteen linear feet (16’) of historic wall to allow for new
addition to the rear of the historic house
• Removal of historic chimney located at midpoint of roof due to poor condition
(HPB discussion requested)
• Cutting of existing concrete retaining wall that fronts the street to provide access
to proposed lower level garage
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1. Secure structure for lift, remove non-historic foundation elements, build new
concrete foundation, re-position and anchor home on new foundation with full
basement and garage
Typically, Park City houses were not constructed with foundations, but rather the
floor joists sat on stacked stone piers or, more often, directly on the dirt. This house
appears to have been raised off of the ground when it was constructed, as is
evident by the horizontal wood decking seen in the ca. 1941 photograph. By 1981, a
new foundation had been poured to create a basement on the front half of the
house.
The applicant is now proposing to remove this non-historic foundation in order to
pour a new basement foundation. The applicant proposes to lift the house two feet
(2’), as is permitted by the Design Guidelines, in order to pour the new foundation.
The new basement addition will provide a one-car garage that is accessible from
Empire Avenue.
Staff finds that the pre-1981 foundation is non-contributory to the historic integrity of
the historic house and the material deconstruction is required for the rehabilitation of
the building.
2. Restoration of full-width front porch (enclosure occurred between 1941 and
1981) to restore the Period of Significance and Historic Form, with reinstitution
of original roof form and street-facing entryway
The applicant is proposing to remove the enclosure on the northern half of the front
porch in order to restore the original porch form. The restoration will include
reconstruction of the porch roof so that it sits below the eave of the historic house as
it did in the ca. 1941 tax photograph, and restoration of the street-facing entryway
and large picture window with transom. Porch posts and railings will be
reconstructed to match those in the historic photograph.
Figure F. Non-historic front porch addition to be removed

Staff finds that the ca. 1981 enclosure of the porch is non-contributory to the historic
integrity of the Significant house, and the material deconstruction is required for the
restoration of the original full-width front porch.
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3. Restoring original window and door openings
As part of the restoration of the full-width front porch, the applicant is proposing to
restore the original window and door openings on the front façade of the home. This
includes the restoration of a street-facing entryway with transom, as well as two
large picture windows with transoms, which can be seen in the ca. 1940s
photograph. The applicant is proposing to maintain the non-historic porch enclosure
on the south end of the front porch that in-filled the original wrap-around porch; thus,
is also proposing to shift the picture window to the left farther south on the façade
than it was historically located, to visually balance the openings. HPB Discussion
Requested. The applicant is also proposing to replace the non-historic vinyl slider
windows with wood, double-hung windows on the street-facing dormer, which is a
return to the historic style and material.
Figure G. Restoration of original window and door openings; relocation of left picture window

There is also a request to replace an existing small vinyl slider window with a wood
casement window on the north façade, and to remove a non-historic window and
door on the south façade, and add French doors with transom past the midpoint of
the historic façade on that side.
Figure H. Windows and door to be removed or replaced on North and South elevations
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Staff finds that the material deconstruction of the current windows and doors is
required for the successful restoration and renovation of the building. The addition
of the French doors on the south side of the house is beyond the midpoint of the
historic house and will not be visible from the right-of-way; staff finds that this
proposed exterior changes shall not damage or destroy the exterior architectural
features of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the
historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
4. Reconstruction of non-historic wood deck on south side
As part of this renovation, the applicant is proposing to reconstruct an existing nonhistoric wood deck to the south side of the home. The deck will maintain similar
dimensions as is existing. Its original date of construction is hard to determine, as
the deck area is blocked from view in historic photographs until 1995. City Building
Permit files do show that a building permit was issued in 1992 for the construction of
a deck on the south side of the home, but the plans show that a portion of the deck
was already existing at that time. The deck serves as an extension of the porch.
Staff finds that the non-historic deck is non-contributory to the historic integrity or
historical significance of the site, and the proposed exterior change will not destroy
the exterior architectural features of the subject property that are compatible with the
historic site.
5. Removal of non-historic rear concrete addition (occurred post-1941 Sanborn)
The applicant is proposing to remove the small rear addition made of concrete block
at the southwest corner of the home, in order to make way for the proposed new
rear addition. It is estimated that this addition was constructed in the 1950s or
1960s, based on its materials and historic precedent in Park City.
Staff finds that the non-historic rear addition is non-contributory to the historic
integrity or historical significance of the structure or site.
Figure I. North, South, and West elevations highlighting non-historic rear addition to be removed
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6. Removal of rear dormer (date of construction unknown; architect estimates
ca. 1980s) and portion of historic walls
The applicant is also proposing to remove the rear dormer and the historic west wall
of the ca. 1907 rear addition to make room for the new rear addition. Approximately
sixteen linear feet (16’) of the historic wall will be removed on the main level, not
including the non-historic concrete addition discussed above (#5). Staff has found no
evidence of the date of construction of the dormer, as it is not shown in any historic
photographs, but the project architect estimates it is ca. 1980s based on the
construction materials. Staff does not believe it is historic.
Staff finds that the material deconstruction outlined above is required for the
proposed renovation and rehabilitation of the building, structure, or object.
Additionally, the proposed scope of work mitigates, to the greatest extent practical,
any impacts that would occur to the historical significance and architectural integrity
of the building.
Figure J. Rear dormer and portion of historic wall to be removed

7. Removal of historic chimney
The applicant is proposing to remove the existing historic brick chimney due to its
poor condition. Photographs dating back to the 1940s show the chimney being
located at the midpoint of the roof (not shown on submitted as-built elevations). The
physical conditions report notes that the “mortar at the exposed chimney has
cracked and several of the bricks are loosely stacked.” In the past, the HPB has
permitted the removal of secondary chimneys that are located beyond the midpoint
of the structure and were not intended to be a character-defining feature of the
building. This chimney is located at the center of the house at the top of the pyramid
roof form. HPB Discussion Requested.
Staff finds that the proposed exterior changes should not damage or destroy the
exterior architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with the
character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
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Figure K. Historic chimney located at midpoint of roof

8. Cutting portion of concrete retaining wall to build driveway
The renovation of the site includes the pouring of a new concrete foundation to
provide a full basement and one-car garage. To provide access to the new garage
and make room for a driveway, a portion of the existing non-historic concrete
retaining wall that lines the street must be cut back. The 1940s tax photo shows the
existence of a street-fronting retaining wall made of wood railroad ties, but by 1995
the wall was reconstructed of concrete. The tax photo from 1981 does not provide a
view of the wall area (refer to Figures D and E, above).
Staff finds that the non-historic concrete retaining wall is non-contributory to the
historic integrity or historical significance of the structure or site, and removing a
portion of it to accommodate a driveway is necessary for the rehabilitation of the
home.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) reviews and discusses
the application, conduct a public hearing, and approve the Material Deconstruction of
non-historic and non-contributory materials at 1063 Empire Avenue pursuant to the
following findings of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. This site is
listed as Significant on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).
Findings of Fact:
1. The property is located at 1063 Empire Avenue, Lot 1 of the Floden Subdivision.
2. The historic site is listed as Significant on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.
3. Sources list conflicting dates of construction of the single-family dwelling, but the
original owner purchased the property in 1892. The Summit County Recorder lists
the date of construction as 1904.
4. The pyramid house has largely retained its original form, with minor additions made
over time.
5. Development on this property has spanned across three (3) of Park City’s
designated Historic eras, including the Settlement and Mining Boom Era (18681893), the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930), and the Mining Decline and Emergence
of Recreation Industry Era (1931-1962).
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6. The Historic Sites Form notes the Era of Significance as the Mature Mining Era
(1894-1930).
7. On August 15, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design
Review (HDDR) application for the property at 1063 Empire Avenue. The application
was deemed complete on August 29, 2016. The HDDR application is still under
review by the Planning Department.
8. The applicant is proposing the following Material Deconstruction: Demolition of nonhistoric foundation elements, restoration of full-width front porch with restoration of
street-facing entryway and original roof form, reconstruction of non-historic wood
deck, restoration of original window and door openings, removal of non-historic rear
addition, removal of rear dormer and portion of historic walls, removal of historic
chimney, and cutting of concrete retaining wall.
9. Staff finds that the pre-1981 concrete foundation is non-contributory to the historic
integrity of the historic house and the material deconstruction is required for the
rehabilitation of the building.
10. Staff finds that the ca. 1981enclosure to the north of the front porch is noncontributory to the historic integrity of the Significant house, and the material
deconstruction is required for the restoration of the original full-width porch.
11. Staff finds that the material deconstruction of the current windows and doors is
required for the successful restoration and renovation of the building. The addition
of the French doors on the south side of the house is beyond the midpoint of the
historic house and will not be visible from the right-of-way; staff finds that this
proposed exterior changes shall not damage or destroy the exterior architectural
features of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the
historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
12. Staff finds that the non-historic deck is non-contributory to the historic integrity or
historical significance of the site, and the proposed exterior change will not destroy
the exterior architectural features of the subject property that are compatible with the
historic site.
13. Staff finds that the non-historic rear addition is non-contributory to the historic
integrity or historical significance of the structure or site.
14. Staff finds that the material deconstruction outlined above is required for the
proposed renovation and rehabilitation of the building, structure, or object.
Additionally, the proposed scope of work mitigates, to the greatest extent practical,
any impacts that would occur to the historical significance and architectural integrity
of the building.
15. Staff finds that the proposed exterior changes should not damage or destroy the
exterior architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with the
character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed scope of work.
16. Staff finds that the non-historic concrete retaining wall is non-contributory to the
historic integrity or historical significance of the structure or site, and removing a
portion of it to accommodate a driveway is necessary for the rehabilitation of the
home.
Conclusions of Law:
1. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant to
the HR-1 District and regarding historic structure deconstruction.
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Conditions of Approval:
1. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance with
the HDDR proposal stamped in on November 3, 2016. Any changes, modifications,
or deviations from the approved design that have not been approved by the Planning
and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.
2. Where the historic exterior materials cannot be repaired, they shall be replaced with
materials that match the original in all respects: scale, dimension, texture, profile,
material and finish. Prior to removing and replacing historic materials, the applicant
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director and Project Planner that the materials are
no longer safe and/or serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or
serviceable condition. No historic materials may be disposed of prior to advance
approval by the Planning Director and Project Planner.
3. Any deviation from approved Material Deconstruction will require review by the
Historic Preservation Board.
Exhibits:
Exhibit A – HPB Demolition Review Checklist
Exhibit B – Historic Sites Inventory Form
Exhibit C – Historic District Design Review Historic Preservation Plan (Single-Family
Dwelling)
Exhibit D – Historic District Design Review Physical Conditions Report (Single-Family
Dwelling)
Exhibit E – Historic District Design Review Existing and Proposed Plans (Single-Family
Dwelling)
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Exhibit A: HPB Demolition Review Checklist
Historic Preservation Board Material Deconstruction Review Checklist:
1.
Routine Maintenance (including repair or replacement where there is no
change in the design, materials, or general appearance of the elements
of the structure or grounds) does not require Historic Preservation Board
Review (HPBR).
2.

The material deconstruction is required for the renovation, restoration, or
rehabilitation of the building, structure, or object.

3.

Proposed exterior changes shall not damage or destroy the exterior
architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with
the character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed
scope of work.

4.

The proposed scope of work mitigates any impacts that will occur to the
visual character of the neighborhood where material deconstruction is
proposed to occur; any impacts that will occur to the historical
significance of the buildings, structures, or objects located on the
property; any impact that will occur to the architectural integrity of the
buildings, structures, or objects located on the property; and any impact
that will compromise the structural stability of the historic building.

5.

The proposed scope of work mitigates to the greatest extent practical any
impact to the historical importance of other structures located on the
property and on adjacent parcels.

6.

Any addition to a Historic Building, Site, or Structure has been found to be
non-contributory to the historic integrity or historical significance of the
structure or site.
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Exhibit B - Historic Sites Inventory Form

HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION
Name of Property:
Address: 1063 EMPIRE AVE

AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah

Tax Number: FLODEN-1

Current Owner Name: MURPHY RORY
Parent Parcel(s): SA-296; SA-297
Current Owner Address: 2440 IRON MOUNTAIN DR; PARK CITY, UT 84060-6559
Legal Description (include acreage): LOT 1 FLODEN SUBDIVISION CONT 2812 SQ FT OR 0.06 AC
2 STATUS/USE
Property Category
; building(s), main
building(s), attached
building(s), detached
building(s), public
building(s), accessory
structure(s)

Evaluation*
Landmark Site
; Significant Site
Not Historic

Reconstruction
Date:
Permit #:
Full
Partial

Use
Original Use: Residential
Current Use: Residential

*National Register of Historic Places: ; ineligible
listed (date: )

eligible

3 DOCUMENTATION
Photos: Dates
; tax photo:
; prints:
historic: c.
Drawings and Plans
measured floor plans
site sketch map
Historic American Bldg. Survey
original plans:
other:

Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not)
abstract of title
; city/county histories
tax card
personal interviews
original building permit
Utah Hist. Research Center
sewer permit
USHS Preservation Files
; Sanborn Maps
USHS Architects File
obituary index
LDS Family History Library
city directories/gazetteers
Park City Hist. Soc/Museum
census records
university library(ies):
biographical encyclopedias
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: Hipped Roof of “Pyramid” House
Additions:

none ; minor

major (describe below) Alterations:

Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures:

No. Stories: 1 ½
none

minor ; major (describe below)

accessory building(s), # _____;

structure(s), # _____.

General Condition of Exterior Materials:
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; Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.)
Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the problems.):
Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat.

Describe the problems.):

Uninhabitable/Ruin
Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or
configuration. Describe the materials.):
Site: Cement retaining wall and entry stairway
Foundation: Appears to be cement, but unable to verify based on photo alone
Walls: Drop-novelty wood siding and tri; unable to verify if any of the exterior siding is original. Wooden
porch supports and railings
Roof: Metal shingle material.
Windows: Sliding vinyl windows
Essential Historical Form: ; Retains
Location: ; Original Location

Does Not Retain, due to:

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): Full front porch in tax photo has been
altered by 1995 photo as half of porch has been built out onto for interior purposes. This shift has altered the
front door entrance from front-facing to side-facing, yet it is still oriented towards porch access. Essence of
historical character of form remains, despite significant changes in window shape and style, roofing material,
and porch railing detail. Large deck has been constructed to the south of the main building.
Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.):
Narrow building lot exhibits a slight slope downwards towards the front elevation of property. Wooden beam
retaining wall seen in tax photo has been altered to a cement retaining wall by 1995 photo. House is recessed
at least 20 feet from street edge of property, with planted natural shrubs and grasses throughout the landscape.
The lillac bush on corner of front elevation appears in all photos available. The 1907 Sanborn map indicates a
large accessory building to the rear of the house. Its current condition--if extant--was not assessed for the
purposes of this site form.
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 Pyramid house is one of the
three most common house types built in Park City during the mining era; however, the extent of the alterations
to the main building diminishes its association with the past.
The extent of and cumulative effect of alterations to the site render it ineligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places.

5 SIGNIFICANCE
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1063 Empire Ave, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3
Architect: ; Not Known
Builder: ; Not Known

Date of Construction: c. 1904 1

Known: (source: )
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 bestpreserved 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
2
architectural development as a mining community.
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: East elevation (primary façade).
Photo No. 2: East elevation (primary façade).
Photo No. 3: East elevation (primary façade).

1
2

Camera facing west, 2006.
Camera facing west, 1995.
Camera facing west, c. 1940 tax photo.

Summit County Recorder.
From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.
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Exhibit C - Historic Preservation Plan
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Exhibit D - Physical Conditions Report
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Exhibit E - Existing and Proposed Plans
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Work Session

Summary Recommendation
Staff has committed to routinely reviewing the existing Design Guidelines for Historic
Districts and Historic Sites; however, the Design Guidelines have not been reviewed
since their adoption in 2009. Staff requests that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB)
read and familiarize themselves with the existing Design Guidelines to prepare for this
work session. The Design Guidelines are available online at:
http://www.parkcity.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=62.
Background
Purpose of the Design Guidelines
The Design Guidelines provide direction to property owners, architects, designers,
builders, developers, City staff, the Historic Preservation Board (HPB), and City Council
in developing proposals that maintain the historic character of Park City’s Old Town.
The Design Guidelines fulfill policy directives provided in the General Plan and Land
Management Code (LMC). Further, these guidelines are a foundation for making
decisions and a framework for ensuring consistent procedures and fair deliberations.
What do they do?
The Design Guidelines are a standard for rehabilitating historic structures, developing
historic sites, and constructing new buildings in the commercial and residential
neighborhoods of Old Town. The guidelines direct alterations and the design of new
construction projects to maintain the historic integrity and character of our historic
districts. This allows Park City to maintain its listing on the National Register of Historic
Places.
The Design Guidelines were adopted by City Council in 2009. They were intended to
be a living document that would be reviewed regularly and modified as necessary;
however, no changes have been made to the Design Guidelines since 2009. Staff
began reviewing areas of the Design Guidelines that could be improved with the HPB in
December 2014. Going forward, staff has proposed a rigorous schedule for the HPB’s
review of the Design Guidelines starting in January 2016 (Exhibit A).
Update on Design Guidelines for Historic Sites
The HPB completed their revisions on the existing Design Guidelines for Historic Sites
in November 2016. Staff is working on finalizing these edits before submitting them to a
consultant for final review and formatting. Staff will review the final format with the HPB
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when it becomes available. The HPB will then need to recommend any final edits
before making a positive recommendation to City Council.
Analysis
Staff will be beginning the revisions on the Design Guidelines for New Construction
beginning in March 2017. In order to move forward with these revisions, staff is
requesting the HPB’s input in guiding the design of new development. The basic
question is:
How “historic” should new infill development appear?
On May 4, 2015, the HPB completed a work session about how to define compatibility
and complementary. The HPB found that new construction could be compatible and
complementary to historic construction in the following ways:
• Form
• Repetition or rhythm of openings-to• Mass and scale
solids
• Roof shapes
• Rhythm of entrances and/or porches
• Building height
• Window and door sizes, proportions,
• Height of floor elevations
and patterns
• Setbacks
• Orientation of entrances
• Materials
• Landscaping
Staff is now requesting the HPB to provide input related to the appearance of new infill
development and how “historic” it should appear. The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards recommend that “the new work will be differentiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing
to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.” There is regular
disagreement within the historic preservation community about how different new
construction should be from historic resources.
In a survey of communities, staff has found several approaches:
1. Williamsburg, VA: In order to protect the integrity of the Colonial Williamsburg
Historic Area, only replication of 18th Century buildings are permitted within the
Historic Area. Any new construction not designed in 18th century styles cannot
be constructed within ¼ mile of the Historic Area boundaries.
2. Breckenridge, CO: Breckenridge encourages maintaining “character” and
“context.” Their Design Guidelines promote designing in modules that reflect the
size, scale, and mass of historic structures.
3. Madison, IN: Madison requires that new infill development is compatible in
height, orientation, setback, scale, proportions, and shape to historic structures.
4. Telluride, CO: Telluride also promotes compatibility in mass and scale,
orientation, drawing on fundamental similarities with historic buildings without
copying them, traditional building materials, traditional pattern of doors and
windows, etc.
5. George Washington University Neighborhood, Washington, DC: Overall, the
City emphasizes maintaining historic resources through adaptive reuse, allowing
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additions and new infill so long as it does not overwhelm and detract from the
historic resources. The Design Guideline stress that the additions should be
compatible with the character of the historic building through appropriate location,
size, materials, and appearance.
Staff proposes emphasizing the following in our Design Guideline revisions to
encourage compatible infill that preserves the character of Old Town while also allowing
it to be differentiated from neighboring historic resources:
 Infill using traditional forms can use more materials; infill using modern forms
should be clad with traditional materials.
 Overall compatibility through mass, scale, and shape of the building can be
achieved by promoting the use of modules similar to those found on historic
buildings.
 Flat roofs are generally not appropriate as the primary roof form or the roof form
viewable from the primary right-of-way. They may be appropriate on some
accessory structures.
 Ratio of openings-to-solid need to be consistent with historic structures. The
style of doors and windows can be more contemporary, but should just generally
be consistent in size and scale with historic window and door openings.
 Porches should be strongly encouraged on new residential infill development.
 Stepping up-hill and down-hill is necessary on new commercial infill development
to break up the total mass of the building.
These concepts will be addressed in further detail in our Design Guideline revisions
starting in March.
Does the HPB agree with staff’s proposal?

Summary Recommendation
Staff has committed to routinely reviewing the existing Design Guidelines for Historic
Districts and Historic Sites; however, the Design Guidelines have not been reviewed
since their adoption in 2009. Staff requests that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB)
read and familiarize themselves with the existing Design Guidelines to prepare for this
work session. The Design Guidelines are available online at:
http://www.parkcity.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=62.

Historic Preservation Board Packet February 1, 2017

Page 81 of 81

