PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORFORATION ¢
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD PARK CI'TY
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 445 MARSAC AVENUE

OCTOBER 5, 2011

SITE VISIT AT 5:00 PM — No action will be taken. Please meet on sife.
1450 Park Avenue and 1460 Park Avenue

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR JULY 20, 2011

PUBLIC COMMUMICATIONS — lfems not on regular meeting scheduls.

STAFFBOARD COMMUNICATION & DISCLOSURES
Informational update of Historic Preservation approvals

REGULAR SESSION — Discussion, possible public hearing, and aclion as outiined below
Land Management Code — Amendments to add Historic Preservation Board review and
approval of all Reconsiruction and Dizassembly applications of Historic Sites

1450M1460 Park Avenue — Review of City Owned properties

WORK SESSION — Discussion items only, no action will be taken.
= General Plan — Informational update
+ Brainstorming ideas for community involvement
ADJOURN

Times shown ane approximate. Items lisied on the Reguiar Mesting may have been continued Som a previous mesting and may

nat have been published on the Lagal Molice for this meesing. For further Information, please call the Planning Department at (435)
615-5060.

A majortty of Historic Presenvation Board members may meet socially after the meating. If so, the Incation will be announced by the
Chair parson. Clty business will not ba conduciad.

Pursuant io e Amercans with Disabiiies Act, Indhvicuals needing spedal accommodations duing the meetng should notTy he
Park City Planning Depariment at {435) 615-5060 24 hours prior o the meeting.
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MINUTES OF JULY 20, 2011
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PARK CITY MUNICPAL CORPORATION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
MINUTES OF JULY 20, 2011

BOARD MEMBERS IM ATTENDAMCE. Sara Werbelow, Alex Matt, Puggy Holmgren,
Judy MeKie, Dave McFawn, Katherine Matsumoto-Gray

EX OFFICIO: Kayla Sintz, Polly Samuels MclLean, Patricia Abdullah

Board Member Werbelow presided over the meeting as the Chair Pro Tem until a Chair
was elected later in the meefing. The meeting was called to order at 5:02 p.m.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow weloomead the new Board members and asked each one fo
provide a brief introduction.

Alex Natt stated that he was happy to be part of the Board. As a new member he would
be leaming at the beginning, but he intended to be a significant contribyutor.

Puggy Holmgren stated that she was a retuming member. She loves the Historic
Preservation Board and was happy to be back.

Katherine Matsumoto-Gray stated that she was a new member to the HPB. She lives at
823 Norfolk Avenue and was excited to contnibute to Old Town.
WORK SESSION

Mote: The annual Open and Public Mestings Act training scheduled for work session
was moved o the end of the regular session.

Presentation of High West Building for the Historic Preservation Award.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow updated the new members on the awards program that was
ingtituted by the HPB. She understood that the City Council was being asked to
conzider a rezolution to adopt this awards program at their meeting the next evening.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow explained that the HPE created a subcommitiee a year ago
comprized of her, Roger Durst, and David White, to devise an awards program from the
HPE in tandem with the Historic Society that would highlight residential or commercial
projects in town for a varety of different elementzs.  Those elements were highlighted in
the minutes from the last meeting. It would be an annual award determined from a list of
categories that highlight different aspects of historic preservation in town that are
important to the HFB.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow stated that the High West Distillery project was the first
recipient chosen by the HPB, and the theme was exemplary adaptive reuse. On August
18" the Historic Society was having a fundraiser at the Museum and all the Board
members were invited. Sandra Morrison would allow the commities to say a few words
about the awards program and to present the art piece that was commiszsioned and the
plaque. Chair Pro Tem Werbelow noted that the plague says "Historic Preservation
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Board and Council™. She understood that it was envisionad to be a Historic Presenvation
Award from the HPB.

Planner Kayla Sintz reiterated that the rezolution o adopt the awards program was
scheduled as the third item on the agenda for the City Council meeting. She invited all
the Board members, as well as former members Roger Durst and Ken Martz, to attend.
Planner Sintz had copies of the resolution and her report to the City Council available if
anyone was interested. She explained that the Staff report contained draft language for
the plaque. Once the City Council approves the rezolution, the actual language could be
fine-tuned before it goes on the plague.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow introduced 5id Ostergaard, the artist who was commissioned
to do the artwork for the award presented fo High West Distilleny.

Mr. Osiergaard stated that it was an honor to be the selecited artist to do the painting.
He has been working in Park City and Surnmit County for the last 15 years.
Profes=ionally he iz a land plannerlandscape architect and has done a number of
ilustrations, including the 5t. Regis. Mr. Ostergaard prezented a number of iterations to
show the progress he has made, az well az the view, angle and setfing that was chosen.
The zetting was more of a night'winter to show off how wamm and inviting the building iz

today.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow remarked that in the early stages of dizcussion, the intent was
to show the connection between the two siructures becausze it highlights the adaptive re-
use concept. She was pleased with what Mr. Ostergaard had done =0 far. Board
Member Matzumoto Gray agresd.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow read the six award categories; adaptive reuze, infill
development, excellencs in restoration, sustainable prezervation, embodiment of
hiztorical context, and connectivity of site. She felt it waz important for the public fo
underzstand what the HPE was trying to recognize through these awards. Planner Siniz
remarked that the actual resolution leaves it loose and summarizes the process that the
subcommitiee and the HPB went through in analyzing what might be an applicable
award recipient. Therefore, the draft resolution recognizes the importance of an awards
program.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow suggested that the Board members begin thinking of forming a
new subcommittes to find a candidate for the award next year.

Roger Durst reporied that he had ordered the plagues. One would ke placed on the
High West Disfillery and the zecond would be mounted on the illustration. He also
suggested that the architect for the High West Disfillery project be invited 1o the
reception.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow expressed regret for not being able fo attend the City Council
meeting. Board members Mckie and McFawn would try to attend. It was noted that
Roger Durst was very instrumental in bringing the awards program to frudion. Mr. Durst
siated that he would attend the City Council meeting the next evening.

REGULAR MEETIMG — Dizcussion, Public Hearing and Possible Action
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ROLL CALL
All Board Members were present except for David White, who was excused.

ADOPTION OF MIMUTES — JUNE 15, 2011

Alex Matt referred to a typo in the motion on page 6 of the minutes and comected the
word POSTIVE to comrectly read POSITIVE.

MOTION: Board Member McFawn moved to APPROVE the minutes of June 15, 2011
as comecied. Board Member Matt seconded the motion.

YOTE: The motion pagsed unanimously.

PUBLIC COMMUMICATIONS

James Tyler, an architect from Los Angeles, stated that he teaches Architecture and
Planning at the University of Southem California. He grew up in Utah and he comes to
Park City every summer. Mr. Tyler commentsd on a number of things that bothersd him
last year. One was a platform on the sireet. He was informed that platforms wers only
temporary, but when he retumed this summer, he found two or three more. He was then
told that the platformz remain all summer but they are removed during the winter, which
makes them temporary. Mr. Tyler pointed out that platforms take up a lot of gpace on
the street. As an architect and planner he was bothered by the fact that the platforms
take away the dignity and heritage of Old Town.

Mr. Tyler stated that he went to the Planning Depariment and they told him to talk to the
City Council. Unfortunately he could not attend the Councll meeting the next night due
to a prior commitment.

Mr. Tyler commented on other reazons why the platforms should not be allowed. They
are vizually infrusive, they are not handicap assessable, and they increase squars
footage, which raizes the question of parking reqguirements. He understood that the
merchants like the platforms and they generate revenue, but he cares more about the
artistic and aesthelics azpectz, as well as the heritage and tradition. Mr. Tyler stated
that he had come fo appeal to the people who care about the same aspects that he does
and who protect the heritage and traditions of the community. He asked the HPB to give
thiz matter some consideration and thanked them for all they do.

STAFFBOARD MEMBERS COMMUNICATIONS AMD DISCLOSURES
Election of Chair

MOTION: Board Member McFawn nominated Sara Werbelow as the Chair of the
Historic Preservation Board.

Chair Pro Tem Werbelow noted that David White had sent an email nominating Dave
McFawn. She had spoken with Board Member McFawn and he would be happy with the
Co-Chair position. Planner Sintz noted that the HPB does not have a Co-Chair position.
She read from the LMC, “the HPEB =zhall elect one member fo zerve as Chair for a term of
one year, at itz first mesting following the expiration of terms and appointment of new
members. The Chair may be elected fo serve for one conzecufive addifional term, but
not for more than two successive termsz. If the Chair is abzent from any meeting where a
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quorum may otherwizse exist, the members may appoint a Chair Pro Tem to act ag the
Chair solely for that meeting”.

Board Memiser McFawn restated hiz motion.

MOTION: Board Member McFswn nominated Sara Werbelow s= Chair of the HPB.
Judy MeKie seconded the motion.

YOTE: The motion pagsed unanimously.

Chair Werbelow noted that she was the current liaizon to the Design Review Team. Af
the last meeting City Council Member, Liza Simpson, had suggested that she write a
report summarizing her thoughts from the standpoint of the liaizon. Chair Werbelow
handed out copies of her report fo the Board members. Since it was lengthy, she
summarized the contents prior fo the Board zelecting a new liaizon. She wanted to talk
about the process to see if another Board member was interested in being the liaison.

Chair Werbelow stated that the DRET is a weekly meeting and she haz been attending
since January. She had not attended every meeting. Each meeting iz 1-3 hours. Itis
an incredible opportunity and she wholeheariedly recommended that someone consider
the posgition. Chair Werbelow also acknowledged Roger Durst. It has been a long
procesz and it was very important to Mr. Durst that the HPB have some type of
representation on the DRET. Chair Werbelow explained that HPE representation iz
complex because the HPB iz an appeal body. Therefore, many applicants who have
gone through Design Review could come back to the HPB on an appeal. The idea of
rotating Board members through the DRT meeiings iz problematic becauze if an
application comes before the HPB, that Board member would need to recuse himself if
he were involved in the Deszign Review. Rotating members creates an issue becauss
they would need to go back and determine which member or members paricipated.
Chair Werbelow remarked that the HPB =il has the opportunity to have a liaizon on the
DRT and she felt they were foriunate fo have the ability to paricipate.

Chair Werbelow commented on the DRT process and itz benefitz. She noted that page
20of the Design Guidelines booklet outlines a detailed breakdown of the process for an
applicant. As the liaizon she saw a very diverze range of applications from major
additicns to landmark commercial structures on Main Street, and landmark or significant
rezsidential sfructures to amall scale types of improvementz. The purpose of the Design
Review Team iz to facilitate and provide direction to the applicant while using the LMC
and the Design Review Guidelines to analyze how to adjust the applications.

Chair Werbelow remarked that the DRT meeting iz a preliminary stage in the applicant’'s
pursuit of their project and fo get general feedback on their plans. Chair Werbelow
stated that because she iz not an architect, she did not feel there was an appropriate
opporiunity for her fo contrilbute. Her presence was more of an observation role. She
was unsure whether or not the Staff would like more input from the HPE liaizon moving
forward.

Planner Sintz recalled from a previows dizcussion that the HPB lisizon on the DRT
should be more of an observation role based on the appeal authority of the Board.
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Agzistant City Attomey MclLean concurmed that the intent was to give the HPE a better
senge of how and why the approvals occurred and for the liaison to pericdically update
the entire Board. She noted that there was an initial fear of dizconnect because the HPB
would only ses Historic District Design Reviews as the appellate in a gquasi-judicial
manner. Therse were a number of applicationz that the HPFE was unaware of and the
ligizon posifion was a way to keep them informed.

Chair Werbelow referred to the last paragraphsz in her report where she indicated that a
caze study report would be very effective. She understood that it could not be done for
every application. However, it would be helpful for the liaizon to follow one application
and provide a general report to the Board that addresses the specific Codes and
Guidelines and follows an application from start to finish. K could possibly be a
spreadsheet. Following a project from start to finish would help the Board understand

how the guidelines are specifically implementad in a particular project or project type.

Board Member McFawn liked the idea of a case study and following a project from start
to finish, but he thought the “finish” should be determined as pulling a building permit.
He would want the project to be considered complete without the concern of an appeal
that could come before the HPB. Outside of the appeal concern, he could 2ee the merit
of a case study.

Agzistant City Attomey MclLean stated that the Board had two options. An HPB member
could find a project and they could wait for it fo pull a building permit, or if they preferred,
the Staff could put together a prezentation of an application that haz gone through the
process and iz already built. The Staff could walk the HPB through how it looked when it
first came in, the feedback that was provided, and what occocumsd throughowt the
application process. [t would allow the Boand members to follow the project to approval
and how it looked when it was built.

Planner Kayla Siniz noted that 1059 Park Avenus was the only project under
construction under the new guidelines. Assistant Attorney Mclean pointed out that it
would not have fo be a complete building. They could alzo ook at minor projects
because the HDDR encompasses applications from a new building to new decking.

Board Member Maif felt that Assistant Attomey MclLean had talked about a caze study
that would be educational for everyone. Based on the explanation of the lzizon, it
appeared that the person who accepiz the liaison role on the DRET would be disqualified
from parficipating in an appeal. He guestioned whether that was the best uze of the fime
and talent of one of the members. He suggested that a better approach might be fo put
together an educational module where they could all understand how the process works
in broad terms. With that approach they would not have to rely on one person fo convey
the information with the potential of being dizqualified from a parficular izsue. Board
Member Malt was concemed that the liaizon report process could contaminate the Board
before they hear the matter as an Appeals Board.

Azziztant City Attomey Mclean explained that the Board made the decision to have a
ligizon role to the Design Review Team based on their degire to better understand the
Historic Disfrict Design Review procezs. She clarified that the Legal Department has
always been concerned that having a liaison would dizgualify that member. The HPB
was alzo advised that any information that was reported back fo the Board must be
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general in nature and not specific to a paricular houge or location, to avoid tainting the
Board members.

Chair Werbelow remarked that Roger Durst was passionate about having HPB
reprezentation on the DRT. The decigion resulied from well-thought discussion and
conzideration. However, because the HPB has new memibers, it was worth another
dizcuzsion to figure out if the laison iz an effective use of the current Board members.
Chair Werbelow zstated that process is only part of the izsue. Another component is that
the meetings are Code based. When an application comes in the Land Management
Code and Design Guidelines are the only mechanizms used to analyze and approve the
projectz. There iz no aesthetic, peer review dialogue. Chair Werbelow recalled that the
reagon for having an HPB liaizon was to move beyond the Code enforcement and to
participate in an analytical, aesthetic type review of these applications.

Planner Sintz remarked that the guidelines talk about being compatible with the whole
Historic District, which does speak fo aesthetics. She commented on a number of
applications that were reviewed when Chair Werbelow was present, and instances when
the review was not completed because additional information was required or the
propozed project did not meet the criteria. Planner Siniz stated that the DRT looks at
criteria first and then discusses aesthefics.

Chair Werbelow felt it was important for the liaison role fo go beyond process. The
original intent was to get a sense of the bigger picture and context, and she would hate
o lose that opportunity. Howewer, if the Board did not believe it made sense for now, it
could be revisited in the future.

Assistant City Attomey reiterated that the Board has the ability to make that decision.
She reiterated the legal concern that a Board member who could provide valuable
feedback during the appeal process may nesd to be recused. However, that was
balanced with the value of having the HPE represented during the DRT review. Ms.
Mclean suggesied that the Staff bring a range of projects to the Board that have already
pulled permits so they could see how applications go through the process.

Planner Siniz sztated that she had spokenm with Dina Blaes, the City Preservation
Consultant, about doing some training to update the new members. Planner Sintz noted
that the Siaff had prepared a recommendation to the City Council and the Planning
Commizzion for the HPE fo review all reconstructions and possibly panelizationz. The
intent was for the Staff fo do training for the HPE on reconstructionz and panslizations,
as well as training overview on the new guidelines. Part of that would include different
caze zites and how the guidelines would apply. Planner Sintz pointed out that Dawvid
White and Roger Durst have personally gone through several HDDRz on a professional
level. Board Member White had encouraged other Board members to take the
opportunity fo understand how the process works.

Board Member Mckie asked Chair Werbelow if she ever had to recuse herself while

being the liaizon to the DRT. Chair Werbelow answered no. Board Member McKie
thought it would be an inferssiing leaming experience, paricularly az a new Board
memier.

MOTION: Board Member Matt made a mofion for Judy McKie to be the new HPB liaizon
to the Design Review Team. Board Member Werbelow seconded the motion.
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YOTE: The motion pagsed unanimously.

Selection of Ligison fo the Planning C .

Chair Werbelow requested dizcussion on a ligison fo the Planning Commiszion. [ was
noted that Ken Martz was the previous liaizon from the HPB.

Aszzistant City Attomey clarified that the liaison role was an effort for the HPE to have a
bigger presence. She pointed out that the Planning Commission meets the 2™ and 4™
Wednezsday of each month, and the limison should look at the agenda to see if matters
conceming the Historic District are scheduled. The liaizon could then determine whether
or not it was important to attend. Ms. McLean pointed out that the intent of appointing a
ligizon was fo have a representative from the HPB present fo provide imput or
clarification if neceszary, and to report back to the Board on the digcussion andior
decisions made by the Planning Commission.

Board Member McFawn expressed an interest in being the liaizon to the Planning
Cormmission.

MOTION: Board Member Werbelow made a motion for David McFawn fo be the HPB
ligizon to the Planning Commigsion. Board Member Matzumoto-Gray seconded the
miction.

YWOTE: The motion pazsed unanimously.

City Towr 2011 and Leadsrship

Planner Sintz reported on the City Tour 2011, She noted that the Planning Deparment
had the ability to send two HFE members on City Tour. The Planning Depariment would
cover travel and lodging cosiz. The members attending would be asked fo cover the
cost of food a drinks. The 2011 tour would be to Fort Colling and Estes Park. Planner
Sintz noted that City Tour is fypically a requirement for the related Leadership class for
the same year.

Chair Werbelow and Board Member Matsumoto-Gray had attendsd the City Tour in
previous years and thought it was an amazing sxperience. Board Member Matzumoto-
Gray remarked that mestings are =schedulsd with city leadership and business
leadership from the cities visited. It is a great way to lsam about other cities that are
comparable to Park City and what they have accomplizshed.

Planner Sintz requested that interested members contact the Planning Depariment.
120 in effect

Planner Sintz reported that the next evening at 6:00 p.m. the City Council and Planning
Commizszion would mest in joint 2eszion o look at re-development and to dizcuss plat
amendments and lof combinationz that directly affect Old Town. She believed the
dizcuszsion would be applicable fo the HPB. PFlanner Sintz noted that the Planning

Commission discussed the TZO on July 13" and that discussion was continued to
August 24™.
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Treazure Hill Update

Planner Sintz reporied that a public update on Treasure Hill was scheduled for July 26™
at the High School. The same prezentation would be given fo the Planning Commizsion
on July 27", Assistant City Attorney noted that the HPB members could attend on either
date; however, she preferred that they atiend the pressntation at the Planning
Commiszion mesfing =ince that would be a more formal setting and was less likely to
cross the line of an outzide meefing.

Noticing Si

Planner Sintz noted that Patricia Abdullah had done fantastic work on the new nolicing
signs that were spearheaded by the HPB. Pafricia stated that S0 =igng were ordered,
which would provide a good base for when signg need fo be lefi posted through the
entire process, incduding the building pemmit process for reconstructions.  The format
allows the signs to be tailored to individual projects.

To update the new Board members, Planner Sintz and Palricia Abdullah explained the
benefitz of the new signs compared to the old =signs. Board Member McFawn remarked
that the intent of the new signs was to better notify the public on a reconstruction when
they see a building being tom down. Having more information on the sign would
hopefully reduce public anxiety, as well as the time Staff spends on explanations.

Mew Planning Staff

Planner Sintz introduce Matt Evans, a new planner in the Planning Department.
Mr. Evans started on July 5. He came to Park City from the Anaheim area.

Meeting Schedule

Planner Sintz noted that the HPB typically meets on the 1* Wednesday of the month,
although the last few months they have met on the 3™ Wednesday. Since the next
reqular meehrg date would be August 3™, the Staff recommended that the HPB consider
keeping the 3" Wednesday date through August and September. The meetings would
be August 17, and September 21™. Beginning in October, they would retum to the 1%
Wednezday of each month.

Board Member Matsumoto-Gray noted that she would be out of town on August 177
Azziztant City Attomey Mclsan sugoested that Patricia Abdullah zend the Board
Members the scheduled dates for the HPE meetings through the end of 2011.

\isioning

Chair Werbelow asked about vigioning. Planner Sintz replied that once a year the Staff
schedules a vizioning session with the HPB once the new members are on the Board.
She azked if the Board members had a preference for September or Ociober. The
visioning iz uzually held at a restaurant and anyone can come and listen or paricipate.
YWizioning iz a looze agenda that allows everyone fo get befier acguainted, brainstorm
ideas, and set goals.
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The Board discussed potential visioning dates. They decided on the 3™ weekend in
September. If that date does not work, they could move the visioning fo October.

Board Member McFawn suggested ancther joint mesting with the City Council after their
visioning =ession. Assistant City Attomey Mclean would inform Direcior Eddington that
they wers inferssted in another joint meeting and azk him fo report back to the HPB.

Informnational U £ of Higtoric Preservation A vals

Planner Sintz reporied that the mafrix in the Siaff report was an update of the
information the HPB received in April. Any changes were idenfified in bold. She noted
that 325/522 Park Avenue had been pulled by the applicant, 318 Woodside Avenue was
denied in regards fo the appeal heard by the HPB, and 1144 Woodside Avenue was
approved.

Board Member McFawn referred to 64 Chambers and noted that it was a landmark
siructure that wasz approved for removal of stairz. Planner Sintz clanfied that the stairs
were not landmark. The structure had a senes of steps that came off the right zide and
the left side. The proposal was o remove the stairs on the right and rebuild the stairs in
a more historic form. Rock work and landscaping was also proposed. The intent was to
return the structure o some of the historic tax photog. The railing would be replicated
where the stairs were located on the far right side.

Chair Werbelow wanted to know the process when an application expires. Planner Sintz
replied that the application would need to be resubmitted and the process would start
over. The application would then be subject to whatever codes and guidelines were in
place at the time the application was re-submitte=d. She nofed that an HDDR iz valid for
one year. Board Member McFawn understood that 271 Daly Avenue, which was shown
as expired on the matnx, would be subject fo the 2009 Guidelines if resubmitted.
Planner Sintz replied that it would be subject to the 2009 Guidelinesz, as well as any
Code modifications that have occumred since 2009.

Pafricia Abdullah explained that applications shown in blue indicate that the project was
approved under the old guidelines but had not yet been completed. White indicates that
the application iz pending or has been approved under the new guidelines. She
explained the timing process for initial applications.  Assistant City Aftomey Mclean
siated that people often manipulate the system. For example, if a steep slope CUP is
agttached fo the application it iz required io go through the HDDR and the Steep Slope
CUP process. A building permit must be pulled within one year of the Steep Slope CUP
approval and the HDDR alsoc haz an expiration date. She noted that zomstimes an
applicant will submit for a building permit and then request an extension if construction
has not started and the permit is 2et to expire. For that reazon, some applications are
quite old. Ms. Mclean stated that the new Chief Building Official, Chad Root, is
attempting to clean up that process.

WORK SESSION - Continued

Annual Open and Public Meetings Act Training

Asziztant City Attomey Mclean distributed a handout and provided a brief overview of
the Open and Public Mestings Act.
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Agzistant City Attorney MclLean noted that she attends all the HPE meetings and tries to
be very respongive. She offered to provide additional legal training or input if requested
at either the HPE mestings or on an individual bazis. In addition, the City Attorney, Mark
Harrington, iz well-versed in Land Use and he is a great rezource if they have questionz.
M=. Mclean encouraged the Board members fo take advantage of the Legal
Department because asking for advice provides them legal protection, even if the advice
is wrong.

Agzistant City Attomey Mclean remarked that State law requires an annual fraining.
She disfributed a handowut and provided a brief overview of the Open and Public
Meetings Act. She noted that the purpose statement talks about conducting the
Feople’s buginess and that it should be done in an open forum. Ms. Mclean pointed
out that the Open and Public Meetings Act doez not always require that the public be
allowed to participate, but they should have the ability fo cbzerve the process and the
deliberations as to how decizions were made. The intent is to provide transparency and
inztill confidence in the syzstem.

Agzistant City Aftorney remarked that a meeting i a quomum, which is at least four
members for the HPB, and no official business can be conducted without a quorum. She
siressed the importance of having Board members notify the Planning Department if
they cannct attend a meeting to make sure there would be enough members present for
a quorum. She cautioned the Board members to be careful about their conversations if
they are congregated with other Board members at a community or =social event.
Talking about matters related io the HPB could be perceived as conducting business
outside of a public meeting. Ms. Mclean recommended that the Board members only
use email for basic, logistical type matters. Under the Open Public Meefings Act, any
dizcuszsion via email could ke conzidered a violation of the Act because they would be
having private deliberations on actions. Another reason to avoid emaill was the
Govemment Records Act requirements. Most City business and City communication iz
open for public review and they would have to pull private emails if zomeone suspected
that HPE busziness occurred and asked to 2ee all emailz involving those discussions.

Agzistant City Aftormney Mclean reporied that a new State law specifically allows
trangmitfing electronic mezsages to other members of the Public Body when the Public
Body i= not convened in an open meeting. While State Code allows text messaging, Msa.
Mclean advized against it.

Azziztant City Attorney Mclean noted that Under the Open and Public Mestings Act all
deliberations must be done in public and recorded. A regularty scheduled mesting can
only be held at the regular location unless the entire meeting is located elsewhere for a
specific reason. Ms. MclLean pointed out that the noticing requirement under the Open
and Pubic Meetings Act is 24 hours. Park City has itz own requirements within the Code
for noficing. Hems for Historic Disirict Review are posted ten days in advance. On a
basic level, if a Board member would like a dizcussion with the Board that was not
scheduled on the agenda and does not involve administrative matters, they should notify
the Planning Department =o it can be added to the agenda at l2ast 24 hours prior to the
meeting. Regarding public input, M=, McLean stated that people have the right to speak
under the public hearing law, but they do not have the right to take up all the time or to
be abusive. It i appropriate to limit the length of ndividual commentz so everyone has
the opporfunity o speak. Meetings are required to be recorded and written minutes

10
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must be taken. Ms. Mclean noted that the minutes reflect the official record of the
meeting. She encouraged the Board members to carefully read the minutes and make
corrections if necessary.

Azziztant City Afforney Mclean stated that viclating the Open and Public Meeting Law
knowingly or intentionally could be a Class B Misdemeanor. Mz, MclLean pointed out
that the HPB decides three different fypes of issues. One iz legislafive, and the
restrictions on legislative decizgion-making iz very broad. The second level is
adminisirative, which iz much more restrictive and includes matiers such az graniz and
determinations of significance. Any communication outside of a meeting should be
stopped and the person who approached the Board Member should be encouraged o
attend a meeting and make their comments for the benefit of everyone. The Board
members should alzo disclose that conversation at the next meeting. Ms. Mclean
siated that once a decision iz made through a motion and vole, it would be acceptable fo
talk about it; however, they should be cautious about doing that in the event the item

may be appealsd.

Asziztant City Attormey Mclean remarked that the third level of decision-making iz
Appealz, where the HPE acts as judges in a quasi-judicial process. This is the most
restrictive level in terms of cutside communication.

In regponse to a question regarding the appropriate way fo handle emails, Ms. McLean
requested that the Board Members forward the emails to Patricia so they can be
included in the record as public comment.

Azziztant City Afforney Mclean reviewed general ethics standards that the City and
State have imposed on public servantz and employees. The standardz included
conflicts of interest, improper use of an official position, rules against representing a
private interest before the City, and disclosure and recusal. Ms. Mclean noted that the
standards indicate that leaving the room when recused iz a preferrsd method, but it is
not required. However, from a legal perspective, Park City requesis that the recused
perzon leave the room to allow the Board to act without the conflicted member being
prezent. Assistant City Attomey MclLean clarified that dizclosure requires that a Board
member publicly disclose amy conflictz of interest before it is discugsed in an official
proceeding, including conflicts with the City Council or the City in general. She noted
that each Board member was given a disclosure form when they were swom in o be
filed out and filed with the City. The Board members have the rezponzibility to update
the dizclogure form if changes occur. The Board members could also ask for a written
opinicn from the Legal Department if they have guestionz regarding a conflict.  She
reiterated that asking for legal advice and following that advice affords them protection
under the Governmental Immunity Act.

Agzzistant City Attomey MclLean noted that Chapter 3 of the Municipal Code and Chapter
10-3.1301 speaks to the Ethics Code. Ms. Mclean also suggested that the Board
Members review the HPB Chapter of the LMC, which lists all of their jurizdiction and

rezponsibilities.

The mesting adjourned at 6:54 p.m.
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Historic Preservation Board m
Staff Report W

Application # PL-11-01203

Subject: HPB review of Ordinance regarding Reconstructions and
Disassembly of Historic Structures

Author: Kayla Sintz — Architect/Planner

Department: Planning Department

Date: October 5, 2011

Type of ltem: Legislative

Summary Recommendations:

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the proposaed Ordinance to
amend the Land Management Code adding the HPB's review and approval of all
Reconstruction and Disassembly Historic District Design Review (HDDR) applications
for Historic Sites and provide input to the City Council.

Background:

On September 15, 2011 the City Council heard the attached (Exhibit A) draft Ordinance
for consideration of adding the HPB's review and approval of Reconstruction and
Disassembly applications. Public input was also received. Requesting HPB's input on
the proposed as well as, awaiting an upcoming site visit to City owned property that may
be subject to the proposed change, Council continued the item to October 29, 2011.

Onginally discussed with the HPB in the joint visioning session in February, 2011, City
Council directed staff to propose LMC changes which would provide additional review
and public input opporiunities for Reconstruction/Disassembly applications.

The Planning Commission heard the draft Ordinance on August 10, 2011. Meeting
minutes are atiached (Exhibit B). The Planning Commission forwarded a negative
recommendation to Council. As stated in the City Council staff report (Exhibit A):

The Planning Commission heard public comment that generally was against imposing
an additional step in the historic review process. Commisgioners agreed that additional
requirement was both unnecessary and cumbersome to applicants. Commissioners
indicated that the 2009 LMC amendments as to the criteria of
reconstructionsidisassembly didnt have an opporiunity to be implemented and they
wished fo see them be applied. In addition, some Commissioners were concemed that
such a move would eliminate the Historic Preservation Board as an appeals body for
reconstruction or dizassembly projects.

Exhibits:

Exhibit A — City Council Staff Report September 15, 2011 with exhibits
Exhibit B — City Council Meeting Minutes September 15, 2011
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PARK CITY

City Council 1551 4

Staff Report Planning Department

Subject: Land Management Code Amendments -
HPB review of Reconstructions and Disassembly of Historic
Structures

Author: Kayla Sintz, Architect/Planner

Project #: PL1101203

Date: September 15, 2011

Type of ltem: Legislative

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing and discuss proposed
amendments to the Land Management Code for Chapters 1, 11 and 15 which would
require the Historc Preservation Board review and approve all Reconstructions and
Disassembly of structures on the Historic Sites Inventory.

Topic

Project Name: LMC Amendments

Applicant: Planning Department

Proposal: Revisions to the Land Management Code — HPB review of

Reconstructions and Disassembly of Historic Structures

Backaround

During the February 3, 2011 joint City Council, Planning Commission and Histonc
Preservation Board visioning session, concems in regards to the process by which
Reconstruction is pemitted as part of a Historic District Design Review were discussed.
Much of the discussion revolved around the reconstruction of the structure at 657 Park
Avenue which was subject to the requirements of the Land Management Code prior to the
2009 amendments. Public and property noticing, as well as, opportunity for public input
were also discussed. Direction was given to Staff to expand the review of all
Reconstructions to include a formal, noticed review and approval by the Historic
Preservation Board. An excerpt of the Draft visioning minutes are attached (Exhibit D).

On August 10, 2011 the Planning Commission heard this item as part of their reguilar
agenda. Meeting minutes are attached (Exhibit E). The Planning Commission heard
public comment that generally was against imposing an additional step in the historic
review process. Commissioners agreed that addiional requirement was both
unnecessany and cumbersome to applicants. Commissioners indicated that the 2009
LMC amendments as to the crteria of reconstructions/disassembly didn't have an
opportunity to be implemented and they wished to see them be applied. In addition,
some Commissioners were concemed that such a move would eliminate the Historc
Preservation Board as an appeals body for reconstruction or disassembly projects. The
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Planning Commission unanimously voted to forward a negative recommendation to the
City Council for the proposed LMC language.

The {:urrent process fur a Hecmsim::tlun or Dts:assemblv ammvai f I:n..r staﬂ’} as un-dated

o Staff reviews application file for completeness within 72 hours of submittal

o Upon completeness staff posts property for 14 days to receive public comment

o Following 14 day noticing the 45 day review period for HDDR starts; Staff reviews
public comment and application for compliance with Historic District Guidelines and
writes report

o Approval or Denial of application is publically posted at property for 10 days
(appeal period). Any appeal would be heard by the Preservation Board.

o HPB's decision may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment (taking up to 45 days)

* Review time if decision not appealed: wp fo 69 days
» |f appealed would take up to an additional 45 days with the possibility of an
additional appeal to BOA (also taking up to 45 days): up fo 159 days

The process for a Hecmshuchun or Dtsassembly_ as Ert of a Historic District Design

o Staff reviews file for completeness within 72 hours of submittal

o Upon completeness staff posts property for 14 days to receive public comment

o Following 14 day noticing the 45 day review period for HDDR starts; Staff reviews
public comment and application for compliance with Historic District Guidelines and
writes report

o Staff schedules HPB meeting for reconstruction/disassembly approval; report is
routed internally for review, and meesting is publically noticed (estimated 30-45
days)

o HPB reviews and approves/denies Reconstruction/Disassembly request

o Approval or Denial of HPB's decision of application is posted at property for 10
days (appeal period)

o Any appeal would go directly to the Board of Adjustment (taking up to 45 days)

Review time if decision not appealed: 29 fo 114 davs
= |f appealed would take up to an additional 45 days: 144 to 139 days

Staff does not receive a large number of HODR Reconstruction/Disassembly requests
with the adoption of the 2009 Histonc Distnct Guidelines and LMC changes. Requests are
due to mold and loss of structural stability of many of the wood structures (predominately
roofs and lower wall panels). Since the adoption of the 2009 Historic District Guidelines
staff has received only two applications involving Reconstructions/Disassembly. Both of
those are currently under review by staff. Since June, 2006, the Planning Depariment has
calculated 10 other Reconstruction or Disassembly applications.
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The criteria for Reconstruction/Disassembly of a historic structure is not proposed
to be changed as part of this ordinance. The same criteria will be applied whether
staff reviews the application or the HPB reviews the application.

The LMC criteria for Disassembly 15-11-14 (A) is as follows:

(1) A licensaed structural engineer has ceriified that the Histonc Building(s) and/or
Structure(s) cannot reasonably be moved intact; or

{2) The proposed disassembly and reassembly will abate demolition of the Historic
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on the Site; or

{3) The Histonc Building(s) andfor Structure(s) are found by the Chief Building
Official to be hazardous or dangerous, pursuant to Section 116.1 of the
Intermnational Building Code; or

{4) The Planning Director and Chief Building Official determine that unigue
conditions and the quality of the Historic preservation plan warrant the
proposed disassembly and reassembly;

Linder all of the above crtena, the Historc Structure(s) and or Building(s) must
be reassembled using the orginal matenals that are found to be safe and/for
senviceable condition in combination with new materials; and the Building(s)
andfor Structure(s) will be reassembiled in their original form, location,
placement, and onentation.

The LMC criteria for Reconstruction 15-11-15 (A) is as follows:

(1) The Historc Building(s) and/or Structures 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 Historc Building(s) and/or Structure{s) cannot be made safe andfor
senviceable through repair; and

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

current or Historic photographs.

Additional definiion needed,

Cumently, the term disassembly is not defined in the Land Management Code. Staff
recommends that the following definition be added to the Code regardless of the outcome
of the other proposed amendments.

1.86 DISASSEMBLY. The act or process of faking apart a Historic Building or Structure

in the largest workable componenis possible for the purpose of accurately reassembling it
in its onginal form, focation, and onentation.
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Qther Broposed Amendments

If the Land Management Code is amended, the Historic Guidelines will also have to be
updated to match those changes . Amendments to the Guidelines are adopted by
Resolution by the Council.

Amendments to Chapter 1 — General Provisions

These amendments add the HPB's review of Reconstructions and Disassembilies to the
Motice Matrx which include Posting requirements, Courtesy Mailing requirements and
Publishing requirements.

Section 15-1-21. Notice Matrix.
Posted: 14 days pnor to the hearing before the Historic Preservation Board
Courtesy Mailing: 14 days prior fo the hearing before the Historic
Preservation Board to Owners within 300 feet
Published: Once 14 days prior to the hearing before the Historic
Preservation Board

: | (s o Chapter 11 Historic P [
These amendments requires the HPB instead of the Planning Department to review
Reconstructions and Disassemblies

Section 15-11-5. Purposes (J)

Section 15-11-14. (A) Criteria for Disassembly and Reassembly of the
Historic Building{s) on a Landmark or Significant Site.

Section 15-11-14. (B) Procedure for the Disassembly and Reassembly of a
Landmark Site or a Significant Site.

Section 15-11-15. (A) Criteria for Reconstruction of the Historic Building(s)
and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark or a Significant Site.

Section 15-11-15. (B) Procedure for the Reconstruction of the Historic
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a Significant Site.

: | ts o Chapter 15 = Definiti
These amendments add the term Dvsassembiy to Definitions.

Section 15-15-1. Definitions.
Section 15-15-2. List of Defined Terms.

Department Review
These amendments have been reviewed by the Planning, Engineering, and Building

Departments as well as the Legal Department.
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Process

Amendments to the Land Management Code require Planning Commission
recommendation and City Council adoption. City Council action may be appealed to a
court of competent jurisdiction per LMC Section 15-1-18.

Notice
Legal notice of a public hearing was posted in the required public spaces and published in
the Park Record.

Public Input
Public hearings are required to be conducted by the Planning Commission and City

Council prior to adoption of Land Management Code amendments. The public heanng
for these amendments was properly and legally noticed as required by the Land
Management Code. No public input has been received at the time of this report.

Alternatives

» Conduct a public hearing on the LMC amendmenis described herein and adopt all
changes as presented, or as amended at the hearing.

» Conduct a public hearing on the LMC amendments and only adopt the definition
for Disassembly as outlined herein.

» Conduct a public hearing on the LMC amendments described herein and choose
not to adopt any amendments as outlined.

= Conduct a public hearing on the LMC amendments described herein and continue
action on the LMC amendments to a date certain providing staff with direction for
further analysis, modifications and/or changes.

Recommendati

With these proposed amendments, owners of Historic Structures proposing
Reconstruction or Disassembly as part of their remodeling or renovation project would
need approval by the Historic Preservation Board. If the proposed amendments were not
approved, Staff would continue the Reconstruction and Disassembly review and approval
process administratively which has occumed since the June, 2009 adoption of the Historc
Guidelines and associated LMC changes as noted above. The HPB would continue fo act
as the appeal board in the case a request for a Reconstruction or Disassembly was
denied by staff.

Recommendation

Staff recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing, discuss the proposed
amendments to the Land Management Code as described in this report and as redlined in
the Exhibits, and consider adopting the changes based on the findings of fact and
conclusions of law found in the ordinance.
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Exhibits

Ordinance

Exhibit A - LMC Chapter One - General Provisions and Procedures

Exhibit B - LMC Chapter Eleven — Historic Preservation

Exhibit C - LMC Chapter Fifteen — Definitions

Exhibit D - Excerpt Draft Joint Visioning Minutes — February 3, 2011

Exhibit E - Excerpt Planning Commission Meeting Minutes — August 10, 2011
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Ordinance No. 11-___

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE PARK CITY LAND
MANAGEMENT CODE REQUIRING HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD REVIEW
AND APPROVAL OF RECONSTRUCTIONS AND DISASSEMBLY OF STRUCTURES
ON THE HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY AMENDING CHAPTERS 1, 11 AND 15.

WHEREAS, the Land Management Code is designed and enacted to implement
the objectives of the Park City General Plan; to protect the general health, safety, welfare
of Park City's citizens and property owners; to maintain the quality of life and experience
for its residents and visitors; and to presernve the community’s unigue character and
values;

WHEREAS, Staff saw a need to expand the ability of the Historc Preservation
Board to review and approve the Reconstruction and Disassembly of historic structures in
order to provide more oversight to preserve histonc character;

WHEREAS, these amendments were identified during the 2011 City Council
Visioning;

WHEREAS, Chapter 15 — Definitions provides clarity of meaning for words used in
the Land Management Code and amendments to existing definitions and new definitions
are necessary to clarify terms that are not currently defined in the Code. The City desires

to danfy these terms to including andfor revising definitions in the Land Management
Code.

WHEREAS, Park City was originally developed as a mining community and much
of the City’s unique cultural identity is based on the histonc character of its mining era
buildings;

WHEREAS, the City’s historic sites are among its most important cultural,
educational, and economic assets;

WHEREAS, the Planning Department duly noticed and conducted a public hearing

at the regularly scheduled meeting on August 10, 2011, and forwarded a negative
recommendation to City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council duly noticed and conducted a public hearing at its
reqularty scheduled meeting on September 15, 2011; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the residents of Park City, Utah to amend
the Land Management Code to be consistent with the Utah State Code and the Park City
General Plan, and to be consistent with the values and identified goals of the Park City
community to protect health and safety, maintain the gquality of life for its residents, and to
preserye the community’s unigue character.
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Park City, Utah,
as follows:

SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS CHAPTER 1 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE.

Chapter 15-1 is hereby amended as attached hereto as Exhibit A. Any conflicts or cross-
references from other provisions of the LMC to Chapter 15-1 shall be resolved by the
Planning Director.

SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 11 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE.
Chapter 15-11 is hereby amended as attached hereto as Exhibit B. Any conflicts or cross-
references from other provisions of the LMC to Chapter 11 shall be resolved by the
Planning Director.

SECTION 3. AMENDMENTS CHAPTER 15 OF THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE.
Chapter 15-15 is hereby amended as attached hereto as Exhibit C. Any conflicts or cross-
references from other provisions of the LMC to Chapter 15 shall be resolved by the
Planning Director.

SECTION 4  EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become effective upon
publication.

Dated this day of , 2011

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION

Mayor Dana Williams

Attest:

Janet M. Scoft, City Recorder

Approved as to form:

Mark D. Harrington, City Atiorney
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EXHIBIT A

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 1 - General Provisions and

Procedures 15-1-24
NOTICE MATRIX
ACTION: POSTED: COURTESY MAILING: FUBLISHED:
Reconstruction 14 days pnior to the 14 days pnior to the heanneg @ Once 14 days poor to
and Disassemblv W heapng before the before the Histonic g
of sitez op Histonic Preservation Preservation Board to Histonc Preservation
Historic Sites Board Cramers withon 300 feet Board
Inventory
Historic District R pocting: The First Mailing: To Owners

or Historic Site B property shall be posted ] within 100 feet once a
Design Review for a 14 day period once | Complete Application has
a Complete Applicahion || been received, establishmg a
has been recerved. 14 day penod mn which
Other posted legal wrniten public comment on
notice not required. the Application may be
taken
Second Posting: Fora [J 5econd Maling: To Owners
10 day period once the [j Within 100 feetand
Planning Department mdividuals who provided
has determined the whntten comment on the
proposed plans comply | Application during the 14
of does not comply with [ day mifial public comment
the Design Guidelines [ period. The second mailing
for Historic Districts [ occurs once the Planning
and Historic Sites. Department determines the
Other posted legal proposed plans comply or do
notice not required. not comply with the Design
Gudelines for Historic
Dhstncts and Histone Sites
and no later than 45 days
after the end of the mrhal
public comment penod. Thas
establishes a 10 day penod
m which the Planning
Department’s decision may
be appealed.
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EXHIBIT B

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

TITLE15 LAND MANAGEMENT CODE - CHAFTER 11

TITLE 15 - LAND MANAGEMENT CODE

CHAPTER 11 - HISTORIC PRESERVATION

15-11-1.
15-11-2.
15-11-3.
15-114.

15-11-5.
15-11-6.
15-11-7.
15-11-8.
15-11-9.

15-11-10.
15-11-11.

15-11-12.
15-11-13.

15-11-14.
15-11-15.
15-11-16.
15-11-17.

15-11-18.
15-11-19.

TEFMS AND QUJ’LL[E'IEHI'IDNS OF MEMBERS._______ 1

ORGANIZATION ... 2

ABSENCE DEEMED RESIGNATION OR GROUNDS FDR,

PURPOSES...

ADDITIONAL DUTIES ..

LIMITATIONS...

STAFF ASSISTANCE ..

PRESERVATION POLICY ..

PARK CITY HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY ...

DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR PARK CITY'S HISTORIC
DISTRICTS AND HISTORIC SITES... -9

HISTORIC DISTRICT OR HISTORIC SITE DESIGN REVIEW 9

RELOCATION AND/OR. REORIENTATION OF A HISTORIC

el b b

BUILDING OF. HISTORIC STRUCTURE ... S
DISASSEMBLY AND REASSEMBLY OF A HISTORIC |
BUILDING OF. HISTORIC STRUCTURE......................13
RECONSTRUCTION OF AN EXISTING HISTORIC BUILDING
OF.HISTORIC STRUCTURE .. 15
DEMOLITION OF HISTORIC EU[LD]NGS STR].TE.'I'URES
AND SITES .. 15
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR. DEMOLITION
(CAD) ... SRS |
PRE-HEARING APPLICATION RE{IUIEE-{EI"IT S 16
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation

15-11-1

PARIL CIT'Y

TITIE 15 - TAND MANAGEMENT CODE (TMC)
CHAPTER 11 - HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Chapter adopted by Ord. No. 02-07;
Chapter Amendead in Entirefy by Ord No.
03-34

CHAPTER 11 - HISTORIC

PRESERVATION
15-11-1. ESTABLISHMENT OF
BOARD.

Pursuant to the Historic Distnct Act, Section
11-18-1, et seq. of the Utah Code, 19533, and
other applicable power, there 15 hereby
created a Park City Historic Preservahon
Board (HFB). The HPB shall be composed
of seven (7) members.

(Amended by Ord. No. 06-69)

15-11-2. TERMS AND
QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS.

Members of the HPB shall serve terms of
three (3) years. The terms shall be

staggered Terms may expire on May 1,
however, members of the HPB shall
continue to serve untl their successors are

(A)  The Mayor shall appomt a new HPB
member to fill vacancies that omght anse

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011

and such appomiments shall be to the end of
the vacating member’s term.

(B)  Itis the first pronty of the City
Council that the HPB have techmeal
representation m Histonc preservation,
therefore, when vacancies ocour and if
appropnate, it shall be the first consideration
of the City Council to ensure that there 15 a
licensed architect, or other professional
having substanhial expenience m
rehabilitation-type construchon, serving on
the HPB, and secondly that there i3
representation from the Park City Histoncal
Society. After being notified by the City of
a vacancy, at least two (2) nonunations shall
be rendered to the Cify Council by the Park
City Historical Society if it desires to
participate n the Applicafion process.
(C) Inaddition, the HPB should include
members with the followng qualifications,
of representing the following mterests:

(1) A member recommended by

or associated with the Utah State

Historical Society or Utah Heritage

Foundation.

(2) A member hving in the

Histone Distnet with demonstrated
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation

15-11-2

mterest and knowledge of Histonc
preservation

(3) A member appomted at large
from Park City with demonstrated
mterest and knowledge of Histonc
preservation

{#) A member associated with
Main Street Business and
commercial interests.

15-11-3. ORGANIZATION.

(A) CHAIR The HPB shall elect one of
1ts members to serve as Chair for a term of

ome (1) year at 1ts first meeting following the
expiration of terms and appomiment of new
members. The Chair may be elected to
serve for one (1) consecutive additional
term, but not for more than two (2)
snccessive terms. If the Chanr 15 absent from
any meeting where a quorum would
otherwise exist, the members may appomt a
Chair Pro Tem to act as Chair solely for that
meeting.

(B) QUORUM No Business shall be
conducted without a quorum at the meeting.
A quorum shall exist when the meeting 1s
attended by four (4) of the appointed
members, incliding the Chair or Chair Pro
Tem

(C) NOTING. All achons of the HPB

shall be represented by a vote of the
membership. A simple majonty of the
members present at the meeting m which
achion 1s taken shall approve any achon
taken The Chawr may vote at the meetings.
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{Amended by Ord. Nos. 07-34; 09-10; 11-
a3)

15114 ABSENCE DEEMED
RESIGNATION OR GROUNDS FOR
REMOVAL.

Any HPB member who 15 absent from two
(2) consecutive regularly scheduled Board
meetings, or a total of four (4) regularly

scheduled meetings per calendar year may
be called before the City Council and asked

to resign or removed for canse by the
Council. Members of the HPB are not
required to reside within the City linmits,
however, the majonty of the members shall
reside in Park City.

15-11-5. PURPOSES.

The purposes of the HPB are:

(A) To preserve the City’s mmque
Histonic character and to encourage
the creation, and penodic update of

1ve Design Guidelmes for Park
City’s Histonic Districts and Historic Sites;

(B) To identify as early as possible and
resolve conflicts between the preservation of
cultural resources and alternative land Uses;

(C) To prowvide mput to staff, the
Planming Commmssion and City Council
towards safepuarding the heritage of the
City in protecting Histonic Sites, Buildings,
and/or Structures;

(D) To recommend to the Planning
Commussion and City Council ordmances
that may encourage Histonc preservation;
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation

15-11-3

(E) Tocommmmicate the benefits of
Histonc preservation for the education,
prospenty, and general welfare of residents,
visitors and tournsts;

(F) To recommend to the City Council
Development of mcentive programs, erther
public or private, to encourage the
preservabion of the City’'s Histone

IEs0Irces;

(G} To admmster all City-sponsored
preservation mcentive programs;

(H  To review all appeals on achon taken
comphance with the Design Guidelines for
Park City's Histonc Distnicts and Histone
Sites; and

(D To review and take action on all
designation of Sites to the Histonic Sites
Inventory Applications submutted to the

()] To review and take action on all
Beconstructon and Disassembly of Sites on

the Historic Sites Inventory

(Amended by Crd. No. 09-23)

15-11-6. ADDITIONAL DUTIES.

In addition to the powers set forth i Sechon
15-11-35, the HFB may, at the direction of
the City Coumeal:

(A}  Parbicipate in the design review of
any City-owned projects located within the
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(B) Pecommend fo the City Council the
purchase of mterests in Property for
purposes of preserving the City’s cultural

TEs0UITEeS.

(C) PRecommend to the Planning
Commission and the City Couneil zoning
boundary changes for the distict to preserve
the historical integnity of the Area.
Subdivision, Conditional Uses and planned
unit Development Apphcations must
contime to be acted upon by the Planning
Commission.

(D}  Provide advice and mndance on
request of the Property Owner or occupant
on the construction. restoration, alteration,
decoration, landscaping, or mamtenance of
any cultural resource, Historic Site, and
Property within the Histonie Thetct, or
neighboring Property within a two (2) block
radius of the Histonie Distnict.

{Amended by Crd. No. 09-23)

15-11-7. LIMITATIONS.

The HPB has no authonty to waive or
Increase any requirement of any ordinance
of the City.

15-11-8. STAFF ASSISTANCE.
The City may, subject to the approval of the
City Manager, provide staff and/or the HPB
with such assistance from:

(A}  Utah Hentage Foundation.

(B) National Trust for Histonc
Preservation.

(C)  Utah State Division of History.
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation

15-114

(D)  Park City Historical Society.

(E) Amencan Instifute of Architects
(ALA).

(F)  The National Alliance of
Preservation Commmssions.

(G) American Planming Association
(APA)

(Amendead by Ord. Nos. 06-33; 09-23)

15-11-9.
POLICY.

PRESERVATION

It is deemed to be m the interest of the
citizens of Park City, as well as the State of
Utah, to encourage the preservation of
Bmldings, Structures, and Sites of Histonc
Sigmificance in Park City. These Bualdings,
Stroctures and Sites are among the City’s
most important cultural, educational, and
economic assets. In order that they are not
lost through neglect, Demolifion, expansion
o change within the City, the preservation
of Histonic Sites, Binldings, and Struchures
1s requured. This section 1s intended to
provide an incenhive for idenhfication and
preservation of Histonie Buldings,
Stroctures or Sites that may occur within the
Park City Histonic Dastrict, as well as those
that may be located outside the Histonic
Distnict.

(A) HISTORIC PRESERVATION

prepare a Historic Preservation Plan as a
condibion of approving an Application for a
Bwmlding project that affects a Histone
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Structure, Site or Object. The Planmmg
Director and the Chief Bulding Official. or
therr designees, nmist approve the Histonc
Preservation Plan.

(B) GUARANTEE REQUIRED. The
Plannming Department 15 also authonzed to
require that the Applicant provide the City
with a financial Guarantee to ensure
compliance with the conditions and terms of
the Histonc Preservation Plan

(C) ITERMS OF GUABRANTEE. The
Guarantee shall be simlar m form to other
consist of an Escrow deposit, a cash deposit
with the City, a letter of credit or some
combination of the above as approved by the
City, mclhuding but not limited to a en on
the Property.

(D)  AMOUNT OF THE
GUARANTEE The amount of the
Guarantee shall be determuned by the Cluef
Bulding Official, or lus designes. The
Bullding and Planming Departments shall
develop standardized cntena to be used
when determining the amount of the
Histonc preservation Guarantee. Such
amount may mchude addibional cost or other
penalties for the destruction of Histonc
maternal(s).

(E) EFFECT OF NON-
COMPILIANCE. If the Developer does not
comply with the terms of the Histonc
Preservation Plan as determined by the
Chief Bunldmg Official and the Planning
Dhrector, or their designees, the City shall
have the nght to keep the fimds of the

Guarantee, mcluding the abihity to refiise to
grant the Certificate of Occupancy and
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resulting in the requirement to enter into a (30} years if the Site 1s of
new Historic Preservation Plan and exceptonal importance fo the

Guarantee. The funds of the Guarantee shall
be used, m the City’s discretion, for Histonc
preservation projects within the City.

(F) RELEASFE OF GUARANTEFE.
The Guarantee shall not be released pnior to
the issuance of the final Certificate of
Occupancy or at the discretion of the Chief
Bmlding Official and Planmmg Director, or
their designees, based on construction
progress i compliance with the Histone
Preservation Plan.

{Amendead by Ord. Nos. 09-09; 09-23)

15-11-10. PARK CITY HISTORIC
SITESINVENTORY.

The Hhstonc Preservation Board may
designate Sites to the Histonic Sites
Inventory as a means of prowviding
recognition to and encowraging the
Preservation of Histonc Sites m the
commmify.

(A) CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATING
SITES TO THE PARK CITY HISTORIC

SLLES DO ENIORY.

(I) LANDMARKSITE. Any
Buildings (mam, attached, detached,
utplblic},ﬁmsm}r]ﬂujldm_g,
and/or Structures may be designated
to the Histonc Sites Inventory as a
Landmark Site if the Planning
Department finds it meets all the
criteria listed below:

(@)  Ifis at least fifty (50)

years old or has achieved

Sigmificance m the past fifty

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011

(b) It retans its Histonic
Integnty mn terms of location,
design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling and
association as defined by the
Natiomal Park Service for the
National Register of Histonc
Places; and

(c) It 1s sigmificant I
local, remional or national
history, architecture,
INeeTINgE of culture
associated with at least one
(1) of the following:

(@ An era that
has made a sigmificant
contnbution to the
broad patterns of our
history;

()  The hves of
Persons sigmficant m
the history of the
commumity, state,
Teglon, Of Ratlon; or

(1) The distimctive
charactenistics of
type, penod, or
method of
construction or the
work of a notable
architect or master
craftsman.
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(2)  SIGNIFICANT SITE. Any
Buildings (maimn attached detached
or public), Accessory Buldmgs
and/or Structures may be designated
to the Histonc Sites Inventory as a
Department finds it meets all the
criteria listed below:

(@)  Itisatleast fifty (50)
years old or has achieved
Significance m the past fifty
(50) years if the Site 1s of
exceptional importance to the
compmumity; and

(b) It retans its Essential
there are no major alterations
that have destroyed the
Essental Histonical Form.
Major alterations that destroy
the Essential Historical Form
mclude:

amy
or 3) the change 1s not
due to collapse as a
result of madequate
maintenance on the

part of the Apphcant
or a previous Owner,
or
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(u) Additonof
upper stones or the
removal of onginal
upper stones occurred
after the Penod of
Histonc Sigmficance,

or

(i) Moving it
from 1ts ongmal
location to a

Dot Tocats

or

(v) Additon(s)
that significantly
obscures the Essential
Historical Form when
viewed from the
primary public Right-
of-Way.

(c)  Itis important m local
or regional listory,
architechure, engineenng, or
culture associated with at
least one (1) of the followmng:
(i) An era of
Histonc importance
to the commmmity, or
() Lives of
Persons who were of
Histonc importance
to the commmmity, or

Page 45 of 264



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CODE - TITLE 15 LMC, Chapter 11 - Historic Preservation

15-11-7

durmg the Histonc
peniod.
(3)  Any Development involving
the Feconstmction of a Landmark

Site or a Sigmificant Site that 15
executed pursuant to Section 13-11-
15 of this code shall remam on the
Park City Histonic Sites Inventory
and shall be hsted as a Signaficant
Site.

(B) FROCEDURE FOR
DESIGNATING SITES TO THE PARK

CITY HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY,

The Planning Department shall mamtam an
mventory of Histonc Sifes. It 1s hereby
declared that all Buildings (mam attached
detached or public), Accessory Buldings,
and/or Structures within Park City, which
comply with the crifenia found in Sections
15-11-10(AN1) or 15-11-10(AN2) are
determmed fo be on the Park City Historic
Sttes Inventory.

Any Owner of a Bulding (mam, attached,
detached or public), Accessory Bulding,
and/or Structure, may nominate 1t for hshng
in the Park City Histonic Sites Inventory.
The Planning Department may nomimate a
Building (mam, attached, detached or
public), Accessory Building, and/or
Structure for istmg m the Park City Histonic
Sites Inventory. The nommation and
designation procedures are as follows:

(Iy COMPFLETE
APPLICATION. The Application
shall be on forms as presenbed by
the City and shall be filed with the
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recerving a Complete Apphcation for
designation, the Planming staff shall
schedule a heanng before the
Histonc Preservation Board within
thirty (30) days.

(2) NOTICE. Poor to taking
achon on the Applicahon the
Planming staff shall provide public
notice pursuant fo Section 15-1-21 of
this Code.

(3) HEARING AND
DECISION. The Histonic
Preservatbon Board wall hold a publc
Apphication for compliance with the
“Criteria for Designating Historic
Sites to the Park City Histonic Sites
Preservation Board finds that the
crtenia set forth m Section 15-11-
10(AN1} or Section 15-11-10(AX2),
the Building (main attached,
detached or public), Accessory
Building, and/or Structure will be
added to the Histonic Sites Inventory.
The HPB shall forward a copy of its
written findmgs to the Owner and/or

Apphcant.
(40 APPEAL. The Applicant or
any party participating in the hearing
may appeal the Histonc Preservation
Board decision to the Board of

to Section 15-

Adjustment pursiant
10-7 of this Code. Appeal requests
shall be submitted to the Planning

Department within ten (10) days of
Histonic Preservation Board final

achon Notice of pending appeals
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shall be made pursuant to Section Bulding, and/or Strocture on
15-1-21 of this code. Appeals shall the Site do not comply with
be considered only on the record the cnitena set forth m
made before the Historic Section 15-11-10AX1) or
Preservation Board. 15-11-10CAX2).

(C) EREMOVAL OF A SITE FROM (2) PROCEDURE FOR
[ REMOVAL.
INVENTORY. The Historic Preservation
Board may remove a Site from the Histonc (a) Complete
Sites Inventory. Any Owner of a Site listed Application. The
on the Park City Histonic Sites Inventory Application shall be on forms
may submut an Application for the removal as prescribed by the City and
of ns'her Site from the Park City Histonc shall be filed with the
Sites Inventory. The Plannmg Department Planming Department. Upon
may submut an Apphication for the removal recelving a Complete
of a Site from the Park City Histonic Sites Application for removal, the
Inventory. The cnitena and procedimes for Planming staff shall schedule
removing a Site from the Park City Histonic a hearing before the Histonic
Sties Inventory are as follows: Preservation Board within
thurty (30) days.
(I} CRITERIA FOR
REMOVAL. (b)  Notice. Pnor to
taking action on the
(@)  The Site no longer Application, the Planmng
meets the critena set forth m staff shall provide public
Section 15-11-10(AX1) or notice pursuant to Section

15-11-10(A)2) because the
qualities that cansed it to be
origmally designated have
been lost or destroyed; or

(b)  The Bulding (main,
attached, detached, or public)
Accessory Bunlding, and/or
Structure on the Site has been
demolished and will not be
reconstructed; or

(c) Additional

mformation indicates that the
Bulding, Accessory
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15-1-21 of thus Code.

to the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory.™ The HPB shall
review the Application “de
nove giving no deference to
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Applicant has the burden of 15-11-11.  DESIGN GUIDELINES
proof in removing the Site FOR PARK CITY'S HISTORIC
from the mventory. If the DISTRICTS AND HISTORIC SITES.
HPB finds that the
Application does not comply The HPB shall promulgate and update as
with the cntena set forth necessary Design Gudelimes for Use m the

Section 15-11-10{(AX1) or
Section 15-11-10(AX2), the
Building (main, attached,
detached, or public)
Accessory Bulding, and/or
Structure will be removed
from the Historic Sties
Inventory. The HPB shall
forward a copy of 1fs wnitten
findings to the Owner and/or
Applicant

(d) Appeal The
Applicant o any pary
participating in the hearmg
may appeal the Histonic
Preservahon Board decision
to the Board of Adjustment
pursuant to Section 15-10-7
of this Code. Appeal
requests shall be submutted to
the Planming Diepartment
within ten (10) days of the
Histonc Preservation Board
decision Notice of pending
appeals shall be made
pursuant to Section 15-1-21
of this Code. Appeals shall
be considered only on the
record made before the
Histonc Preservation Board
and will be reviewed for
COMmectness.

(Amendead by Ord. Nos. 09-03; 09-23)
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Histonic District zones and for Histonc

by resolution of the City Council, be used by
the Planmng Department staff m reviewing
Historic District/Site design review
Applications. The Design Guudelines for
Park City’s Histonc Distnets and Histonc
Sites shall address rehabihitation of existing
Structures, additions to existimg Structures,
and the construction of new Struchmes. The
Design Gmdelimes are incorporated into thas
Code by reference. From time to fime, the
HPB may recommend changes in the Design
(mdelines for Park City’s Histonic Distnets
and Histonic Sites to Council, provided that
no changes m the guudelmes shall take effect
until adopted by a resolution of the City
Council.

{Amended by Ord. No. 09-23)

15-11-12. HISTORIC DISTRICT OR
HISTORIC SITE DESIGN EEVIEW.

The Planning Department shall review and
approve, approve with condiions, or deny,
all Historic Distnict/Site design review
Apphcatons mvelving an Allowed Use, a
Conditional Use, or any Use associated with
a Building Permit, to buld, locate,
construct, remodel, alter, or modify any
Building, accessory Building, or Structure,
or Site located within the Park City Histonic
Dhstricts or Histonic Sites, including fences
and dnveways.
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Prior to 1ssuance of a Building Pernmt for
any Conditional or Allowed Use, the
Planming Department shall review the
proposed plans for compliance with the
Design Gudelines for Historic Dhstnicts and
Historic Sites, IMC Chapter 15-11, and
IMC Chapter 15-5. Whenever a conflict
exists between the IMC and the Design
Gudelines, the more restrictive provision
shall apply to the extent allowed by law.

(A} FREAPPLICATION
CONFERENCE.

{1}  The Owner and/or Owner’s
representative shall be requured to
aftend a pre-Apphication conference
with representatives of the Planming
and Building Departments for the
purpose of determuming the general
scope of the proposed Development,
wlentifying potential impacts of the
Development that may require
mutigation, providing mformation on
City-sponsored mcentives that may
be available to the Applicant, and
outhning the Apphicaton
Tequirements.
(2}  Each Application shall
comply with all of the Design
Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites unless the Planming
determines that, becanse
of the scope of the proposed
Development, certam mudelines are
Department determines certaim
guidelines do not apply to an
Application, the Planning
Department staff shall commumcate,
wia electronic or written means, the
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mformation to the Applicant It i1s
the responsibility of the Applicant to
umderstand the requirements of the
Apphcation.

(3) ThePIanniugD‘::rec!:nr or has
designee, may upon review of a Pre-
Apphcation submuattal, deternmmne that
due to the limited scope of a project
the Histonic Dhsinct or Histonc Site
Design Review process as outlined
m LMC Sections 13-11-12(B-E) 15

not requured and 15 exempt.

If such a determimation 15 made. the
Planming Director, or lis designee

may, upon reviewing the Pre-
prhmtnnfmmmp]m&wﬂ
applicable Design (indelines,
approve, demy, or approve with
condihions, the project. If approved,
the Applicant may submut the project
for a Building Permit.

Applications that may be exenpt
process, mclude, but are not limited
to the followmg:

(a) For Non-Histonc
Structures and Sites - minor
routine constraction work
little or no negative impact
on the histonc character of
neighborhood or the Histonie
Dhstrict, such as work on
roofing, decks, raihngs,
stairs, hot tubs and patios,
foundations, windows, doors,
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equipment, paths, driveways,
landscaping, mtenior
remodels, temporary
mprovements, and simlar
work.

(b}  For Sigmficant
Historic Structures and Sites
- MINor routine mamtenance,
INeT routne constmction
work and minor alterations
having httle or no negative
mpact on the histone
nharactﬁnfﬂlﬂmnrmmdmg
the Fhstonc
Structure or the Histonic
District, such as work on
stairs, hot fubs and patios,
replacement of windows and
doors I exasting or to
histonic locations, tnm,
hghting, mechanical
equipment located n a rear
yard area or rear facade,
paths, dnveways, repair of
existing retamming walls,
fences, landscaping, intenor
remodels, temporary
work.

(c) For Landmark
Histonic Structures and Sites
- IMoT routine maintenance
and mmor routine
construction having no
negative mipact on the
historic character of the
surrounding neighborhood,

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011

provide notice

the Historic Strocture, or the
Historic Dastrict, such as re-
roofing; repair of existing
decks, raling, and stairs; hot
tubs and patios located m a
rear yard; replacement of
existing windows and doors
m existing or nstonc
locations; repair of existing
thbﬂqg,
mechanical equipment
located m a rear yard area or
rear fagade, repair of paths,
dnveways, and exishng
refaiming walls; fences,

landscaping, mmtenior
remodels, temporary
work.
(B) COMPLETE APPLICATION.
The Owner and/or Apphcant for any
Property shall be required to submmt a
Historic District/Site design review

Apphcation for proposed work requnng a

Bulding Permit in order to conplete the
work.

(C) NOTICE Upon receipt of a
Cnmplete Application, but prior to taking
action on any Histonic District/Site design
review Applicabon, the Planming staff shall
to Section 15-1-12
and 15-1-21 of this Code.

(D) DECISION. Following the fourteen
(14) day public nofice penod noted m
Section 15-1-21 of this Code. The Planning
Department staff shall make, within forty-
five (45) days, wntten findngs, conclusions
of law, and conditions of approval or
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and shall provide the Owner and/or
Apphcant with a copy. Staff shall also
provide notice pursuant to Sechon 15-1-21.

(1)  Histonc District/Site design
review Applications shall be
approved by the Planning
Department staff upon deternunation
of compliance with the Desi
Guidelmes for Park City’s Histonic
lenqu:arhmntstaﬂ'
determines an Application does not
comply with the Design Guadelines,
the Application shall be demed.

(2}  With the excephon of any
Application involving the
Feconstruction of a Building,
Accessory Buldmg, and/or Structure
on a Landmark Site, an Application
associated with a Landmark Site
shall be demed if the Plannmg
Department finds that the proposed
project will result m the Landmark
Site no longer ing the cntena
set forth in 15-11-10(AX1).

(3)  An Application associated
with a Sigmificant Site shall be
dented if the Planning Department
result m the Sigmficant Site no
longer meeting the critenia set forth
m 15-11-100AN2).

(E) LEIEALS The Owner, Applicant,
or amy Person with standmg as defined m
Section 15-1-18(D) of thus Code may appeal

any Planming Department decision made on
a Histonc Distnct/Sife design review
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Apphcation to the Histonc Preservation
Board

All appeal requests shall be submitted to the
Planning Department within ten (10} days of
shall contain the name. address, and
telephone mumber of the pefithoner, has or
her relationship to the project, and a
comprehensive statement of the reasons for
the appeal, includng specific provisions of
the Code and Design Gundelnes that are
alleged to be violated by the action taken
All appeals shall be heard by the reviewing
body within forty-five (43) days of the date
ﬂ:mtﬂ:lﬁ appellant files an appeal 1mless all
nmhldmgﬂleﬂlty stipulate

Notice of all pending appeals shall be made
by staff, pursuant to Section 13-1-21 of thus
Code. The appellant shall provide requured
and addressed notice envelopes

within fourteen (14) days of the appeal. The
notice and posting shall include the location
and descnption of the proposed
Development project. The scope of review
by the Histonic Preservation Board shall be

the same as the scope of review at the
Planming Department level.

(I)  The Histonc Preservation
Board shall esther approve, approve
with condihions, or disapprove the
proposal based on wnitten findmgs,
conchisions of law, and conditions of
approval, if any, supporfing the
decision, and shall provide the
Oromer and/or Applicant with a copy.

(2)  Any Histonc Preservation
Board decision may be appealed to
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the Board of Adpustment pursuant to
Section 15-10-7 of thus Code.
Appeal requests shall be submuatted to
(107 days of the Historic
Preservation Board decision. Notice
of all pending appeals shall be made
by staff, pursuant to Section 15-1-21
fits Code. Appeals shall be
considered only on the record made
Board and will be reviewed for
commeciness.

(Amendead by Ord. Nos. 09-23; 10-11; 11-
03)

15-11-13. RELOCATION AND/OR
REORIENTATION OF A HISTORIC
BUILDING OR HISTORIC
STRUCTURE.

It 15 the mtent of this section to preserve the
Histonic and architectural resources of Park
City through hmitations on the relocation
and/or onentation of Histonc Buldings,
Structures, and Sites.

(A) CRITERIA FOR THE
RELOCATION ANDVOR
REORIENTATION OF THE HISTORIC
BUILDIN ANDVOR

2IRUCITVREC) ON 8 LANDMARLE
SITE OFR A SIGNIFICANT SITE. In
approving a Histonic Distnict or Histonie Site
design review Applicabon mvolving
relocation and/or reonentation of the
Histonic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a
Landmark Site or a Significant Site, the
Planning Department shall fine the project
comphes with the followmg critena:
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(1) A portion of the Histonic
Buildmg(s) and/or Structure(s)
encroaches on an adjacent Property
and an easement cannot be secured:
or

(2)  The proposed relocation
and/or reonentation will abate
demolition of the Histonc
Bulding(s) and/or Strocture(s) on
the Site; or

(3)  The Planmng Dhrector and
the Cluef Bunlding Official
warrant the proposed relocation
and/or reonentation on the exstng
Site; or

(d4) The Planming Director and
the Chief Building Official
warrant the proposed relocation
and/or reonientation fo a different
Site.

(B) FPROCEDUEE FOR THE
RELOCATION AND/OR

SITE OR A SIGNIFICANT SITE.  All
Apphications for the relocation and/or
reonientation of any Histonic Bulding(s)
and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a
Significant Site within the City shall be
reviewed by the Planning Department
pursuant to Section 13-11-12 of this Code.

{Created by Ord. No. 09-23)

15-11-14. DISASSEMBLY AND
REASSEMELY OF A HISTORIC
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BUILDING OR HISTORIC
STRUCTURE.

It 15 the mtent of this section to preserve the
Histonic and architectural resources of Park
City through limitations on the Dhsassembly
and reassembly of Histonc Buildmgs,
Structures, and Sites.

(A) CRITERIA FOR DISASSEMBLY
AND REASSEMBLY OF THE
HISTORIC BUILDING{S) AND/OR
STRUCTURE(S) ON A LANDMARK
SITE OR SIGNIFICANT SIIE. In
approving a Historic Distnict or Historie Site
design review Applicaton mvolving
Dhsassembly and reassembly of the Histonic
Bmlding(s) and‘or Structure(s) on a
Landmark Site or Sigmficant Site, the
Hlanmne-Deparssent Histonc Preservation
Board shall find the project comphes with
the following crtenia:

(1) A hcensed structural enmineer
has ceriified that the Histonc
Building(s) and/or Structure(s)
cannot reasonably be moved intact;
or

(2)  The proposed Disassembly
and reassembly will abate demolihon
of the Histonc Building(s) and/or
Structure(s) on the Site; or

(3)  The Histonc Bulding(s)
and/or Structure(s) are found by the
Chief Buldmg Official to be
hazardous or dangerous, pursuant to
Section 116.1 of the International
Bulding Code; or

{4)  The Planming Dhrector and
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determine that umque condihons and
the quality of the Historic
preservation plan warrant the

reassembly;

Under all of the above critenia, the Histonc
Structure(s) and or Building{s) must be
reassembled using the onginal materials that
are found to be safe and/or serviceable
condition m combination with new
matenals; and

The Buildng(s) and/or Structure(s) will be
reassembled m their onginal form locaton,
placement and onentabon.

(B) IROCEDURETOR THE
DISASSEMBLY AND REASSEMBLY
OF ATANDMARK SITE OR A
SIGNIFICANT SITE. All Applications for
the Dhsassembly and reassembly of any
Histonc Bulding(s) and/or Structure(s) on a
Landmark Site of a Significant Site withim
the City shall be reviewed by the Blassins

Depertment Historic Preservation Board
pursuant to Section 13-11-12 of this Code.

If an Application imvolving the Disassembly
and reassembly of Histonc Binlding(s)
and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a
Sigmificant Site also inclhodes relocation
and/or reonentation of the reassembled
Histonc Bulding(s) and/or Stmcture(s) on
the origimal Site or another Site, the
Apphcation mmst also comply with Sechion
15-11-13 of thus Code.

{Created by Ord No. 09-23; Amended by
Ord. No. 11-03))
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15-11-15. RECONSTRUCTION OF
AN EXTISTING HISTORIC BUILDING
OR HISTORIC STRUCTURE.

It 15 the mtent of this section to preserve the
Histonc and architectural resources of Park
City through hmitations on the
Reconstruction of Histonic Buildings,
Structures, and Sites.

(A) CRITERIAFOR
RECONSTRUCTION OF THE

HISTORIC BUTILDING{S) AND/OR

LBUCTTUREC ON QL LANDMIARE
SITE OR A SIGNIFICANT SITE. In
approving an Application for Reconstraction
of the Histone Building(s) and/or
Strocture{s) on a Landmark Site ora
Sigmificant Site, the Flansnune Depariment
Historic Preservation Board shall find the
project complies with the following critena:

(I}  The Histonc Bulding(s)
and/or Structure(s) are found by the
Chuef Buldmg 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 fqm], fi_:atur&s, n:leta.llmg,
placement, onentahon and location
of the Histonc Building(s) and/or
Structure(s) will be accurately

' by means of new
construction, based on as-bult
measured drawings, histonical
records, and/or current or Histonc
photographs.
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(B) FROCEDURE FOR THE
RECONSTRUCTION OF THE
HISTORIC BUILDING(S) AND/OR
2IBUCIURLC) ON S LANDMOLE
SITE OR A SIGNIFICANT SITE. All
Applications for the Reconstruction of any
Histonc Bmlding and/or Structure on a
Landmark Site or a Significant Site withm
the City shall be reviewed by the Plansuns
Deperament Histonc Preservation Board
pursuant to Section 13-11-12 of this Code.

If an Application mvolving the
Beconstruction of Histone Bulding(s)
and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or a
Sizmficant Site also inclhades relocation
and/or reonentation of the Feconstructed
Histonic Bmlding(s) and/or Stuctore(s) on
the onginal Site or another Site, the
Application mmst also comply with Section
15-11-13 of this Code.

{Created by Ord. No. 09-23; Amended by
Ord. No. 11-03)

15-11-16. DEMOLITION OF
HISTORIC BUILDINGS,
STRUCTURES AND SITES.

It 15 the mtent of this and succeeding
sections to preserve the Histonc and
architectural resources of Park City, through
linutations on Demobton of Histonc
Buldings, Structures and Sites to the extent
1t 15 economucally feasible, practical and
necessary. 1he Demolition or removal of
Histonc Buldings, Structures and Sites n
Park City dimimishes the character of the
City’'s Histonic District and it 15 strongly
discouraged. Instead, the City recommends
and supports preservation, renovation,
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adaptive reuse, Reconstruction, and
relocation within the Historic District It is
recognized, however, that economme
hardship and other factors not entirely
within the control of a Property Owner may
result in the necessary Demoliion of a
Histonic Building, Strocture or Site.

(A) DEMOLITION,
RECONSTRUCTION. OR EEPAIR OF
HAZARDOUS BUILDINGS. If upon
review, the Chief Building Official
deternumes the subject Builldmg, Structare or
Site to be stmcturally unsoumd, and a
hazardous or dangerous Bulding, pursuant
to Section 116.1 of the International

may order its Demolibon, Reconstruchion, or
TEpaIr.

(B) REQUIREMENT FOR STAY OF
DEMOLITION. In the absence of a
finding of public hazard the Application for
Demolition shall be stayed for 180 days.

(Amended by Crd. Nos. 09-10; 09-23; 11-
03)

15-11-17. CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS FOR
DEMOLITION (CAD).

With the exception of any Bulding or
Strocture falling under the purview of
Section 116.1 of the Infernational Building
Code or undergoing complete
renovation/Teconstruction

with this Chapter, no Bulding, other
Stracture or Site deemed to be Histonic,
pursuant to the standards of review set forth
in Section 15-11-10(A}1) or 15-11-
10{A)2) herein, may be Demolished
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without the 1ssuance of a Certificate of
Appropniateness for Demolibion (CAD) by
an independent CAD Heanng Board
appomnted by the City. Application for a
CAD shall be made on forms prescribed by
the City and shall be submitted to the

Planning Department.

{Amended by Ord. Nos. 06-35; 09-10; 09-
23)

15-11-18. CAD PRE-HEARING
APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.

Upon submuital of a CAD Apphication to the
Planming Department, a pre-heanng penod
of forty-five (43) days shall commence,
dunng which time the Owrer shall allow the
City to post and sustain a visible sign stating
that the 15 “threatened ™ Said sign
shall be at least three feet by two feet
(3"X2"), readable from a point of publhic
Access and state that more mformation may
be obtamned from the Planming Department
for the duration of the stay. In addibion, the
Owner shall conduct negohations with the
City for the sale or lease of the Property or
take action to facilitate proceedings for the
City to acquure the Property under its power
of eminent domam  1f appropnate and
financially possible.

At the end of the forty-five (45) days, the
Application will be scheduled for a heanng
before the CAD Heanng Board, upon
showing that the above requirements have
been met and all econommc hardship
information requuired has been submitted.
The Apphicant mmst also subnmt fees m
accordance with the Park City Mumnicipal fee
schedule. The ing Department staff
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information 15 needed fo complete the
Apphecation.

(4) CADHEARING BOARD Upon
confirmation of receipt of a complete CAD
Apphcation, the City shall appont an
independent CAD Heaning Board, consisting
of three (3) members, for the purpose of
reviewing and taking achon upon the
Apphcation  The City Manager shall
appoint the CAD Board as the need nmght
anise, solely for the purpose of reviewing
and takmmg final achon on all CAD
Applhications.

It is the first priomty of the City that the
CAD Board has substanfial expenience m
finance, real estate, and commercial
hmimssiuterests. Hence, the Board should
possess the followmg quahfications. or
represent the followmg mterests:

(1) A member appomted at large
from Park City with demonstrated
knowledge of economics, accounting
and finance;

(2) A member appomted at large
from Park City who 15 an attorney at
law; and

(3) A member appointed from
the Board of Adjustment

15-11-18. CAD HEARING.

At the hearmg, the CAD Heanng Board wall
review the Application pursuant to the
economic hardship critena set forth m
Section 15-11-1%A) herein, and consider

public mput. The CAD Hearing Board may
only approve Demolibon of a Histonc
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Bulding, Structure or Site if the Owner has
presented substanfial evidence that
demonstrates that unreasonable economic
hardship will result from demnial of the CAD
Application.

(A) ECONOMIC HARDSHIP
CRIIERLA In order to sustam a claim of
unreasonable economic hardship, the Owner
shall provade information pertamimg to
whether the Property is capable of
producing a reasonable rate of retum for the
Owner or incapable of beneficial Use. The
City shall adopt by resolution separate
standards for investment or mcome

Properties, as recommended by the HPB.

Non-mcome Properties shall consist of

Owner nm.qmdﬂmgle-l:mhrl}ne]hngs
a.ndum IMCOme | mstituhional

City may include, but not be linmted to the
(1)  Purchase date, price and
financing arrangements;

()  Cumrent market valoe;
(3)  Fomm of ownership;

(4)  Type of occupancy;

(3)  Cost eshmates of Demolifion
and post-Demohtion plans;

(6) Mamtenance and operating
costs;

feasibility of rehabilitation:
(8)  Property tax information; and
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(9)  Rental rates and gross
mcome from the Property.

The CAD Heanng Board, upon review of
the CAD Application, may request
appropnate.

(B) CONDUCT OF OWNER

EXCLUDED. Demonstration of econommc

hardship by the Cwmer shall not be based on
condibions resulting from:

(1}  willful or negligent acts by
the Owmer; or

(2)  purchasng the Property for
substantially more than market value
at the tme of purchase; or

(3)  fahare to perform normal
mamtenance and repairs; or

4) fahme to dihgently soheit
and retain tenants; or

(3)  fahme to provide normal
tenants improvements.

(C) DECISION. The CAD Heanng
Board shall make wntten findmgs
supporting the decision made. The CAD
Heanng Board may determune that
unreasonable economuc hardship exists and
approve the 1ssuance of a CAD 1if one of the
following conditions exists:

(1) Formcome producing
Properties, the Buildmg, Structure or
Site cannot be feasibly used or
rented at a reasonable rate or returm
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I ifs present condition or if
rehabilitated and denial of the
Application would deprive the
Owner of all reasonable Use of the
Property; or

(2)  For non-income producing
Properties, the Buildmg, Structure or
Site has no beneficial Use as a
residenhal dwellmg or for an
msttubional Use m its present
condition or if rehabilitated, and
denial of the Application would
deprive the Owner of all reascnable
Use of the Property; and

(3 The Bmlding, Structure or
Site cannot be feasibly
Feconstructed or relocated.

@) APPROVAL Ifthe CAD Hearing
Board approves the Application, the COwner
may apply for a Demoliion pernmt with the
Bulding Department and proceed to
Demolish the Buldmg, Structure or Site in
compliance with other regulations as they
may apply. The City may, as a condition of
approval, requure the Owner to provide
documentation of the Demolished Bulding,
Structure or Site according to the standards
of the Histonc Amencan Bulding Survey
(HABS). Such documentation may melude
a complete lustory, photographs, floor plans,
measured drawmgs, an archeological survey
of other information as specified The City
may also require the Owner to iIncorporate
an appropnate memonahizing of the
Bulding, Structure or Site, such as a photo
display or plaque, into the proposed
replacement project of the Property.
Approval of a CAD shall be vahd for one

(1) year.
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(E)] DENIAL Ifthe CAD Hearing
Board demies the Application, the Owner
shall not Demolish the Buildng, Structure
or Site, and may not re-apply for a CAD for
a peniod of three (3) years from the date of
the CAD Heanng Board's final decision,
unless substanfial changes mn circumstances
have occurred other than the re-sale of the
Property or those cansed by the negligence
or intentional acts of the Owmer. It shall be
the responsibility of the Owner fo stabilize
and mamtam the Property so as not to create
a structurally unsound. hazardous, or
Building, as identified in Sechion
116.1 of the International Building Code.
The City may provide the owner with
for the necessary rehab or repair work, as it
becomes available.

(F)  APPEAL The City or any Persons
adversely affected by any decision of the
CAD Heanng Board may petition the
Dhstnct Court i Sunmmmt County for a
review of the decision. In the petition, the
plamtiff may only allege that the Officer’s
decision was arbifrary, capnicious, or Ulegal.
The petition 15 barred vmless it 15 filed withm
thirty (30) days after the date of the CAD
Heanng Board's decision.

{Amendead by Ord. Nos. 09-10; 09-23; 10-
11; 11-0%)
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180 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
A coniract or agreement between an
Apphcant or Property Owner and the City
pursuant to the provisions in this Code and
used as an mplementation document for
Master Planned Developments.

181 DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL
APPLICATION. Includes any Application
for any Development approval mcludmg,
but not limited to Grobbing, Grading, an
alteration or revision to an approved MPD,
Conditional Use pemut (CUP), zoning or
rezoning, Subdivision, or annexation The
term “Development Approval Application™
shall not mclude any Bulding Pernmts
associated with construchion within an

approved Subdivision or on an exishng
platted Lot umless otherwise specified.

1.82 DEVELOPMENT CREDIT A
credit measured in Umit Equivalents that
denotes the amoumt of density on a Sendmg
Site which may be Transferred.

1.83 DEVELOPMENT CREDIT

The certificate 1ssued by
the Planning Director of Park City that
represents the total mmber of development
credits recogmzed for and denved from the
sending site that may be Transferred.

1.84 DEVELOPMENT RIGHT. The
night held by a fee simple property owner to
build on a legally established parcel of real
property. This nght 15 hnuted by applicable
zoning ordinances.

1.85 DISABLED CARE A long-term
care residential facility for disabled Persons,
Persons suffenng from a physical or mental
impairment that substanhially limits one (1)
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or more of a Person’s major life activities,
mcludmg a Person having a record of such
an impamrment of being regarded as having
such an impairment.

1.86 DISASSEMBLY. The act or process
of taking apart a Histonic Bmlding or

Sfmacture 1n the largest workable
components possible for the purpose of
accurately reassembling it in its onginal
: | : ™ :

1.87 DISSIMITAR LOCATION. A
location that differs from the ongmal
location in terms of vegetahon, topography,
other physical features, and proxinuty of
Stroctures.

188 INWELLING

(A) Dwelling, Duplex. A Building
containing two (2) Dwelling Units.

(B) Dwelling, Triplex. A Bulding
contaming three (3) Dwelling Units.

(C)  Dwelling, Multi-Unit. A Building
contaming four (4) or more Dwelling Units.

(D}  Dwelling, Single Family. A
Bulding containing not more than one (1)
Dwelling Umt.

1.39 DWELLING UNIT. A Building or
portion thereof designed for Use as the
residence or sleeping place of one (1) or
more Persons or fanmbes and mchides a
Eitchen but does not include a Hotel,

Motel, Lodge, Nursing Home, or Lockout
Umt.

190 ECONOMIC HARDSHIP
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Facihty, Co-Location)
Commercial Use
Commercial Use, Support
Commercial Use, Resort Support
Commeoen Area
Compatible or Compatbiki
Conditional Use
Condomimimm
Conservahon Activity
Conservation Easement
Constitutional Taking
Construchon Activity
Construction Mitigation Plan
Construchon Plan
Contnbuting Building, Structure, Site/Area

or Object
Council
Cover, Site
Crawl Space
Crest of Hill
Cul-de-sac

-D-
Deli or Delicatessen

Dhsassembly
Dissimmlar I ocati
Dhwelling, Toplex

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011

Drwelling, Mult-Unit
Dwelling, Smgle Fanmly
Dwelling Umit

-E-

Economic Hardship, Substantial

Elder Care

Elevator Penthouse

Equpment Shelter (see Telecommumcations
Facility, Equipment Shelter

Escrow

Essential Histonical Form

Extenor Architectural Appearance

-F-

Facade, Fromt

Facade Eazement

Facade Shift

Fence

Fmal Action

Fmal Plat

First Story

Flood Plain Area

Floor Area, Gross Commercial
Floor Area, Gross Residential
Floor Area, Net Leasable
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Foot Candle

Foot Candle, Average (afc)
Foot Candle, Horizontal (hfc)
Foot Candle, Vertical (vic)
Frontage

Fully Shielded

-G

Garage, Conmmercial
Garage, Front Facing
Garage, Private
Garage, Pubhc
Geologic Hazard
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Exhibit D

DRAFT MEETING MINUTES

PARK CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

FEBRUARY 3 AND 4, 2011
ROLL CALL

Mayor Dana Williams called the annual City Council Visioning Session to order at approximatehy
8:30 am. at the Uoyd D. Evans, Jr., Conference Room at the Park City Police Facility on
Thursday, February 3, 2011. Members in altendance were Dana Williams, Alex Butwinski,
Candace Erickson, Joe Keman, Cindy Matsumoto, and Liza Simpson. Staff present was Tom
Bakaly, City Manager, Mark Hamington, City Aftormey; and Michael Kovacs, Assistant City
Manager.

CLOSED SESSION

Liza Simpson, °] o [ i : ;

seconded. Mnhmmmed mﬂnw Ttﬁnmehngupﬂmatﬂmﬂmmtﬂy 1130 p.m.
Candace Erickson, “|_move fo open the meetng’ Liza Simpson seconded.  Motion
unan'@tmﬁad

Historic Preservation - HPB and Planning Commigsion Included HPB members Roger
Durst, Ken Martz, Sara Werbelow, David White, and David McFawn.

Thomas Eddington — role of HPB, they have expressed interest im more proactive role with
regard to preservation. Executive summary reviews history of transition from hdc to hpb

Purpose statements of HPB in LMC and staff has made recommendations regarding
areas they HPB has expressed to us in various visioning sessions and work sessions.
Want to talk about hpb and reconstruction issues in second part of report. Proactive
steps we would like to work with HPB on.

DW — Dec 16, Council work session discussion regarding adding independent
reviewlazsessment for any proposed reconstruction project. That was talking about
independent review with regard to an applicant that comes in requesting reconstruction. We
typically left it up to them and their architect to do and have them =eal that. There was
discussion of having 3™ party architect or structural engineer document that. When staff came
forward about 1 %% years ago and created new historic site inventory there was tremendous
amount of discussion that the initial draft had lost a number of houses. We then added
significant structures sop we had two tiers, landmark and significant. There was discussion at
that point that challenges of owning historic home in old town became greater. Restrictions were
greater, design review process got longer, added design review team, mo doubt we fried fo
make it more one on one and friendly but it got more detailed, more refined, more black and
white. Given that how do we help out these homeowners and one issues was the opportunity to
look at additional historic grants, increasing the grants, lock into redevelopment area, are there
more monies we could devote. Coming back to incentivizing what you want to see. Don't know
monetary impact for thorough analysis for detailed preservation plan, 2-6,000.
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Labor costs for panelization are high. Owner could save money by reconstruction. Park ave
house, total shock and awe, realized, we understand the application was before new guidelines
kicked in, based on all HDC guidelines, but — we are all concemed that toughest thing to do in
this town is tear down a house in old fown.

CW We have heard different things from you about how we should be looking at things. In terms
of reading things you sent us, iz that reflection of Board? Are you in agreement that this board
should be tweaked so that it is in more of regulatory stance than an appeal stance. Have you
talked in terms of appeals if you are coming in at different level — seems this is nitty gritty of
what we wanted to get to today.

They are mutually exclusive. If we are putting you in position where you are reviewing
reconstructions that will involve demolitions, threatened buildings, etc., you are loging ability to
be appeal board for it. YWhat are your best thoughts

Roger Durst, would initialty defer. Have made my case well known in communications with
Council and with Te and his staff and have sent copy to board. My feelings are that the design
review process is not don't =ee in all deference to Tom a vast improvement and
before | make any more comments | defer to any of board members here who might like to
express themselves about that.

Sarah Werbelow — | have been selected as first board member to paricipate in design review
process. Have ben to one meefing, lithe early to make definifive comment. Had an epiphany in
the meeting and the process | was able o witness was reason | chose to serve. Had a chance
o zee that guidelines are being ufilized and it iz oo soon to make a judgment as to how these
guidelines are going to affect design and the impact on the historic district. Thanked Roger, took
me while to understand what you were getting at with whole design review team process but
had a =ense that there is a process at work, very structured process, guidelines are carefully
utilized. Saw how guidelines are being put into practice and design community i going to get
sense to see how they need to be factored into the process. Litlle soon to make judgment.
Would love to see each commission member to have chance fo see process at work and get
zense for how guidelines are translating into reality. Useful and inspiring. Having HPB be
involved with determination of historic significance or CAD process or anything
pertaining to demolition/reconstruction would be critical role. Don't know how that interacts
with appeal scenario. That one specific izsue is such a passionate hot button issue for
community that being on thiz board and not having those applications come before doesn't
make any sense.

Ken Martz - go along with what Sarah mentioned last. David White and | were both on old
historic district commizsion in the 90s. was chair through establishment of new guidelines that
we have. Area of oversight has been issue gone back and forth with and Tom E has outlined
issues we have. In favor of new guidelines, they need to have chance to work. Need another
year to have most of it go through process. Siill want to address reconstruction issue — that was
guch difficult process, not that anyone made a mistake, in area of reconstruction we need some
oversight which acts as PR sy=tem fo get word out — takes care of issues along the way. Meed
oversight in this one area. Oversight takes care of iszues along the way. We need this
oversight just in one area — te outlined cost of having us involved, additional time in process, not
asking for panelization, regular areas, in this one area we need oversight. Would help to have
uz involved in that one arsa and go through the process and see if all ducks are in row. Other
one is inventory — nothing has been mentioned about the inventory. How does this affect the

2
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inventory, are we going to lose properties off inventory the negatie feeling it gives to people
when backhoes start tearing something down. Needs to be addressed.

W — do you fee! that what was done on redone on panelization works and if that is something.
Diztillery was done on new guidefines. Reconstruction guidelines came out through national
parks.

TE — had reconstruction in old guidelines and when we came to you for the new historic site and
expanded it, we at that time had already included reconstruction it got reinforced, reconstruction
for significant structures anyway, that got added in as cast net bigger. Deparment of Interior —
method of last resor, listed that way in your guidelines too.

Don't think you are interested in higtoric preservation if you are going to build and sell for $2M.
not labor of love. We have to watch and maintain imventory there are huge amount of projects
under old guidelines that is a donut hole and ambiguous as to how that process works. HPB
needs to have oversight on reconstruction under both the old and new guidelines. Something to
review that process.

CW Hawving our eyes open as to what limitations of significant and landmark studies work.
Visual representation of each house, not structural ... in terms of moving forward and we have
talked about the fact that should we go that next step with significant and landmark houses — it
will cost a fortune to do it, oris it the type of thing that if something is coming up with an action
associated with it that kicks in certain

David White — one of most important things we need to do right now i= include HPB in any
applications for demoliion. We need to be involved with planning, building depts. In review of
CAD process — another 2t of eyes and ears.

Cindy m — what happened on park avenue was not demolition so | think we have to make sure
wou don't fo just be involved in demolition, you want o be involved with reconstruction.

David —when you have a demolition, theoretically you are going to have a reconstruction.
Cindy — if it comes under classification of reconstruction we are only going to lock at demolitions
— | want to make sure that we don't want to miss out.

Two go hand in hand. One of the mistakes that were made, they decided to take building down
but project wan't going o start for -8 months so they took it down and we end up with vacant
lot with for 2ale gign. That freaked everybody out. If there was going to be demolition it should
have been postponed until just before the project was going to start rather than having all this
time with vacant lot. Those two things go hand in hand.

David McFawn — process needs a chance to play itself under new rules before we stan saying
they don't work. We want to look forward to make sure they will work given these
circumstances that came info play this time around. Talked about communication, how much
time was spent doing damage confrol educating all of us, council, board, citizens — what
happens if there is a sign that explainzs they are using panelization, restoring project, rendering
of what it will lock like.

Walts garage panelization project was one of the best preservation projects that we have done.

Liza — bigger concem is properties that are demaolition by neglect. That is how we end up with
properties that need to be reconstructed rather than restored. We need to 3&t process where
HPB reviews all cads and reconstructions, appeal process_...... Comes out of your hands._ ...
probably best way to insure — have second set of eyes and Second level of review for this most

3
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extreme last resort oplion for these buildings happens. Would like to not lose trust with all the
other communications tools and ideas that you talk about implementing. Our historic district is in
danger partially because of how small it was when it started. Equally important to keeping
historic district iz making sure infill is contributory.  Much betier parinership between HPB and
Historic Society — should be jointed at hip.

Candy — don't have issue with HPB getting more involved in this one are and maybe that is first
step.

Don't think it is bad thing if HPB doesn't act as appeal board on every issue

Cindy having ancther et of eyes look at reconstruction and demolition very critical — old town is
crucial to our town and sense of community, economic drivers, efc. favor giving exira
responzsibility to HPB. Clanfy donut hole — not just things going forward under new guidefines
but all inventory that is coming up that will be done under old guidelines over nest year or so.
MNeed to look at those also. It will be a cost to homeowners and | think that one you take on
buying a historic home. Not burdensome to historic homeowner to get second evaluation as to
whether something should be demolished or reconsiructed, if you are just relying on
homeowner and their architect you arent getting clear picture. We expect inside of historic
homes to be gutted and reammanged, we are looking at outside and face fo public and scale and
what it adds to existing neighborhood. What was appeals process before when HDC denied
gomething — varied — Council switched to Board of Appeals. Look for ways to incentivize
people.

Alex —whole idea of regulation fo extreme level bothers me, in order to move forward with
restoration versus reconstruction, we need to be very specific. At what point do | have enough
information. Specificity — planning commission had discussion about neighborhoods and putting
in LMC, raized guestion of what iz neighborhood — iz it Old Town, Park Meadows, could be
namower than that it could 16 square block area . tear down reconstruction versus restoration,
has to be clear. How many boards do you have to have, how restorable does a place have to
be in order to qualify as a reconstruction. Legislative question which goes to, you have a house
that everybody recognizes should be fom down and dont have a plan for it yet — catch 22
dilemma of am | forced to tear it down, do | leave it in unsafe condition because I'm not ready to
build and know | have a & month clock — is that rezolved in any of this somewhere.

TE — if you have a house that has been deemed unsafe by the building official you would have
to prepare preservation plan outlining exactly what house consists of now, measurements,
drawings, materials, and it could be torm down for reconstruction.

Polly — situation like that, either person would have to shore up house if they didn't want to tear
it dowm =0 that it could remain standing and be safe, or if they were to enter into preservation
plan and do all that, we have in language the timeframes by which they have from date of
demolition get a CO, lien or guarantee, if they dont the City has the right to pull that money to
enzure that it gets rebuilt. Mozt cost effective, shore it up

Joe — historic homes are important to our character and our branding. We have seen a lot of
people build on them and have lost a lot of that value. Itis appropriate to ramp things up with
both incentives and regulation and review. Willing to look at funding through RDA. Look at
smaller grants to help people with reconstruction and look at possibility of other ways such as
just giving money from RDA or density transfer to encourage them niot to reconstruct at all or
minimize it. Additional layer of outside architect if cost is reasonable and fair. Okay with HPB
involvement in design review.

4
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Dana — in terms of demolition associated with or a reconstruction, HPB would be required to
add another layer in there.

Liza — clarify what Sarah does.

Sarah — HPB doean't see applications that come info the city for remodel, new construction, or
demoliionreconstruction in the historic district idea was to have a member of the board sit in
as an cbserver only to get a sense for what the process looks like.

Just focus on reconstruction section only

If that is going to be the case, and a board member sits in as an observer, should go a step
further and that individual gshould be able to share in some capacity some findings with the
board that can be useful. Mew design guidelines are supposed to be more fluid than original
guidelines and that was one of the izsues, it wasn't an evolving document and now the way
the=e guidelines are written the purpose is that they can be fluid. So, as things are observed
and shared with commission if there are places that those guideilens can be cleaned up or
amended to have more use, that could be a way to ulilize that observation role. Actually has to
be a purpose for what one witnesses to show the commission they can have some kind of
impact on guidelines.

CW do yvou see that as something that

TE guideline specific.

Cana — the goal of the new guidelines, which | think we are all on the same page, was that so
someone iz buying in Old town they could grab something, =it down and read it, and have some
basic understanding. They are nof going to know every nuance, the realior iz not going to tell
them, but basically what they could do and what they couldnt do.

Thomas E — as well, exactly what Sarah =aid, they would grow and evolve year after year. We
would come back and relook at them. The old guidelines were written in 1383, things have
changed.

Gary Kimball - One of things when | was heading up the commission then was that we wanted it
to be fluid so we could tweak it every year and Tom has addressed that and

Roger Durst — thanks for opening this dialogue. It's necessary and it iz my concem that this
historic presenvation board is a more proactive entity. Compliment Tom on his commentary and
| pertainty .... Those recommendations he just made. It is, | think we are on the right track. |
have a much bigger goal and otherwize | wouldn't be so outzpoken. Have spent a good deal of
my career in historic preservation. Have worked on 3 buildings that were on listing of Mational
Historic Register and | think | understand it. 1 have also participated in my community, | am an
outzider, | live in Salt Lake City in the Avenues, a portion of which is an historic disftrict. | have
zerved on the Board of Litah Heritage Foundation. Having 2aid that, | think there are some, we
will make the same mistakes that these other communities have made and will lose our historic
zense if we don't go beyond that. | paricipated in the deliberations, it tock a year or more when
we talked about these guidelines and | think they are good. They are a wonderful presentation
to either an architect or property buyer in the town as to what it iz we are looking for. They are
guidelines and they should not be dealt with as regulations. | don't have a concem, as an
architect | have dealt with the design review team and | understand what they are doing.
Unfortunately, these people are regulators, they are controllers, they adjudicate, they prescribe
and they regulate. That is their functicn and there is nothing wrong with that. The problem that |
have is the subjective =ide of this. | have gone through these guidelines and | have listed 42

5
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items of valuation that are subjective. From what | have seen, what has come o the historic
preservation board from the DRT, | think they have done a remarkable job. If you don't go
beyond those prescriplive remedies and look at these buildings in context, you can't =alvage the
historic essence, the character, high standards, feasibility ... distinciive, | won't go through all of
these but that is the kind of evaluation that | think needs to be made. Cne of the things about
the US Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for Rehabilitation, they deal with buildings individually
in an historic sense. What it iz o restore this building individually. What we are talking about in
this community i retaining the context of history. In another few years, we will have the a-
frames and recreational buildings that in fact will become a part of our history and we need to
look at that. It is the mining, it is the depression, it's the regeneration. That is the kind of history
that is important and | respectfully understand the need not to be excessively subjective. | don’t
want affomeys designing this town.

Dana — there iz a word that you used last year — delight.

Roger Durst — It is that character that we want to sustain because it has such great cultural,
social and economic value to us. We are on the right track and because you have opened this
dialogue, | would continue to be aggressive beyond these controls. | think there needs to ...
and the =tart of this ig, | think we have a bunch of committed, well-intentioned, bright people on
this board. They make judgments about music, food they eat, plays they go to see, movies that
they enjoy; there iz no reason they can't do that about their town.

Liza — having spent a kot of blood, sweat and tears maintaining an 1880°s building in Old Town, |
am fairty familiar without being able to make a professional opinion of parts of it that needed to
be replaced and milled to match. Curmrently, per our guidefines and our regulations the building
depariment makes a determination as to whether a building iz up for reconstruction or that there
is “x" amount of rot, there is “x™ amount of ..., the one that struck me that we toured was the one
down on Lower Woodside, which | don't think was the raccoon house, not only was in homible
shape but had been remodeled and basically Ron wanted them to tear it down. We do have a
professional determination being made by someone in the City.

Thomas E — if a building iz deemed unsafe by the building official, that is a more proactive step
by the city. If somebody is coming in and buying an old house and they want fo submit an
historic district design review application, they would come in and we would work them through
the DRT process, of which Sarah is a part, and we would see what they are proposing with their
architect, work with them, if they said you havent been out to this house, but let me tell you, this
thing iz a ... their structural engineer would bring in photographs, documentation, prepars
preservation plan that recommends reconstruction. We would generally send the planner and
building official out to look at that to basically make a determination that that was true. We are
basing it on their architect's or structural engineer's application.

Liza - We are verifying it. We are talking about that extra layer of inspection, that third party
inspection, which | don think that is a bad idea, but | want to be clear that we are currently
verifying by a qualified person.

David White — but we are also proposing an extra review from our board.

Liza — | get it, but when we started talking about that thind party inspection by a professional, |
wanted to make sure that was a different extra layer as opposed to ...

Thomas Eddington — it is already there, this would be in addition

]
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Alex Bubtwinski ........ In future who is going to know whether | restored, or reconstructed, that
house. Driving down the sireet it looks exaclly the same.

Dana - bring this to a dose because ...

Jeff Love — Application in for 811 Norfolk — it has been a 10 month process, every historic house
has some unique situations and circumstances and part of reason | attended today is hoping at
some point, | think there are some things that happened .. streamlined better for future people
and | would like to be able at some point to convey that.

Dana — ig it possible for you to write that up and send it o us?

Jeff — it would take a long fime, | would rather just do it verbally at some point if that is possible.
One thing | would like to comvey today that | think people have brought up statement that they
don’t know if the design guidelines were working or nof and | have a great example of how |
think they are working. Tom Peek owns house at 957 Woodside. It is a landmark house, ike my
house it iz a landmark house, each property consists of 3,000 =f, exactly same lot sizes. In my
application, | am proposing a 2,450 sf house; Tom's house has approvals from old guidelines for
3700 =f. His house is essentially the exact historic house, both landmarked, both on zame lot
zize, but his house is 173 bigger. Some of things that are working iz that 4 stores aren't allowed
anymaore; there iz transitional element from historic house to new house, that reduces square
footage, and in my casge if | could move the house forward that would allow additional square
footage. There are limitations on movements of the house. If | could move it forward that would
add =quare footage. The point is that the design guidelines are working. | personally think the
pendulum has swung too far the other way. | have some great examples of flaws, | think, in the
design guidelines. My favorite, and | think it iz very ........ interpretation ... ... neighbors to contest
the project but under new construction B1.4 it says “tallerpmhunsuihuidlngs should be
constructed 2o as to minimize obstruction of sunlight to adjacent yards rooms®. How do you
build amything in Old Town and not affect sunlight o an adjacent property? That is so subjective
and leaves it wide open for some neighbor to challenge your project. There are a lot of good
things in the design guidelines, but there are some things that need to be looked at. There are
alzo a lot of inconzistencies between the design guidelines and the Land Management Code,
and | have some great examples. |t says that the more resirictive should apply, but there are
inconsistencies and conflicting information between the two.

Dana — let's set =omething up where we can sit down for an hour

Dana — there were some recommendations on page 3 and 4 in terms of an action plan on
certain things associated with you guys. Are you okay with moving ahead and adding
some of these things to your plate, and (c) specifically ... HPB Action Plan for 2011, the
second page starts with ¢ on the top.

| think thiz goes to what you were saying Sarah is that, this is saying it would be once or twice a
year, but maybe that we make that quarterly or az needed if something comes up. | want the
dialogue to continue because it seems like where we get sideways at times iz at imes when we
are all =o caught up in everything else that we are doing that we don't talk o each other. Are
vou basically okay with thiz action plan?

HPB members — yes - other than it doesn't address the old guidelines, the only thing

7
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Liza requested dclarity from Mark. Would we be changing the LMC to give HPB review authority
over demolitions and reconstructions

Mark Hamington — anything that doesn't curmrently have an approval, even though if it is pending
wou are adding ... | think you could probably do that, but i they have already got =taff approval
ywou couldnt add ancther layer of approval.

Liza — but that does make the doughnut hole much smaller

Tom Bakaly — one clarification | had ...

Thomas E —we reviewed old reconstructions for old guidelines and we list the gix houses that
hawve actually had been, or will be, reconstructed. These have been demolished and they will be
reconstructed. We tried to look back to =ee if there were others, there may be two, it was
unclear in the notes. That doughnut hole ks not very big.

Dana — basically, we are moving ahead with the action plan for 2011 and we are going to
move ahead to fry to set this up so that we are adding authority to HPB in terms of
demaolition, demolition by neglect, reconstruction, and things associated with CAD.

Liza — are we going to add the 3™ party inspection?

Dana — part of that iz wanting architects to look at it, oris it structural engineers?
Liza — my thougiht was structural, but | am certainly okay for at least a while going for
Dana —agreed that they move ahead with if,

Liza — are we increasing due diligence enough by having these go to the HPB when we know
that Roger is going out and doing inspections, or do we think in addifion to raiging the level of
vigilance we have to have another.

Thomas E — recommendation, go that way with this level and then as this body also works with
ywou and the planning commisgion, to loock at maybe RDA funds, etc, maybe there iz a way to
move to that next level that is a little less burdensome.

Dana — as part of their review process couldn't they say we don't have enough information to
the applicant and that you need to have a siructural engineer go through this house and we are
nod going to procesd father with this until you do that report.

Mark H — let us come back with clarity. Problem with this element is it is a real hot topic
for legislators right now in terms of independent fees that municipalities are wtilizing on
this. We don’t want fo give them cause .... We may already have the ability in terms of
existing Imc. Staff will come back with some detailed recommendations.

Joe — although think these guys are totally capable and interested in performing that function to
a high degree, that protection in the long run, you never know what i= going to happen with this
body and these people, nice to have some level of protection from outside

Tom — we will come back as LMC change and you will all have a chance to discuss it

8

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 68 of 264



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
COUNCIL CHAMBERS

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING

AUGUST 10, 2011

COMMISSIONERS IN ATTENDAMNCE:
Chair Charlie Wintzer, Mick Savage, Jack Thomas, Mann Waorel
EX OFFICIO:

Planning Director, Thomas Eddington; Planner, Kirsten Whetstone Planner, Kayla Sintz, Planner,
Polly Samuels MclLean, Assistant City Attormey

REGULAR MEETING

ROLL CALL

Chair Wintzer called the mesting to order at 5:40 p.m. and noted that all of the Commissioners were
present except Commissioners Peltit, Hontz and Strachan who were excused.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES — July 27, 2011

MOTION: Commissioner Thomas moved to APPROVE the minutes of July 27, 2011.
Commizssioner Worel seconded the motion.

VOTE: The moticn passed unanimously.

PUBLIC INPUT

There were no comments.

STAFFICOMMISSIONER COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES

Director Eddington reminded the Planning Commission that the next joint meeting with the City
Council was scheduled for August 25". The Commissioners would be receiving a Staff report and
agenda.

Chair Wintzer stated that he would be out of Town for the next regular Planning Commission
meeting on August 24™ and the joint meeting with the City Council on August 25™.

Commissioner Savage asked if the Planning Commission would hold their regular meeting the night
before Thanksgiving. Director Eddington replied that due to the holidays, the Flanning Commission
typically has one meeting in Movember and December. He could not foresee canceling any other
Flanning Commission meetings prior to Movember.
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REGULAR AGENDA - DISCUSSION/PUBLIC HEARINGS/! POSSIBLE ACTION

ﬂﬂﬂ[ﬂ IApp-IIl:‘.ﬂl:l-:}n #F'L -1 1 —l]1 2“3}

Planner Siniz reported that on September 3, 2011, the City Council, the Planning Commizsion and
the HPB held a joint visioning session. During that session a discussion occurmred reganding the
process for when a reconstruction is permitted as part of the Historic District Design Review
application. Public and property noticing, as well as opportunity for public input were also
discussed. Direclion was given to Staff to expand the review of all reconstructions o include a
formal notice review and approval by the Historic Preservation Board. The Staff would make a
recommendation and the application would move forward per the criteria cummently outlined in the
LMC.

Planner Sintz noted that reconstruction is defined as "The act or process of depicting by means of
new construction, the form, features and detsiling of a non-surviving =ite, landscape, building
structure or object for the purpoze of replicating its appearance at a specific period ofime and in its
Higtoric location™ She stated that reconstruction is a recognized form of preservation for Park City
and industry standards. It i documented in the LMC and in the design guidelines.

Flanner Sintz stated that from the Staff review and in preparng the amendments, she
recommended adding disazsembly to the Historic Preservation Review. The Staff worked with
Dina Blaes, the Preservation Consultant, to draft a new definition for dizassembly to be included in
the Land Management Code. Disassembly would be defined as, “The act or process of taking apart
a Historic building or structure in the largest workable components possible for the purpose of
accurately reassembling it in its original form, location, and orientation”.

Planner Sintz remarked that anyone who has been aclively involved in Historic District Design
Reviews knows that disagsembly iz sometimes called panelization. However, panelization iz not a
historic preservation term.  The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission also add
dizaszsemibly to the Historic Preservation Board review since reconstruction and dizassembly are
the only times when a site iz scrubbed and nothing is on it while work iz being done or a foundation
is being poured. Planner Sintz stated that if the criginal intent was in regards to a project on Park
Avenue in which the public was not aware of what was going back up, the Staff would recommend
that disassemblies be added to that as well.

Flanner Sintz stated that the Staff has also been working with the HPB on a new signage system.
Therefore, in addition to the possible change fo the LMC, there would be increased signage at the
disassembled and reconstructed sites.

Planner Sintz reviewed the proposed amendments and identified the applicable chapters. In
Chapter 1, they would add a new noficing matrix required for new applications. The Staff
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recommended the =ame noticing that occurs for a conditional use permit. Chapter 11 would add
Historic Preservation Board in places where it curmrently says Planning Staff approval. iwould also
capitalize the D in disassembly wherever that phrase occurs, since it is a newly defined term. A
new definition would be added for Dizassembly. Planner Sintz requested input from the Planning
Commizsion as to whether they support including disassembly as part of the amendments.

The Staff recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a public hearing and consider
forwarding a positive recommendation to the City Council based on the draft ordinance.

Chair Wintzer agked if the Historic District Guidelines would be changed to match the proposed
amendments. Planner Sintz replied that amy language in the guidelines thiat would conflict with the
new LMC would be updated.

Commissioner Savage asked about the vetting process between the HPB and the Planning
Department aszociated with how the LMC amendments were created. He assumed the HPB
supported the proposed amendments. Planner Sintz explained that the LMC iz not reviewed by the
Historic Preservation Board. However, the HPB members favored the idea of being more involved
in different historic de=ign reviews, andmmwasdfﬂ'rﬂdtube an appropriate way for the HPB to
be involved. Commissioner Savage asked if they could assume that the HPB would embrace these
amendments as being atisfactory to address the issues that caused the problem in the first place.

Director Eddington stated that the HPB fully supports the amendment to the LMC. He summarized
that the change started with reconstruction and now includes dizassembly, formerly known as
panelization. Director Eddington noted that the information presented this evening would be given
to the HPB as an information update. Planner Sintz remarked that the HPB would have to receive
training in terms of how their review and approval would ocour.

Commissioner Savage questioned whether they were putting the cart ahead of the horse as it
relates to review by the HPB. If this change to the Land Management Code was being driven by
their desire, he suggested that it would be better for the Planning Commission to review the
amendment with the HPB prior fo the City Council process. Planner Sintiz understood that the
direction came from the City Council in terms of what they deemed to be an appropriate role for the
Historic Preservation Board. Director Eddington noted that the City Coundil gave that direction in
conjunction with the joint visioning session with the HPB.

Azgistant City Atftomey Mclean stated that the HPB has appointed a liaizon to attend Planning
Commizsion meetings when items on the agenda relate to the Historic District. The Liaizon would
then report back to the HPB.

Commissioner Thomas appreciated the liaizon, but he felt it was one-way communication. He
asked if the Planning Commission has ever had a liaison to the HPB to see what they do. Assistant
City Attomey MclLean stated that the Planning Commission could appoint a liaizon if they wished.
Commissioner Thomas commented on the number of times situations have occurred in the review
process, even with the experiize of Dina Blaes, that he has questioned as an architect involved in
historic restorations. Commissioner Thomas suggested an educational process to better
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understand how some things are approved in certain condifions. Assistant City Aftomey
recommended a point work session with the Planning Commiszion and the HPB to discuss those
izsues. Chair Wintzer asked if it was possible to schedule a joint work session with the HPB prior to
a Planning Commizsion meeting. Director Eddington thought the HPB would be amenable to a joint
work session. The HPB alzo has new members and it would be a good opportunity for everyone fo
get acquainted. Commissioner Thomas suggesied that Dina Blass be invited to attend the work
session.

Chair Wintzer opened the public hearing.

Jeff Brille, was concemed about the redundancy of another review body and the potential of
creating additional delays. He agreed with the concems expressed by the Planning Commission
regarding the qualifications of the HPB and their ability to streamline the process. He supporied
reconstruction but he had reservations about dizassembly. Ina community where they are tnying to
be suztasinable and productive with energy use, disassembly tums into an intensive process,
particularty for mobilizing portions of the structure on and off site. If contractors have facilities in the
Valley, transporting up and down the canyon creates enengy wasie, which would be the case with
dizassemibily.

Ruth Meintsma stated that she had spoken with Planner Sintz about adding additional language o
the definition of disassembly. Ms. Meintsma remarked that disassembly in iteelf iz a course process
typically done by hard labor. She felt that if the definition was not clear, disassembly could involve
hahy's-'rl.‘ling by the Planning Staff. Ms. Meintzma read her suggested language fo the definition.

furihe mtpmenfa:mt&lyassenﬂng,aﬂfartrﬂ nurpmenfa:mrate{'y rem:u:ll.lmnqme
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Wallz. She has =een instances where the forms and panels were saved, but the porch posts that
were supposed to be saved were lost. In those cases the porch posts were recreated but they were
not like the original. Ms. Meintsma remiarked that the lost details take away from the historic.

Mike Sweeney echoed the comments regarding a second layer of review. He pointed out that the
City already has a knowledgeable Planning Group, and to add another layer that would require a
property owner to spend more time going through the process makes no zense. Mr. Sweeney
thought the Staff was more than capable of answering the questions and addressing the issues,
and he believed the decision would be the same. Hwould just take longer and cost more money fo
reach that decision. Mr. Sweeney preferred to see the process streamlined rather than expanded.

Mary Cook stated that she did not want to cause problems for property owners; however, a friend
was visiting Park City and they were walking up Park Avenue. Her friend had lived in Park City
many years ago and they were talking about building that had been changed or taken down. The
very items being discussed, such as trim, porch posts, shape of windows, efc, were the same things
her friend immediately noficed had been removed and replaced with plastic or machined frim. Her
friend's commented that you cannot have a historic disfrict if you don't preserve those elements that
are the hallmark of that historic fime period. Ms. Cook could see arguments on both sides of the
izsue, but she felt it was important for the Planning Commission to hear her story.
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Helen Alvarez stated that her comments were not related to historic preservation or elements or
disazsembly. She agreed with Commissioner Thomas that the City should not be layering on
boards. The Planning Staff and the Legal Staff are paid to make decisions, and the Planning
Commizsion volumteers hours and hours discussing those dedisions. As a citizen, she did not feel
protected when volunteer citizens assemble as a board o make decisions that should be made by
the elected officialz and their appointed Planning Commizsion. Ms. Alvarez urged the Planning
Commission not to grant the Historic Preservation Board the right to review projects within the
Higtoric Digtrict. She strongly favored professional review and she asked them to consider that
The City iz surrounded by competent professionals to serve the cifizens. Shewas notopposedioa
volunteer Board im an advisory capacity, but she was strongly opposed if they are placed in a
decision making capacity. Ms. Alvarez knows of situalions where cifizen boards, without the benefit
of legal counsel, have =aid things that could be strongly challenged if the decision went to court.
She did not want to be unprotected from that kind of legal action. Ms. Alvarez urged the Planning
Commizsion to assume their responsibility as professionalzs and not grant their authority or the
authonty of the Planning Staff to a board.

Chair Wintzer closed the public hearing.

Commissioner Savage undersiood that the amendment being reviewed was mandated by the City
Council. In accordance with that mandate, the Planning Staff recommended a modification to the
LMC that the Planning Commission was being asked to review and approve. Commissioner
Savage assumed that the Planning Commission was not in a capacity to make a decision as fo
whether or not this was an appropriate decision on behalf of City Council. They could only
determine whether the proposed Land Management Code amendment supporis the
recommendation from City Council.

Azsistant City Attomey Mclean explained that as part of the joint visioning in February the City
Council gave Staff direction to make the proposed changes to the Land Management Code. The
Flanning Commission is responsible for their own recommendations and if they disagres with the
City Council they need to stand behind their opinicn. When forwarding their ecommendation, it is
important for the Planning Commission to articulate why they disagree so the City Coundl has the
benefit of that information. Ms. Mclean clarified that direction from the City Council does not
abdicate the Planning Commission from their duties.

Commissioner Savage stated that he was emboldened by Mz, Alvarez and her comments. If there
is a way fo facilitate a more efficient process for construction using the existing Staff and the
existing mechaniams, he would support that approach. Commissicner Savage believed the
recommended modification was a consequence of one incident that created a tumult, and it did not
justify adding ancther layer to an already cumbersome approval process. Commissioner Savage
oppozed the amendments to the LMC.

Commissioner Waorel concumed. She completely supports streamlined processes. Comimissioner
Worel stated that the HPB has the opporunity azs cifizens to attend public hearings and make their
opinions known, particularly if they have a liaizon to the Planning Commission. She believed adding
another layer of review would be difficult
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Azsistant City Atforney MclLean stated that under the cument process, if someone applies for a
reconstruction it goes to the Planning Depariment. If the Siaff decision is appealed, it would go fo
the HPB. Director Eddington clanfied that the HPB is an appeal body in their cumrent capacity. Ms.
Mclean pointed out that in those cases, the decision would not come before the Planning
Commission. If the Staff's decision is not appealed, the project would move forward without going
to another body. Ms. MclLean remarked that the proposed amendment would require a public
hearing for those reconstructions. If that was appealed it would go to the Board of Adjustment.

Planner Sintz noted that existing LMC criteria must be mel.  There are four criteria under
dizassembly and three criteria under reconstruction. Planner Sintz explained the curment approval
process for dizassembly and reconstruction. She clarified that the only difference was that the

proposed amendment takes the approval away from the Planning Depariment and puts it in the
hands of the Historic Preservation Board.

Chair Wintzer asked if the Planning Staff needed ancther layer of review or if they felt they could
handie it on their own. Director Eddington replied that the process works well with the Planning
Staff. There were issues with a recent reconstruction; however, he did not believe the City Council
or the HPB thought a mistake was made. The problem was a lack of public involvement with the
reconsiruction on Park Avenue. During visioning the City Council and some HPB members thought
a public forum at the HPB level would inform the neighbors of the project and what to expect
Director Eddington stated that the Planning Staff was more than capable of architectural review
andfor interpreting the guidelines and City Codes. The proposed amendment provides public
opportunity that would not occur in the Staff review process.

City Council Member, Alex Butwinski, stated that the City Council iz always concemed about not
adding ancther layer of bureaucracy. He clarified that the issue resulted from 657 Park Avenue and
the City Council was interested in finding a better way to keep the public informed. Mr. Butwingski
agreed with Ms. McLean that the Planning Commission has the purview to offer a different opinion.
However, he asked the Planning Commission to congsider the potential in the Historic District for
many things falling through the cracks, particularty with regard to reconstruction. The amendment
would heighten awareness of the Historic preservation they were siriving to maintain in Old Town.
Mr. Bubtwinzki remarked that less bureaucracy is generally betier, except in this case.

Chair Wintzer stated that having ancther review board would take the pressure off the Staff from
always being the onesz fo interpret the Code, and it would provide them with back-up. Chair Wintzer
favored the amendment.

Commissioner Savage stated that if the Staff wanted to involve the HPB in a given set of decisions,
they should have that discretion. However, hewas notin favor of compelling the Staff to involve the
HPB. Assistant City Attomey MclLean thought it was important to have a clear process in place.
Ms. Mcl ean pointed out that the HPB is an appeal Board for Staff decisions, and therefore, it would
be difficult for the Staff to use the HPB in an advisory capacity. It is not a viable option because of
how the Code is structured.
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Commissioner Savage reiterated hiz objection to changing an entire process because of one
incident that generated public outcry, particularly since many other applications were successfully
reviewed and approved under the same process.

Planner Sintz pointed out that the application on Park Avenue was under the old historic guidelines
and was not subject to the new noficing reguirements.

Commissioner Thomas agreed with Helen Alvarez. Az an architect he was more comfortable with
the Staff review procedure and process. He liked the professionalism of the Staff and the fact that
the Planning Department has an architect on Staff. He was not comfortable adding ancther layer o
the process. He agreed that there was an obvious hiccup on Park Avenue and they need fo
consider that in future dizcussions about the General Plan and the LMC. He believed they could
reinforce the design process in the Historic District and he looked forward to having that discussion
at a later date. Commissioner Thomas stated that he could not support the recommendation.

MOTION: Commizssiconer Thomas moved fo forward a NEGATIVE recommendation to the City
Council for approval of the Land Management Code Amendment. Commissioner Wored seconded
the motion.

VIOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

The Park City Planning Commission meeting adjoumed at 7:55 p.m.

Approved by Planning Commission: 3
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EXCERPT FROM CITY COUNCIL MEETING
SEPTEMBER 15, 2001

Vil MHEW BUSINESS (New ifems with preseptations andfor anficipated detailed
adiscussions)

1_ Eurmderahm ut an [J-lﬂlnﬂnm amendln 111& Land I.lan Code adding Historic

cg, l_Itah F"Ianner Hﬂ]ﬂﬂ Sl‘ﬂz cisi:iayed a t:hart E:[ITIH‘II‘H_II nﬂhmng ra:p.lrements fur
EET Park Avenue under the old guidelinez and cument noticing requirements. She explained
that thiz proposed amendment involves adding the Historic Preservation Board to the review
process o approve reconstructions and dizassemblies of historic sites on the Historic Sites
Inventory. Part of this discussion came about from the reconstrucion project at 657 Park
Avenue, regulated under the old guidelines and the zecond reason was the February 2011 joint
session with the City Council and the HPB. Ms. Sintz relayed that direction was to assign the
HPB a=s the review authonty instead of staff for reconstructions and disassemblies. The
Flanning Commizsion recommended a definition for dizassembly also known as panelizations.
Panelizations is a common term in Park City but it is not a frade or historic term and using the
word dizsassemblies is encouraged and defined in the Land Management Code regardless of
whether or not this amendment is adopted. If reconstructions are reviewed, she recommended
considering review of dizsassemblies because they have the same effect. She refemed to her
staff report pointing out the time line for an application if the HPB were fo review a
reconstruction versus staff and the inclusion of critera for disassembly and critenia
reconstruction. Staff iz not proposing fo change that crteria; it iz simply who would be the
review authority for these types of applications.

Kayla Sintz stated that staff iz recommending that this item be continued so that the HPB can be
in attendance. With regard to Planning Commission action, she clarfied that Charlie Wintzer
was in favor of the LMC amendment but didnt vote as the Chairman but three voted to forward
a negative recommendation with two members absent. The 2009 Historic District Guidelines
hawve clear and solid criteria regarding dizsassembly or reconstruction. Public and Commissioner
comments reflect reluctance of putting applicants through an additional step, interest in seeing if
the new Guidelines in place will address concems about noficing, a belief that staff has
adequate professional fraining which members of the HPB do not necessarily have, and a
preference for maintaining the HPB's appeal authority.

Msz. Sintz felt that the concems about the 657 Park Avenue application was that no one really
knew what was going on at the site and when the new Guidelines were rewrtten, significant
steps were put into place to get input from the public before staff conducted a review and o
broaden the scope of noticing to not only adjacent neighbors but to owners within 100 feet of the
pmjectandany:}n&trmtpmvﬂadmﬁfmmm She also described the new nolicing signs
for properties which have been very effective. A sign for reconstructions or significant additions
will be on-site for the entire length of the project and the information on the sign will include
summary before and after photographs. Ms. Siniz emphasized that these new practices have
been working. In response fo a question from Dick Peek, she explained that the Board of
Adjustment is the appeal authority for HPB decizions.

Cindy Matsumoto believed that demolitions should be carefully monitored to save historic

elements and is concemed about broadening the process to disassemblies from panelizations,
Thomas Eddington clarified that demoliion by neglect iz not permitied and the property can be
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liened to secure the structure. The actual definition of dizassembly is similar fo panelization but
is congistent with the uniform definition from the Deparment of the Inferior. The act of saving
certain panels andfor siding boards remaing the same and the process iz actually sfricter =0 the
City has gone further. He explained that reconstruction could include original elements but is
generally considered a new siructure.

Ms. Matsumoto believed staff is proposing a broader solufion than directed by Council and
understands why a number of Planning Commissioners rejected the proposal. Joe Keman
believed that more public input will be received at HPB meetings than during the staff review
process. Thomas Eddington explained that nofice is sent to owners within 100 feet of a project
and adjacent owners seem comfortable coming to the Planning Deparment fo review
applications and documents and he didn't necessarily feel that there would be an increase in
public parficipation at HPE mesfings. Kayla Siniz added that curmrently there iz an average of
about three phone callzs and one o two people coming in on an application depending on the
scope of a project and its location. The Mayor opened the public hearing.

Jeffrey Riehl, general contractor, stated that he spoke at the Planning Commission hearng and
hiz concem is that adding the HPB review to the process is redundant and lengthy. The
Planning and Building Depariment staff is very competent. He commented that the oldest
buildings are mot usually the healthiest structures and the HPB could help the community in
researching building practices that benefit the historic nature of the community but not
necessarily be involved in all decisions.

With no further comments, the public hearing was closed. Liza Simpson felt it would be helpful
for the Council to conduct its tour of the City-owned Park Avenue properties before the next
public hearing on thiz matter. She i= not convinced that the new reguirements are needed with
the new practices in noficing. Liza Simpson, “1_ move that we continue this to the 27™ of
October®. Alex Butwinski seconded. Molion unanimously camied.
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Historic Preservation Board m
Staff Report W

Application #: GI-09-00068

Subject: 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue
Author: Kayla Sintz — Architect/Planner
Department: Planning Department

Date: October 5, 2011

Type of ltem: Policy

summary Becommendations:

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review their Purposes (B) and (C) as
identified below, discuss, and consider forwarding a recommendation to City Council in
regards to the Historic Sites located at 1450 & 1460 Park Avenue in light of those
purposes.

* The City owns property at 1450 and 1460 Park Avenue. Both sites, are
identified as "Significant’ on the Historic Sites Inventory (Exhibits A and B). The two
properties had a previous residential use and are located in the HRM district (Historic
Residential Medium). The properties have been vacant since the City's purchase in
2008. Physical Condition Reports for both properties have been completed (Exhibits C
and D) as well as, a certified survey, as-built drawings and a photograph streetscape.
The City, as owner, is curmently considering options for these properties and is preparnng
to issue an RFP to receive proposals for the properties.

As identified in the Land Management Code Section 15-11-5 HPB: the purposes of the
HPB are:

(B) To identify as early as possible and resolve comflicts between the
presenvation of culfural resources and affernative land Uses;

(C) To provide input fo staff, the Planning Commission and City Council towards

safequarding the heritage of the Cify in protecfing Historic Sites, Buildings, andfor

Structures;
As City Council discusses the potential future use and preservation of these properties
on October 13, 2011, and possible future dates, the HPB should consider making a
recommendation to Council regarding any “conflicts between the presenvation of cuiffural
resources and alffernative fand Uses ® and “safeguarding the henfage of the City in
protecting Historic Sites * and authorizing the Chair of the HPB to write a letter reflecting
any such recommendations. Any such recommendation shall not remove the HPB's
role as a regulatory body on these locations.
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I Ehihim.

Exhibit A - 1450 Park Avenue Historic Site Form — Historic Sites Inventory
Exhibit B - 1460 Park Avenue Historic Site Form — Historic Sites Inventory
Exhibit C - 1450 Park Avenue Physical Conditions Report and property analysis
Exhibit D - 1460 Park Avenue Physical Conditions Report and property analysis
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PAREK CITY MUMICIPAL CORPORATION | 10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Froperfy:

Address: 1450 Park Avenue AHA:

City, Couwnty: Park City, Summit County, Litah Tax Number: RP5-2

Current Owner Mame: Lindy Point Properties, LLIC Parend Parcel(z): 5A-240 & 5A-241

Cwrrent Owner Address: oo VSN Properties, 1567 SW Chandler, Sie 101, Bend, OR 87702
Legal Descripiion (include acreage): 021 acres; LOT 2 THE RETREAT AT THE PARK SUBDIVISION.

2 STATUS/USE

Eroperty Categon: Evalualion® Eminmm Lge

Fl building(s), main O Landrmark Site Criginal Use: Residential
O building(s), attached K Significant Site F'em'it#: Cument Use: Residential
O building(s), detached O Mot Histonic O Full O Partial

O building(s), public

O building(s), accessony

O structure(s) "Mational Register of Historic Places: H ineligible O eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

Photos: Dates Rezearch Sources (check all sources conzuffed, whefher usefid or nof)

O tax photo: O abstract of fitle E city'county histories

E prints: O tax card O personal interviews

O historic: c. O original Building permit O Utsh Hist. Ressarch Center
O sewer parmit O USHS Preservation Files

Drawings and Plans El Sanbom Maps O USHS Arnchitects File

O measured floor plans O obituary index O LOS Family History Library

[ site sketch map O city directories/gazetieers O Park City Hist. SocMuseum

O Historic American Bidg. Sureey O census records O wniversity library(ies):

O orginal plans: O biographical encycopedias O other:

O ather: O newspapers

Bibliographical References (books, arficles, infenviews, efc.) Affach copies of all research notes and mafenalz.

Blaes, Dina & Beairice Lufkin. "Final Report * Park City Histonc Building wentory. Salt Lake City: 2007

Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Uiah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-15340: 3 Guide. Salt Lake City, Litah:
Liniversity of Litah mmammmmmm 1801

Mifdester, Virginia and Lee. A Feld Guide fo American Housas. Mew York: Alfred A. Kniopf, 1994.

Foberts, Allen. “Final Report. " Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1885

Roper, Rioger & Deborah Randall. “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Mominabion.”™ Mational Register of
Historic Places Invenbory, NominaSon Fom. 1884,

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIFTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: "L" Cottage or "T Cottage No. Stones: 1
Additions: Fl mone O minor O major jdescrioe below) Alterations: O mone Bl miner O major (descrie balow)
Mumber of associated ocutbuildings andfor structures: [ accessony buildimg(s), # ;O structure(s), #

General Condition of Extenor Matenials:

Date: _loveniber, OF
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1450 Park Avenue, Park City, UT Page 2 of 3

Bl Good (Wel maintained with no serious probiems apparent. )

O Fair (Some problems are appansnt. Describe the probiiems. )

0O Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an Imminet fireat. Describe the proiemes. )
O UnimhabitableMuin

Materials {The physical elaments hat were comibined or deposiied during a particular period of ime In 3 paricular pattem or configuration.
Describe the matenials. ):

Foundation: Mot visible and therefore its material cannot be verified
Walls: Aluminum siding, with porch roofing and supports of aluminum maternial as well
Roof: Asphalt shingle
Windows/Dioors: Aluminum sliding windows, and aluminum screen door
Essential Historical Fore Hl Retains 0O Does Mot Retain, due to:
Location: B Original Lecation |0 Mowed (date ) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the fom, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe acdfions andior alterations
from the original design, Including daies—known or estimated—ahen alfierations were made): Form retains its essential character to
the earfiest tax photo, with the most noticeable changes being in the evolution of matenials used. Decorative
shingle pattemns, porch details, drop-nowvelty wood siding, and window awning evident in the eariest tax photo hawe
all been altered in material or physical presence by the “unknown date”™ photo (likely within the mid-20th century)
and changes are siill evident in later photographs provided. Sheathing and replacemsent of structure materials by
aluminum and metal applications have compmomised the character of the original, but still leave hints of essential
form. Small side addition to the rear and right of front elevation view is first evident in the “date unknown” photo.

Setting (The physical emvirorment—nahual of manmate—of 3 hisionc sie. Describe the setiing and how | has changed over Ime ) Small
buwilding lot on fairly flat terrain, with the struchure recessed at keast 20-30 feet from the dty roadway. Mature trees
and shrubs encase the landscape. Most recent photo (2008) shows an unkempt yard with weeds and overgrown
grass, and the beginnings of disrepair to the structure, mainty seen in the loose shingles and chimney cap bricks,
and chipped aluminum siding. Lillac bush to the left of the front elevation view is also visible in eariest tax phofo.

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the orafts of a pariicular cufture o people during 3 given pesiod in history. Describe the distinciive
elements.|: Thought the distinctive elements that define the typical Park City mining era home- simple methods of
construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type (L" cottage), the simple roof fiorm,
the informal landscaping, the restrained omamentation, and the plain finishes- have been altered, the building
retains is essential historical fiorm.

Feeling [Desoine the propesty's historc characier.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, do not efectively
convey a sense of life im a western mining town of the late nineteenth and eardy twentieth centuries.

Accociation [Describe e Ink bebvean the Impodtant histonc: era or person and the propesty_ - The "T or "L" cottage (also known as
a “cross-wing”) is one of the earliest and one of the three maost common house types built in Park City during the
mining era; however, the extent of the allerations to the main building diminishes its association with the past.

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

5 SIGMIFICANCE
Architect Fl Mot Known 0O Known:  (source: ) Date of Construction: ¢. 1904

Builder: Fl Mot Kncwn O Known:  (sowrce: )

! Bummit County Tax Asseeuor.
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1450 Park Avenue, Park City, UT Page 3 of 3

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

1. Histonic Era:
O Settlern=nt & Mining Boom Era (1868-1883)
E Mature Mining Era | 1884-18:30)
O Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1831-1862)

Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah’s mining boom
penod of the late nineteenth and sarly twentieth centuries, and it is one of onby two major metal mining
communities that hawe survived o the present  Park City's houses are the largest and best-presened 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 penod, 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 |:'.~::||T!r|:.|ni'h_.r.2

2. Persons {Describe how the sie |5 assodaied with the Iives of persons who were of historic Imporiance to the community or those who
were significant in e history of e state, region, of nationk:

3. Architecture (Describe how the site exempiifies noleworthy meods of constnecion, matenals or crafismanship used during the histonc
period or |5 1he work of 3 masier craftsman or notabie architectc

& PHOTOS
Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Comp.

Photo No. 1: West elevation (primary fagade). Camera facing east, 2006.

Photo No. 2: West elevation (primary fagade). Camera facing east, 1995.

Photo No. 3: West elevation (primary fagade). Camera facing east, date unknown.
Photo No. 4: West elevation (primary facade). Camera facing east, tax photo.

* From “Eesidances of Mining Boom Fra, Park City - Thamatic Nopsmation™ written by Rogor Ropar, 1984,
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PARK CITY MUMICIPAL CORPORATION | 10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Proparty:

Address: 1460 Park Avenuwa AMA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Liah Tax Numbear: RPS-1

Current Owner Mame: Lindy Point Properties, LLC Parent Parcel(z): 5A-240 & 5A-241

Current Owner Address: clo VSN Properties, LLC, 15867 SW Chandler, Ste 101, Bend, OR 97702
Legal Description (include acreage): 0.21 acres: LOT 1 THE RETREAT AT THE PARK SUBDIVISION.

2 STATUS/USE

Eroperdy Calegon: LEvaluglion® Beconslfnuclion LUse

El building(s), main O Landmark Site Data: Crriginal Usa: Residantial
0O building(s), attachad # Significant Site Parmit #: Cument Use: Residential
0O building(s), detachad 0O Mot Historic O Ful O Partial

O building(s), public

O building(s), accassory

O structura(s) *Mational Register of Historic Places: H ineligible O eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

FPhotos: Dafes Research Sources (check all sources consuffed, whaelher usalud or nof)

O tax photo: O abstract of fitle E city'county histories

E prints: O tax card O personal interviews

O historic: c. O original building parmit O Utsh Hist. Ressarch Centar
O sewer parmit O USHS Presarvation Files

Drawings and Plans El Sanborm Maps O USHS Anchitects Fila

O meaasured floor plans O obituary indax O LOS Family History Library

[ site sketch map O city directories/gazetieans O Park City Hist. Soc/Musaum

O Historic Amearican Bidg. Survey O cansus records O wniversity library(ias):

O ariginal plans: O biographical ancyclopadias O other:

O ather: O newspapers

Bibliographical References (books, articles, inferviews, efc.) Affach copies of all research notes and malenials.

Blses, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. “Final Report * Park Clty Histone Bullding ivwentory. Salt Lake City: 20407
Carter, Thomas and Goss, Pater. Wiah's Histore Architectuns, 1847-1840; & Guide. Salt Lake Clty, Litah
University of Uitsh Graduate School of Architechure and Utsh State Historcal Society, 19491,
MeAdestar, Virgings and Lee. A Field Guids fo American Houses, Mew York: Alfred A, Knopl, 1998,
Roberts, Allen “Final Report * Park Clty Reconnalssance Level Survey. Salt Lake Clty: 1995,
Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall. *Residencas of Mining Boom Era, Park Clty - Thematic Momination.® Mabonal Register of
Higtore Flaces Imvenbory, Nominason Fomn. 1964,

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: *L" cottage or *T" coltage Mo, Stories: 1
Additions: O mone Bl minor O major jdescribe below) Altarations: O mone BFl minor O major (describe balow)
Mumber of associated outbuildings andfor structures: [ accessaory buildimg(s), # ; O structura(s), #

Gamaral Condition of Exterior Matarials:

Researe herADrpandza, Diare: _Movember, (8
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1460 Park Avenua, Park City, UT Page 2 of 3

E Good (Wel maintained with no serious problames apoarsnt )

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

O Poor (Maior problems are apparant and constituie an imminent fieat. Describa the problems. ):
O Uninhabitable/Ruin

Matarials (The physical slaments: that wers combined or deposited during a particular paricd of fims in a parficular pattern or configuration.
Dascriba tha materials. ):
Foundation: Mot visible and therefore its material cannol be verified.

Walls: Aluminum siding

Ruoof: Asphalt shingle

Windows/Dioors: Aluminum sliding windows, and aluminum screen doors.
Essantial Historical Form: H Retains 0O Does Mot Retain, due to:
Location: B Original Location O Mowved (date ) Original Location:

Diesign (The combination of physical slements that create the form, plan, space, sinucturs, and style. Describe addifions andior alismticns
from the original design, including dades-known or estimated--whan alierations ware made): Form of "L cotlage typea is readily
evidant, although the malterials have bean drastically alterad from original state. Aluminum in siding, windows,
porch roof and supports all suppress the original appearance of this structure. Malerial alterations wera likaly mada
in mid-20th cantury.

Satting (The physical ervirorment=ratural or manmade--of a historic sie. Describe the sstting and how it has dhanged over §me ). Narmow
bailding kot on fairly flat terrain. Housa is recessed at least 20 feel from city roadway on the lot. Grounds ara
surroundad in mature treas and simpla grasses with pedestrian access to struecture baing through a single car width

drivesay.

Waorkmanship (The physical svidenca of the oafts of a paricular culture or peaple during a given period in histary. Descoribe the distinctive
elements. ). Though the distinctive elamants that define tha typical Park City mining era home- simple methods of
construction, the usa of non-bevelad [drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type ("L" coltage), the simple roof form,
the informal landscaping, the resirainad amamentation, and the plain finishes- have bean altarsd, tha building
retains its essential historical form.

Fesaling (Descibe the property's historic character. ) The physical elaments of the sita, in combination, do not afactively
comvay a sense of life in a wastarn mining town of the late ninateanth and eardy twantiath centuries.

Association [Describe e link bebasean the impordant historc era or person and the property ). The T or *L” cotiage (also known as
a “cross-wing”) is ona of the earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during the
mining ara; howewver, the exeant of the allerations to the main bullding diminishas its association with the past.

The axtant and cumulative effect of alterations fo the site render it ineligible for listing in the Mational Register of
Historic Places.

5 SIGNIFICANCE
Architect Fl Not Known 0O Known: (source: ) Date of Construction: c. 1901°

Builder: E Mot Known 0 Known:  (Souwrce: )

The site must rapresant an important part of the history or architectura of the community. A sita need anly be
significant undar one of the three areas listed balow:

! Summit County Tax Assessor; appesrs on the 1907 Sanbors Insurance bap.
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1460 Park Avenua, Park City, UT Page 3 of 3

1. Historic Era:
O Settlement & Mining Boom Era (1868-1833)
& Mature Mining Era (1894-1930)
[ Mining Decline & Emergence of Recreation Industry (1931-1962)

Park City was the canter of one of the top threa metal mining districts in the state during Utah’s mining boom
parod of the late nineteanth and early tweantisth canturies, and it is one of only two major metal mining
communities that have survived io the present Park City's houses are the largest and besi-presanded group
of residential buildings in a metal mining town in ah. As such, they provide the most complete
documeantation of the residential charactar of mining lowns of that pariod, including their settleament pattams,
building matarials, construction techniques, and socio-aconomic make-up. The residences also represant the
stale’s largest collaction of nineteanth and early twentiath century frame houses. They contribute bo our
undarstanding of a significant aspect of Park City"s economic growth and architectural development as a
n'i1lngg|1::n|:rrrI1'||.|ri't:|r.2

2. Parsons (Describe how the sits is sssodaied with the livas of persores wha wers of historic importancs o the community or thoss wha
wana significant in §he history of $he siats, region, or nation)c

3. Architeciune (Desaibe how the site axemplifies noleworthy medhods of construction, materials or crafismanship used during the hisiora
period or is the work of a masier craftsman or notable archilect]c

& PHOTOS
Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Comp.

Photo Mo. 1: Southwest obligue. Camera facing northeast, 2006.
Photo Mo. 2: Southwest obligue. Camera facing northeast, 1995.

* From "Residences of Mining Boom Em, Park City - Thematie Nomination™ wrifien by Boger Roger, 1984,
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

445 MARSAC AVE ° PO BOX 1480
PARK CITY, UT 84060

(435) 615-5060 ° (435) 615-4906 FAX

PARK CITY

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

For use with the Historic District/Site Design Review Application

For Cifice Lise Only
PROJECT PLANMNER APPLICATION #
DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT INFORMATION
HISTORIC SITE? OND X YES: O LANDMARK O SIGHIFICANT DISTRICT:
NAME: -Dos Residance
ADDRESS: 1430 Park Ave
ek Citv, Uigh 84040
TAX 1D #: RPE-2 OR
SUBDMVISION: OR
SURVEY: LOT & BLOCHK #;
CONTACT INFORMATION
NAME: ~lack and Jane Dog
PHOMNE #: Fax &
EMAIL:

Instructions for Completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT
The purpose of the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT is to document the existing conditions
of the site, its buildings and structures. All sites, historic or otherwise, that are the subject of a
Historic District/Site Design Review application are required to complete a PHY'SICAL CONDITION
REPORT. This form should be completed and submitted to the Planning Department prior to your
Pra-Application Confarencea.

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION

The features listed below, if extant on your site, must be describead in full. If the scope of your project is
limited (window replacemeant, porch rehabilitation, efc.) describe only those elaments dirsctly impacted by
your proposal and write "not applicable™ in other sections. Descriptions should be concise and detailed and
should include materials, dimensions, present condition, and approximate date (if known). I youwr
dascriptions require additional spaca, pleasa atiach a continuation sheat OR you may creale a separate
documeant by restating each numbered item followed by your full responsa. Documeniation from a licensad
professional must be submitted lo support claims regarding sewaraly deteriorated or dafective conditions.

PHOTOGRAPHS
Digital phofographs must be included with this repori. Specifications and a template for organizing amnd
labeling photographs are provided on the |ast page of this report.

if you hiave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL COMDITION REPORT, plaasa contact a mambsar of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
1
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

SITE FEATURES

A.1. TOPOGRAPHY - Describa the topography of the site, including any unusual conditions.
Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

The topography is basically fiat. Changes in topography run north to south. On the north side
the topography begins at 6872. Thare is a one foot, or 6873, change that runs towards the front
door on the west alevation and then appaars midpoint on the northeast gable addition. The
finished floor elevation is designated to be 6873.4. There is a circular area on the southwest
comer of the root cellar that is 6874. This increase in elevation appears to be due to an
accumulation of debris and fill. There is a 5" elevation change in between the root cellar and the
northeast gable on the east alevation.

A.2. LANDSCAPING - Describe the natural and/or plantad materials, paths, decks, patios or
othar alemants that are part of the existing landscaping scheme, including approximate dates.

Describe existing feature(s) and condition:

The majority of the landscaping is not historic. The trees and scrubs all appear to ba
voluntears. There are some nice hollyhocks under the front, west alevation window howeaver It is
very unlikely that they originally were part of the landscape. The tax photographs show a couple of
lilac bushes on either side of the front fagade closa to the street{1) (2). The two bushes are still
part of the landscapea.(3) The front porch is concrete and is elevated 3" above grade. This
concrate slab is not original to the house and was probably pourad whan the metal awning was
added in the late 40's early 50's. The slab is cracked and deteriorating. Thare is no evidence what
the orginal material might have baan.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.

2
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PHYSICAL COMNDITION RERGHRT

Park City Historic Photo 1

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL COMNDITION RERGHRT

3.Lilac bushes

A.3. RETAINING WALL(S) - Describe any funclional or decorative walls on the site, including
approximate dates of construction.

Dascriba the axisting featura(s) and condition:
Mew railroad tie retaining wall on the south proparty line in the wast front yard.(1)

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.

4
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PHYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

A.4. EXTERIOR STEPS - Describe any exterior steps on the property including location,
dimensions, materials, and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:
Mot applicable

A.5. FENCE(S) - Describe any fences on the property including location, dimensions, materials,
and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:

New 6'-0° wood fence along the south property line.(1)
Chain link fenca in the rear northeast comer of the lot.(2)

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.

5
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PiHYYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

2. Chain link fence rear northeast

A.6. OTHER SITE FEATURES (SPECIFY):
Describa the axisting featura(s) and condition:

There are no unique site features. Excavation in the rear yard may unaarth evidence of a
variety of outbulldings. There is an old utility pole in the middle of a volunteer tree just east of the

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.

6
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

2 Utility pole 2

MAIN BUILDING

B.1. ROOF - Describe the existing roof materials, roof framing, pitch and elements such as
skylights, vents or chimneys along with the approximate dates of the features.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:
The roof is the feature that most clearly describas the progression of additions on the housa.

The original (1904) east/west gable and cross north/south gable roofs both with a 12/12 pitch is
in the best shape. Materials are determined by looking at the ends. Wood shingles ware most
likety the original reofing material.(1) The roof was originally sheathed with 1X6 wood. (2) Some
metal panels have bean added to the eaves particulardy noted on the north elevation. Finally, thara
is a 3-tab asphalt shingle roof (1954). At the ridge on the north side there is a bump and some
waviness whera the cross gables intersaect. This indicates that there probably was no new
gheathing applied to the roof when the 3-tab asphalt was installed. The roof of the matal porch
awning comes in under the original north/south gable. It can be assumed that the original porch
intersactad in a similar way.(3) Thera is one chimney in this original saction at the top of this area
at the intersaction of the two gables. The chimney is varied/blond brick and steps out midpoint.
The brick is loose particulady near the top. Thera iz no evidence of this chimney on the interior.
After further investigation it was discovered that this chimney stops in the attic and is supported on
a framed platform. Without further investigation it is unclear where and how this chimney was used.
The chimney is poorly flashed at the roof level but of all the chimneys it is flashed the best.(4)

The first addition appaars to ba tha northeast gabled addition. Intarior investigation and the
partial exposura of the aast/weast gabla on the east side show tha original exterior wall.(5) The roof
on this addition is 10/12; slightly less than the original roofs. Thea similar roofing materials indicate
that thiz was an early addition perhaps 20's or 30's. Most of this roof iz in fair condition however,

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL COMDITION REPORT
the saction of overbuilt roofing is patchy and bad. There is a lot of slappad on tar and generally
unprofessional leak control.(G)

Part of the kitchen addition could have occumred around the same time as the northeast gable.
The entry area may be part of the original house. The chimney located batween the dining room
and the kitchen is similar to the chimney in the center of the original house. Depending on
excavation soma part of the kitchen may have been part of the original housa. The kitchen
addition appears in both tax photos. The roof pitch is 4/12. The roofing from the intersection of the
kitchan and the original roofs is really deteriorated with excessive patching and decay from water
damage. All the interor spaces from the east wall of the kitchen, the mechanical space, tha
bathroom, the coverad stairs to the root cellar, and the root callar have significant moistuna
damage and mold. The soffits and fascias in these areas are rotted and moldy.(7) Thera is a
variety of roofing materials, metal paneals and tar piled on in an attempt to stop leaking.(8)

The only roof panatrations on this house are the three chimneys. The ona vent pipe sean in the
above photo is from the root callar. The two chimneys: one betwean the dining room and the
kitchen and the other batwean the kitchen and the mechanical space are in disrepair. There is
missing mortar, structural issues, and sloppy, inadaquate flashing.(9) Both of the rear chimneys
axtand through the interior and sit on a 2X4 platform at the floor level.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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3.0riginal south gable roof and porch roof intersection

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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5.East elevation original gable

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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6.East elevation overbuild at bathroom

7. Fa=scia at southeast cormer

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 103 of 264



PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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B.2. EXTERIOR WALL - PRIMARY FACADE - Describe the exterior facade including
materials, dimensions, finizhes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:

The primary fagade, front fagade, faces to the west. This is the documented fagade in the
historic tax photos. The house built in 1904 was comprised of the two cross gable structures and a
shed porch with decorative columns. All these elements are presaent on this primary facade
although the original porch has been replaced with a metal awning and metal columns.(1)(2) The
wast facing gable is 13 feet wide and 17 feat high at the ridge. The walls are 9'-7" high. There is
one canterad aluminum shider window, 5'-0"W X 4'0" H. (windows will ba dealt with separataly).
This gable projacts 4'-11" further west than the cross gable.(3) The porch occuples the space
created by this projection. The cross gable which faces south is 12°-10° approx. across facing west;
is also 17'-07 high at the ridge and the walls are 9'-7" high. This face includes a beautiful 32"W X
6°-8°H front door (doors will be dealt with separately) and a 4'-4"W X 4'-6"H wood frame picture
window_[(4) There is a 4'-5" projection 13'-0" east of the southeast comer of the porch. Therae iz an
entry door into the kitchen. The wall is 9°-7" high. This projection appears in both historic tax
photos and it is possible this is part of the original house. Further demolition would need to be
done to detarmine the date of construction.(5) Modifications have occurrad over time 30's, 40's,
50's, and 60's. The wall construction varies throughout the house but the exterior materials in this
original saction are pretty consistent. The original wood 1X7T lap siding is under a layer of 34
masonite and 14" X 73/47 asbestos shingle. In the axcavation on the south corner of the wast gable
doas not show any building paper. Tha condition of the orginal wood siding looks pracarious at
this point but appears batter in other areas. A complete damaliion of the asbestos shingle

material) and masonite is the only way to really ascartain the condition of the original
wood. (6)

1.Park City historic photo 1

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

2 Park City historic photo 2

- =

3.0riginal west gabla
i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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5.Waesl kitchan door

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.
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6. 5iding detail

B.3. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FAGCADE 1 - Describe the exterior facade including
materals, dimensgions, finishes and approximate dates of construction. Describe the axisting
feature(s) and condition:

The original part of the north elevation extends 30'-4" west to east. The wall haight is 8'-7" at
the northwest comer and 9°-6" at the intersection with the northeast addition. The ridge is 17"-
0%high. (1) Thera are two windows on the fagade. Both are 4-10° off the ground and are 4'-11"W
and 2'-8"H [windows dealt with separately). The exterior wall materials the same as on the primary
facade.(2) The siding extends o the ground with litthe or no signs of the stone foundation. Only
complate damolition of the asbestos shingle and masonite will exposa the nature of the orginal
siding material. The soffit and fascia ame in fair condition. The 1X4 trim is incomplats in sections
and the paint is peeling.(3) There iz a 10'-2" addition on the northeast end of the north elevation.
This addition intersects with the original north section of this fagade_(4){(5) The wall height is 8°-2°
high and the ridge is at approximately 13'-0".(6) The overhang is larger (10™) and the roof framing
is larger. This is further evidence that iz an addition of not part of the original housa.

Tha comer of the root cellar is vigible on the north alevation (root cellar describad on the aast
and south elavation).(7)

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435} £15-5060.
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2.5Siding detail northwest cormer

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.
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3. Fascia north alevation

4 Soffit and fascia north elevation intersaction orginal and addition

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

5.5offit and fascia nomhwast cormer

6. Faszcia detall northeast comer

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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T .Horthesst alevation of root callar

B.4. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 2 - Describa the exterior facade including
materials, dmensions, finishes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

Tha south alevation is difficult to photograph in totality since it is too dose to the property line, a
fence, and a sizable new residential building. A drawing of thiz elevation gives a batter look at the
entire alevation.

The porch and the 4'-11"projection of the main original west gable are on the southweast cormer
of the south fagade. The meatal awning shads from 9°-07 to 740" esast to wast. The porch awning
replaced the original porch in the 1950's or 1960's.(1) The south gable is part of the original
housza. Itis 13'-0" wide and 17'-0" to the ridge. The wall height on the west and east sides of this
gable section is 9'-7". There is a 10" overhang and the soffit and fascia are in fair condition. Thase
aelemeants are vary simpla 1X wood trim. There is quite bit of raw wood.(2) The siding is the samea
as has bean described previously. There i one centerad window on this gable end.(3) Thera are
gimilar windows on  the north elevation. (window details will be described separately). The gas
meater is on the west comer. The electrical service drop occurs of the east and of the gabla.
(electrical will be described saparataly).

Al the east end of the south gable there is a 9'-T" high X 4'-5" wide projection which extends
further to the south. This forms the west comer of a shed roofed area that extends 16'-0" to the
aast. The wall height at the west comer is 9'-T" and the wall height at the sast end is 5'-4". Interior
avidence as well as the location of the chimneys gives some evidence that the first 9°-8" of this
area might have baen original. Complate demalition of the exterior layers of siding and demolition
of layers of interior finishes should provide some conclusive evidenca regarding the age of this
area. There are two windows: one double hung window over the kitchen sink and one long fixed
window in the mechanical room.(4) The fascia is a simple 1X4 that gets progressively mora

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435} £15-5060.
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damaged west to east. There is significant evidence of the poorly repaired roof in this area. Tar
and fiberglass patching material drip over tha edges of the fascia (5)

There is a 4'-7" wide gap between the 5'-2" high east end of the mechanical room and the root
cellar. Approximately 9'-8" north of the mechanical reom corner is shed connection that
internalizes the steps to the root cellar. This area is poorly constructed and the roof is layerad with
poorly executed patching.(6) While the root callar is probably original to the house. It was an
outbuilding and the connection a much later addition.

Tha root callar is 8'-8" wide. It is built of concrate.(7) The side wall height is 1'-6" and ridge is
5°-0° high. There is a small center window. The root cellar will ba dealt with later.

All the roofs and there relationship to each other are visible when looking at this south fagade.
All three chimneys are also visible.

1.0riginal porch intersection-southwest cormer

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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3.5outh original gable with elecirical drop and gas mebar

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.
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4. South kitchen window alevation

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.
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6.5outh elevation space betwean meachanical and root cellar. Coverad stairs to roof cellar to norih.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.

24

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 116 of 264



PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

%

2 .-1‘!;5!':' g i e L
T g
- SR St |

- o, Ty =
e g g B o

B.5. EXTERIOR WALL - REAR FACADE - Describe the extarior facade including materials,
dimensions, finishes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

The rear facade faces east. The heights of the walls on this fagade are low so the antire
progression of roof systams is visible from the sast. The above saction on the roofs indicates the
enttent of the roofing issues visible from this elevation.(1) For the sake of clarity the root cellar and
the coverad stair to the root caellar will be eliminated from the description of the aast elevation and
will be dealt with saparately.

The southeast comer is 5'-2" high and is the end of a long, 16'-1" shed roof.(2) Tha wall
extends north approx. 13'-0" with the last 5'-0" being intersacted by the stair cover. There is a long
casamant window that has been boarded up 30" north of the southeast corner. The wall is coverad
with the 73/4" asbestos shingle. The shingle is poorly applied; sagging and gaping across the wall.
Thera doasn’t appear to be any building paper. This has significant water damage. Just north of
the coverad stair is a small gable structure that forms the bathroom.(3) The exterior dimension of
this little gable is 5°-5° however the roof extends over the shed roof to the south. Tha wall height at
the south and is 5'4” and 5°-7" at the north end. The ridgae is 8'-0" high. Thera is an odd shad roof
axtansion from the ridge of the small gable to the larger gable to the north.(4) There is a boarded
up casement window centered on this small gabled structura. The toilet is vented on the outside.
This will be dealt with in the plumbing section. The asbestos shingle is in better condition and the
moisture issues aren't quite as pronounced as they are on the surfaces to the south. Thare is a
northeast gable structure that projects 6'-6 172" to the east of the small bathroom gable. There is a
window facing south in this projected area. This northeast gable is 11'0" wide. The wall height
varies from 7-11" on the south comer to 8-2" on the north cormner. The ridge of the approximataly
10/12 pitch is 13'-0".(5) Thera is a slight built up area between the northeast gable and the root
cellar which accounts for the wall haight variation. Thera is a 30°X6°-8" door (boarded) on the
south corner, a window similar to the windows on the north elevation (boarded), and a boardad
vent or window in the upper gabla. This structure has more in common with the original house; the
pitched roof has seen less moisture damage and the siding materials and fascia are in similar

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.

25

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 117 of 264



FHTSLAL LONMDETRON KEFOR

condition.(6) This supports the thinking that tha northaast gable is an early addition. The sast
gable end of the original sast/west gable structura is visible above this northeast gable structure. It
is tha bast indication of orginal siding and fascia datail on the whole house.(T) The television
antennae is visible on the northeast gable roof.

The progression of additions on the east elevation seams to be (conjecture without demolition
of historic materials) northeast gable, small bathroom gable, mechanical addition to the kitchen
shed and the coverad stair to the root cellar.

R W

East alevation mechanical rmom shad

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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4. East elevation-axtension overbuild to northeast gable from small gable

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

5.Northeast gable-narth fagade

6.Siding detail-northwest gable north elevation

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PiHYYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

B.6. FOUNDATION - Describe the existing foundation noting the current materials, evidence of
previous upgrades as well as evidence and probable cause of failure or deterioration and
approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

Excavation and investigation of the foundation occurrad on the north exterior side of the housa
and on the cooresponding interior space. Another exterior excavation was done on the south side
of the house by the kitchen window. The foundation in both of thesa locations is stone rubble.(1)
There is very little stone exposed on the exterior and it only extends about 12 * below the ground.
On the interior the exposad floor joists sit directly on the dirt.(2). There is some concrete
foundation wall on the rear east additions.(3) Without excavation the extent of the

is unclear. A thorough investigation of the foundations will further substantiate
the construction history of the housa.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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1.Look at interior axcavation morth wall

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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2. East elevation-concrate

B.7. PORCH(ES) - Describe the current porch(es) including materials, finishes, dimensions,
avidence of changes and the approximate date of construction.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

The only evidence of a historic porch is the historic tax photo.(1). The existing matal awning
porch cover and metal posts have bean in place for a long time. It was probably added in the 40's
or 50's. The concrete pad 4'-7"X12-10" was added at the same time. The metal roof is baginning
to fail but the posts are in good shape. The 3" concrete is cracked and damaged.(2)(3)(4)

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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4. Porch roof

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
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33

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 125 of 264



.....

B.8. DORMER(S) / BAY(S) - Describe any projecting dormers or bays noting the location,
materials, finishes, dimensions and approximate date of construction.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:
Mot applicable

B.9. ADDITION(S) - Describe any additions to the original building in a chronological order of
devedopmeant (if known) and include information on the construction mathods, materials, finizhas,
dimensions, condition and approximate dates of each addition. For Historic Sites, this description
should correspond to the measured as-built drawings of the buildings/structures.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

Additions and their material finishes and dimensions have bean described in the elevation
sactions. To summarize: The west/east gable structure and the northisouth cross gable form the
primary alemeants of the 1904 original house. The kitchen shed east of the north/south gable may
have also beaen part of the original house. The root cellar was probably original and was a stand
alone structure with an axterior stair. The northeast gable on the eaast alevation was an aarly
addition possibly as sarly as the 1820's. Tha small bathroom gable and the shad extensions on
the southeast side of the east alevation were probably added later in the 30's, 40's and 50's. This
later area has significant water damage.

B.10. MECHANICAL SYSTEM
Describe the axisting machanical systam and condition:

Heating is provided by a forced air fumace. There are no working fireplaces. The furnace is
located next to the chimney in the mechanical room. It is vented through this chimney.(1)(2). The
water damage and mold is significant in this room. This type of exposure and the general poor
construction makes the heating system unusable. There is nothing historic about the haating
system. The retum air is located just on the other side of the wall from the fumace which is not the
optimal location. The duct work is smashad into areas dug out under the floor joist and sits directly
on the ground.(3) Thera are ragisters located in most of the rooms. The Honeywall thermistat is
located on the aast wall of the dining room. This heating system did more damage than good to the
historic materials in this house.

The plumbing is equally as disfunctional. The water heater is located next to the fumace. In its
presant condition and location it is also unusable. The gas connection is questionable. Thera is
no evidence of vanting. There are washer and dryer hookups on the aast wall of the mechanical
room. The plywood floor in the mechanical room is moldy warped and probably sitting on the
ground.

The other two plumbed areas are the kitchen sink and the bathroom. The kitchen sink is a
combination of galvanized and pvc piping. The kitchen sink is a metal combination sink and
cabinet. Itisa 1840's or 50's piece and is in fairly nice and repairable condition.(4) The venting for
the sink is located just above the ground outside.(5) The water tumoff for the house is located
outside in this same area.(6)

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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The bathroom fodures; a sink, a toilet, and a missing but plumbead tub are all plumbed using
galvanized piping. There may also ba soma lead piping. Mone of the fiduras are proparty vented.
The toilet is vented outside through a 4 PVC pipe.(T)

The total lack of wenting indicates that plumbing was all added to this house in the 40°'s, 50's.
and never done to maet any building codes.

1. Mechanical room-fumace and water haatar

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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3. Duct work in foreground under floor joist

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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4_Metal kitchen sink and cabinet unit

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

B.11. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

Describe the existing electrical system and condition:

The electrical service is 110 and the panel is located on the exterior of the house next to the
alectrical drop.(1¥2). There is no power to the house at this ime 5o it was not possible to
datermine whather individual switches or lights wera working. Most of the electrical wiring was
coverad however, it is assumad that thera is a lot of combinations of wiring spanning the lifespan of
the house. Thara ara no smoke alarms. The cailings in the sast portions of tha house are

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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significantty water and mold damaged. None of the wiring in this area should be considered safe.
Rafer to the as-built reflactad ceiling plan for exdsting locations of lights, switchas, and outlats.
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B.12. STRUCTURAL SYSTEM

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.

39

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 131 of 264
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Describe the axisting structural system, including the foundation, floors, walls, and roof structure.

Park City will allow very limited and non-structural disassembly of a structura to investigate thesa
conditions.

Describe the existing structural system and condition:

Sincea thare was limited demolition of the existing structure there have been aducated
assumptions made about the structural framing membears.

For most of the structural members on the framing plans are specified as the parcentage of the
members capacity to meet current building code requierements-2006 Intamational Building Code
(2006 |IBC). This gives a good indication of the strength of the existing framing materials. This
building is a historic building and based on the historic building code if the framing member has
more than 50% of capacity of what the 2006 |IBC requires than the member is congiderad okay.

1. The existing building doas not have any footings. There is some rubble stone under the
axtarior walls. Thare are soma concrate foundations on the rear additions. See saction on
foundations for photos.

2. The existing floor is 2-1/8"X6" Douglas Fir @ 24 o.c. The analysis shows this framing to be
at 52.7% capacity and according to the historic code this meats the structural criteria.

3. The exterior wall construction varies in the house. There are areas where there is only 1X12
vertical planks and siding material.(1) Most of the walls are 22 Douglas FIf2@16" o.c.
with the 1x12 vertical planks and siding. Thesa walls are not strong enough for wind,
saismic, or gravity loads.

4. The existing headers are inadequate.

3. The sast/west front gable roof is framed with 2X4's @ 28%.c. The roof framing for the
north/south gable is 2X10's {@ 48” o.c. The rest of the house is 2X4 framing @ 24 o0.c. Only
the roof framing for the north/south gable meets the 50% capacity of the coda.

6. The existing roof shaathing is 1X6 wood planks installed perpendicular to the existing joists.
It does not have any capacity for shear diaphragm value.

The framing members in the original areas, with high pitched roofs, are dry and intact (from
what is visible). The roof framing particularly in the rear shed area is water saturated and
failing. A 2X8 beam in the axisting kitchen is complataly bowad. In time this structure will

complately fail.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPGRT

1. 1X12 wall construction. 2 1/8°X6" floor joist.

B.13. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Provide a statement regarding the presence of hazardous materials including, but not limited to,
lead-based paint, asbestos and mold. Describe the materialg’ location on the site, the test
methods used to verify the hazardous material, and the extent of the problam:

The extarior siding is an asbestos shingle. Asbastos in this application is pretty incapsulated, thana isn't
much airbounea asbesios. The siding will nead io be removed using approved techniquas for hazardous
matarials removal. Testing for asbastos needs to ba done before the demadlition of the roofing materials.
Thare is such a build up of materals particularly on the east elevalions, tha rear of the house that it should
be assumed that thare ara some potentially hazardous materals.

All the old painted surfaces in the housa probably comtain lead paint. This is pariculary trus of the wood
exterior siding. Thara may also be somea lead piping in the house, This piping may not ba in wse but may ba
buried undear the foor system. Proper care needs to be Bken to remove and disposa of these matarials.

Maid is a significant isswea in this housa. The smell of mold is strong. When it rains the roof over the aast
sadlion of the kilchan, the mechanical room, and the siair to the rool cellar leaks. Thea csiling and roof joist in
this area are water logged. The ceiling is collesping and black mold is every whare. These areas are nod
salvagable and should be removed. The bathroom cailing is also collasping and thera is some mold. Thara
is carpating in every room. It should be remowved immeadiataly if any part of this houwse is going o ba saved.
This carpating retains moisture and in the areas mantionad above it is contributing to the type of damage in
the floor ssan in the ceiling.

B.14. OTHER (SPECIFY):

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS

C.1. WINDOWS - Dascribe the number of windows, dimansions, configuration of panes, types,
whather the windows are original to the building (if known) and approximate dates.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

The front, west elevation is an aluminum slider. It is 3'-31/2" off the ground and is 5'-0"W X 4’0"
H. This window replaced historic windows. The frame has also been altered. Interior investigation
shows that there was originally two windows and the windows wera 6” taller, closer to the ground.
The evidence is a sawed off 6° wood pieca at the sill. There is an awning over the window in the
older tax photograph so it is hard to tell if the windows were intact at that tima. The sacond historic
tax photograph shows that the window has bean altered although the sill hasn't been raised. The
change from double wood window to aluminum slider took place in the 50's or 60°s. The presant
window was added in the 70's or early 80s.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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The west alavation picture window is under the porch adjacent to the front door. Thara is the
same evidence as tha front window that this was originally two windows. Thesa would have baan
original windows. Thizs window is a singla fixed pane 2°-2172° off the porch floor and 4'41/2°W X 4'-

6" H. The paint on the wood frame is peeling. The detailing of the frame matches that of other
windows in the house.

Typical wood frame details.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Siaff at {435) 615-5060.
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South facing window In north'south cross gable. Three fixed panes of glazs 4'4" off the ground 4'-
11"W X 2'-3"H. The side windows might have originally opened although thara is no presant
evidance. Tha small side panes of glass are 11" wide and the divider betwean the window is 57
wide. The [arger canter pane of glass is 2'-3" wida.

Interor of window detail.

This style of window appears on the north side of the housa and in the northeast gable on tha sast
rear alavation. Thare are a total of 4 similar windows. These may be original windows. The south
window is the only window that isn't boarded up. Without interior light photos are hard to get.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435} £15-5060.
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The kitchen window iz a wood, single-pane, double hung window. This window iz 3'-81/2" off the
ground and is 3-0"W X 2°-8"H. The paint is pealing and there iz some raw wood. The window
detail iz similar to above.

Interior of kitchen window with surn:n.lding cabinets. Note ceilling damage.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435} £15-5060.
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There iz a large fixed single pana window in the mechanical room. Itis 3'-3" off the ground and
4'-8"W X 2'-2" H. It has similar jamb and sill detail shown abova.

4 .:n. -.".i:r A i -
This is a double hinged, single pane window manual casament window on the east side of the
meachanical room. Itis 2'-10° off the ground and is 4'-6° W (2@ 2°-3" each) X 1'-5"H. There is a
similar window in the small east bathroom gable.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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Window at stair 0 foot oeftar,

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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These two small windows are opposite aach other in the space between the root cellar stairs
and the northeast gable. The window in the root cellar stair area is a fixed window 3'-1"off the
ground and 2'-4"W X 13"H. The window in the northeast gable structure faces south and is 3-10"
off the ground and is 1'-8"W X 2'-1"H. This window appeaars to swing open. All these windows ara
zingle pane and have same exterior jamb and =ill detail.

C.2. DOORS- Dascriba the number of doors, dimensions, types, and whathar thay are original to
the building and approximate dates.

Deascribe the existing featura(z) and condition:

There ara three doors on the house. The front west antry door. The wast kitchen entry door.
And a door in the northeast gable on the rear, east elevation.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435} £15-5060.
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PiHYYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

The west facing, wood front door is one of the nicest features on this housa. It is 32"W X 6'9"H.
It has Victorian detailing typically found in the 1904. It has a 34"H single pane glass panel in the
upper section of the door. There is an aluminum screan. The door hardware is missing and a new
deadboit locks the door. This door's detail is in good condition and could be restored.

Front door datall.

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

Front door datail.

Eitchen door

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

The kitchen door is 2'-4"W X 6-8"H. Itis a wood, 3 recessed panel, and 1/3 single pane glass
window. Itis a door that might have been found in a 1904 housa. Thera is new hardware. The
wood iz pretty chewead up. This is not a remarkable door.

This wood door is the northeast gable in the east rear elevation. Itis 30°W X 6'-8"H. Itis an
unremarkable door and appears to be a later addition to this elevation. It is sandwiched tightly
against the window and the window casing forms the casing of the door.

C.3. TRIM - Describa the trim (window and door, saves and soffits, comer boards, pilasters, atc.)
including location, dimensions, and approximate dates.

Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:

The trim on this housa is very simple and functional. The structure is axpressed and straight
forward. Locations, dimensions, and dates are dealt with in other areas of this report.

C.4. ARCHITECTURAL ORNAMENTATION - Describe the architectural omamentation that is

applied or integrated into the exterior facadas including the location, dimensions, materials and
approximate dates.

Describe the existing featura(s) and condition:

Mo omamentation ather than the front door.

C.5. OTHER (SPECIFY):
Describe the axisting featura(s) and condition:

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PiHYYEICAL CONDITION REPORT

ACCESSORY BUILDING(S

D.1. ACCESSORY BUIDLING(S) - Mark all the boxes below that apply to your proparty.
Describe each accessory building inciuding location on the site (should cormaspond to the axisting
site plan), matarials, and approximate dates.

Type(s): O Garage O0X Root Cellar O Shed O Other (specify):
Describe existing accessory building(s) and condition:

The root cellar is located in tha rear yard on the east side of the house. The walls are concrete
and the roof is 2X4 wood framing. The side walls are 18" off the ground. There is a small boarded
window centerad on the south elevation. This structure was probably original to the property and
the stairs were outside and not internalized. The roofing is a mess and there is water damage.
The ceiling height inside is about 6'-6". There is a dirt floor.

South elevation-root cellar

i you fuzve quesdions reganding the requinmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPOHRT, pleasa contact 2 member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPGRT

L e ey SR

Root cellar roof in foreground.

STRUCTURE(S

E.1. STRUCTURE(S) - Mark all the boxes below that apply to your property. Describe each
structure including location on the site (should correspond to the existing site plan), materials and
approximate dates.

Type(s): O Tram Tower [ Animal Enclosure O Other (specify):
Describe existing structure({s) and condition:
Mot applicable

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY
| have read and understand the instructions supplied by Park City for processing this form as part
of the Historic District/Site Design Review application. The documents andfor information | have
submitted are true and correct to the bast of my knowledge.

Signature of Applicant Date:
Name of Applicant

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

CONTACT SHEETS (sample shown at right)
Digital photographs illustrating the descriptions
provided in this report must be presented on

contact sheats that accommodate two photos with R N —

SFECHT T E TN, SAAASENTATEN = sk, i

captions per page. A template of the contact sheat
is provided on the following page.

=  [Each feature describad in this report must
include at leasf one comasponding
photograph. More than one photograph per
description is encouraged.
*  Contact sheats should ba printed in color on
high-quality paper (photo paper is prefered).
* To avoid creating a large and
unmanageable file, it is recommended that
you use an image file compressor whean
importing images into the contact sheets.
o Microsoft offers a free download of
Image Resizer for Windows XP at
www._microsoft.com.

o iPhoto provides the option to resize
an image (while maintaining the
aspect ratio) when the image is
axported from the photo library.

o Other resizing options are available in Adobe Photoshop or in a free download from
VS0 Software at www.vso-software. fr

* The photograph contact sheats should be organized in the same order as the written
descriptions above; beginning with TOPOGRAPHY, LANDSCAPING, RETAINING WALLS,
continuing with each of the features listed and finally ending with STRUCTURES.

IMAGES ON DISC

Digital copies of photographs used in the contact sheets that accompany this report should ba
saved separately on a CD-R and submitted to the Planning Staff with the report. Do not submit a
disc with original images. Materials submitted with the form will not be retumed to the applicant.
* The image size should be at least 3,000 x 2,000 pixels at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or larger
(if possibla).

= [tis recommended that digital images be saved in 8-bit (or larger) format.
* TIFF images are preferred, but JPEG images will be accepted.
* The CD-R should be labeled as follows: PCR Form “"Property Address” "Date”.

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

<FEATURE NAME=>

<FEATURE NAME>

if you huave questions reganding the requirsmants for completing tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, pleasa contact a member of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {(435) 615-5060.
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION ———
PLANMING DEPARTMENT PARK CI'T'Y
445 MARSAC AVE ° PO BOX 1480

PARK CITY, UT 84060

(435) 515-5060 ° (435) 515-4906 FAX

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

For use with the Hisforic District/Site Design Review Application

For Cimce Lise Only
PROJECT PLANNER APPLICATION #

DATE RECEIVED

PROJECT INFORMATION
HISTORIC SITE? [JNO  *[] vES:[] LANDMARK [ ] SIGMIFICANT DISTRICT:
MNAME: John Doe

ADDRESS: 1460 Park Ave.
Park City, Uitah
TAX ID# RPS-1
OR
SUBDHVISION: OR
SURVEY: LOT # BLOCH #:

CONTACT INFORMATION

MNAME:

PHOME # Fao &
ENLAIL:

Instructions for Completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

The purpose of the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT is fo document the existing conditions
of the site, its buildings, and structures. All sites, historic or otherwise, that are the subject of a
Higtoric Disfrict/Site Design Review application are required to complete a PHYSICAL CONDITION
REPORT. This form should be completed and submitied to the Planning Department prior to your
Pre-Application Conference.
WRITTEN DESCRIPTION
The features listed below, i extant on your site, must be described in full. I the scope of your project is
lirnited (window replacement, porch rehabilitation, efc.) descrbe only those elements directly impacted by
your proposal and write "not applicable” in other sections. Descripions should be concise and detailed and
should include materials, dimensions, present condition, and approximate date (if known). Documentation
from a licensed professional must be submitied to support claims regarding severely deteriorated or
defective conditions.
PHOTOGRAPHS

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Staif at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Digital photographs must be included with this report.  Low-resolution digital photographs should be inserted
inta the document to illustrate the written desecriptions and high-resolution photographs should be submitted
on a disk. Specifications for crganizing and labeling photographs. are provided on the |last page of this report.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

SITE FEATURES

A1, TOPOGRAPHY - Describe the topography of the site, including any unusual conditions.
Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

The site is relatively flat. The finished floor elevation is approcdmately 2-3° above grade. The northeast
comer of the house and the yard has been dug out to provide access to 3 mechanical crawlspace. This hole
begins at grade on the east and northeast comer of the house and drops to 8. There is a lot of vegetation in
this comer and a photograph is difficult to show this artificial topographical condition.

Mortheast comer hale

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

A.2. LANDSCAPING - Describe the natural andfor planted materials, paths, decks, patios or
other elements that are part of the existing landscaping scheme, including approximate dates.

Describe existing feature(z) and condition:

Unfortunately there are no historic photos of thiz property. The only photos available show the
exterior modifications already present. This iz paricularly true of the paths and patics. There are
many trees and bushes on this property. These landscape features exist on predominantly the
north side of the property however, there are some bushes and trees on the south side of the
property as well. There is a beautiful big tfree in the front, west yard. The center of the property is
flat, open and grassy. There is a concrete driveway. Without changing elevation the concrete
extends to form the porch and a path to the zide kitchen door. All these landscape features don'
zeem to be historic. The house to the south at 1450 Park Ave. is similar to this house at 1460 Park
Ave. They were most likely built at the same time. There is more historic information about 1450
Park Ave. and thiz information can be uzed to analyze 1460.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT
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West elevation mature trees and vegetation-2010

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

A.J. RETAINING WALL(S) - Describe any functional or decorative walls on the site, including
approximate dates of construction.
Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

There are no retaining walls on the site.

A.4. EXTERIOR STEPS - Describe any exterior steps on the property including location,
dimensions, materials, and approximate dates of construction.
Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

Mo exterior steps.

A.5. FENCE(S) - Describe any fences on the property including location, dimensions, materials,
and approximate dates of construction.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Describe the existing feature{z) and conditicn
There iz a chain link fence at the rear of the property.

Chain link fence rear and partial north and south zides of the property.

A.6. OTHER SITE FEATURES (SPECIFY):
Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

MNone

MAIN BUILDING

B.1. ROOF - Describe the existing roof materials, roof framing, pitch and elements such as
skylightz, vents or chimneys along with the approximate dates of the features.

Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

The roof form is a typical cross gable with an intersecting shed roof. There is a west to
east gable with 12/12 pitch. The construction of this gable is visible through the attic
access on the east end. There are 2X4 rafters at 24" o.c. with 1.X6 skip sheathing. The
roof was onginally a wood shingle roof. Now it has a red, asphalt shingle roof. The asphalt
shingle roofing is losing its granules and needs to be replaced.

If you have questions reganding the requiremants for compieting the PHYSICAL COMDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planning Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

The north to south gable has a 1212 pitch on the west side and a 4 512 pitch on the
east side. It is assumed the roof framing construction is the same as the east to west
gable. At the intersection of two gable forms on the west front elevation is an aluminum
porch roof supported by two, wrought iron, decorative posts. This roof shows on the 1958
photo of the house. Since the adjacent property is so similar and there is a older photo of
1450 Park Ave. showing an orniginal porch structure; for purposes of restoration this porch
design can be replicated on 1460 Park Ave.

The rest of the roof sheds to the east-rear with a 4.5/12 pitch from 16 feet at the ridge
of the north-south gable to 6 feet at the east-rear elevation. The roof extends 4 feet to the
south to form the kitchen door entrance. There is an aluminum roof over this side door.

The east shed portion of the roof shows some damage. The asphalt shingle is missing
on southeast comer and replaced haphazardly with a membrane and sheet metal. The
northeast section of the shed roof waves and sags indicating structural problems. This
area may be an addition and have inadequate connection to the onginal structure and
inadequate foundation support. (See foundation)

The only roof penetrations are an electrical mast, a plumbing vent, a t.v. antennae, and
the fumace vent. There are no chimneys and no evidence there ever were any chimneys.

Soffit and fascias are all formed from extension of 2X4 framing. They are in various
stages of disrepair and all need attention.

East-west gable roof

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

East-west gable framing

i

infersecting cross gable roof with aluminum shed porch roof

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Historic front porch structure on 1450 Park Ave.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Shed roof forms from 16 foot ridge to 6 foot rear

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Soffit and fascia at northwest comer.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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Orniginal soffit and fascia on east side of north-south gable. Intersecting shed roof and
soffit and fascia has water damage and layers of makeshift repairs.

Oniginal soffit, fascia and tim. Sheet metal drip edge.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITHIN REPORT

R — S

Soffit and fascia south elevation

¥

/

Soffit and fascia southeast comer kitchen/bathroom

/

I /

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Detail soffit and fascia comer southeast 10”
B.2. EXTERIOR WALL - PRIMARY FACADE - Describe the exterior facade including
materials, dimensions, finizhes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing feature({s) and condition:

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

The west, primary, front fagade runs 25'-1 3" north to south. The wall height is 9°-4". The ridge
height iz 16°-0°. Beginning at the northwest comer gable end moving 3°-7 fo the south is a 4"10°W
X F-11"H aluminum slider window 4°-3" off the ground. The primary gable ends 3-107 south of the
window. The entire gable end iz 12°-7" long. The elevation is covered to the ground with 34" x 8°
blue, pressed, artificial siding. Testing iz required to ascertain the asbestos content in this siding.
Undemeath this siding is the original 18 wood lap =iding. The artificial siding iz shown in a 1958
photograph.

The soffit-overhang is 6° and the fascia is a wood 1X4 reflecting the 2X4 roof framing. The roof
ks asphalt shingle.

The facade drops to the east 4'-6° and then extends 12'-2 15" to the south to form the front
porch. This porch is covered with an aluminum awning type roof supported by two, wrought iron,
decorative poste. The porch floor is concrete.

The entry wall, under the porch roof i formed by the 9'4° side wall of the north-south gable.
The Z6™W X 6-7H front entry door is located 12 %2 south of the intersecting comer of the two
gables. 2'-11° to the south of the door is a 2°-7"W X 5'-8°H fixed window. The end of this wall is 3'-
4" south of the window.

12°-2" east of the southwest comer of the porch is a 4'-2° projection with the 2°-6"W X 6-8"H
kitchen door. This is a 13'-0" high wall.

Although the materials and fenestration on this fagade have been modified the basic historic
1901 form has not changed.

1958 Photograph-shows many of the modifications made to the historic house
West primary facade

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT
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West pnimary facade 2006 photograph

West primary facade- 2010 photograph

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.

18

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 175 of 264



PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

B.3. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 1 - Describe the exterior facade including
additions, materials, dimensions, finizhes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing feature{s) and conditicn:

The north fagade extends west to east 24'-53°, drops 11°-10 %° to the south, and continues east
with a ghed roof 12°-4". The 24°-5" wall is 94" high and is covered with 8° blue artificial siding that
extends soffit to ground. The red agphalt ghingle roof ridge with sheet metal drip edge is 1607
above the ground. There are no windows on this section. There is a gas meter on the northwest
COmer.

The area formed by the intersection of the east-west gable and the shed roof iz a difficult area
to get accurate measurements from and is a precanous arsa to work around because debris
covers holes. Most of the measurements were taken from the ingide or sguaring up the house. This
area has been excavated to provide access to the mechanical space under this comer of the
house. An awkward shed covers the access. I ig built out of lap siding, scrap wood and metal and
comugated metal. The mechanical area has probably evolved over time however it is a
contemiporary addition to this house. This comer elevation is interesting to study because it is the
only place that the original wood, lap siding hasn't ever been coversd. |t iz a good example of the
oniginal construction of the cross-plan house.

Starting at the northwest comer of the shed iz a 1X wood batten that covers the intersection of
the east-west gable and the shed. 1'-4" east of the comeris a 1-5"W X 2'-3"H fixed window in an
unpainted wood frame. This window is 4'-4" off the finished floor. 1°-3° east of the window there is
an unpainted 1x6 vertical baften. This appears to be a divigion between two different shed
gectionz. The northwestern shed that was just described is at a right angle to the east-west gable
and the remainder of the shed section 84" to the west iz at a slightly different angle from the
northhwestern section. This area appears to have been problematic for water damage. Comugated
metal was installed from the edge of the roof to just over the window to help divert water focused fo
the comer from the valley created by the east-west gable and the shed roof. There iz mold on the
interior wall at the intersection of the two shed sections.

There is a window 3'-3° east of the previously described window. The window is 2'-87W X 2°-
2"H and is 3°-8" off the floor. This window is boarded up.

The lower section the shed wall is covered with unpainted horizontal 1X58 lap siding and the
upper section iz covered with siding applied verically. The north elevation ends at the northeast
comer 607 off the ground.

The east-west gable structure and the first 4’07 of the shed structure are part of the original
1904 house. The 8'4" section of the shed and the mechanical access appear to have been added
at a later daie.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Morth elevaton-shed access to mechanical

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITHIN REPORT

Comer- oniginal 407 shed structure

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITHIN REPORT

Intersection-sheds north elevation

B.4. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 2 - Describe the exterior facade including
additions, materials, dimensions, finishes and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

The south elevation extends west to east 37-2 17, Starling at the southwest comer and 12-2
¥ to the north is a 4'-6 %" section of the east-west gable with a %-4" wall height and roof ridge at
16°-0°. The wall iz covered with the &° blue, artificial siding typical of this house. South of this wall
and visually bisecting this area is the aluminum porch awning roof with wrought inron posts.

The facade continues east with a 12'-2" modified gable wall. The western part of this wall has a
1212 pitch reaching 16°-0°. The eastern section extends from the ridge at a 4.5M2 pitch. The
entire south facade is covered with the 8°of blue, artificial siding. 4'-8° east of southwest comer is
a fixed window 2'-3"W X 5'-3"H and 24" off the ground. The wire for a televigion antenna extends
up the wall on the east side of the window. The wall continues east 4'-117 from the window. The
electrical service and meters occur in this section. Thers iz an aluminum awning over the kifchen
door.

The next section of the south facade begins 4'-2° south of the wall described above. It extends
east 12°-2" and beginz at a height of 13'40" at the southwest comer and ends at a height of %07 on
the zoutheast comer. This area forms the kitchen. The telephone drop occurs on the southwest
comer. 2'-107 east of the comer iz an aluminum slider window 4°-11"W X 2-0"H and 3'-7 off the
ground. Below this window are a hoge bib and the water tum off for the house. At the east comer
of the window i= an exterior vent for the kitchen sink. Some of the original siding has been exposed
under the window illusirating the original exterior wall construction. The wall ends 4'-5° east of the
window.

If the evidence on the north elevation of an 5’4" addition is accurate; the original house
possibly ended at the east end of the kitchen wall. There is a 1’4" tum to the north at the east side

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

of the kitchen wall and the shed wall continues 8'-4" to the east comer of the south elevation.
There is a change from a 6° overhang to a 107 overhang as the kitchen wall tums the comer to the
bathroom south wall. The southeast end of this facade is 6'0° off the ground.

Transition from 6° overhang to 107 overhang

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITHIN REPORT

Exposed original wood lap siding, building paper. masonite, siding

Dvertwrgatw&s?érﬂufhifchenﬂlmﬁ elevation

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

B.5. EXTERIOR WALL - REAR FACADE - Describe the exterior facade including additions,
maternals, dimensions, finizhes and approximate dates of construction.
Describe the existing feature({s) and condition:

The rear east fagade is characterized by the short end of a long shed form terminating a wide
expanse of roof and the east side of the east-west gable. At the south end of this elevation the 1'-
4" comer of the kitchen is visible. The rear 6'-0° high wall extends south to north 15°-2°. 1°-17 north
of the south comer is an aluminum shder window 3°-1"W X 12°H and 47 off the ground. Adjacent

to the north comer of the window iz a cast iron vent for the bathroom. This area does not have the
stahbility of the rest of the house and appears to be an addition.

The rear-east gable end is 12'-4" west of the rear shed form. This area was discussed
extensively above in the north fagade section. The exposed gable has a dimension of 11°-10 2"
Interior ingpection shows a 3 12" jog in the wall of the closet off the kitchen. This dimension plus the
wall depth makes the entire actual horizontal dimengion 12°-7". The shed structure laps the gable
structure 8 12", The wall iz covered with unpainted, wood 1X8 lap siding. The siding is frimmed at
the roof with 1 trim which appears to be onginal. There iz a rectangular wood attic aceess door
centered on the gable. The shed access to the mechanical area makes it difficult to obtain the
exterior measuremenis. The window on this elevation has been altered but the original iz siill
visible and has been boarded up. The existing aluminum shder window is 44" from the southeast
comer of the bedroom. It is 2°-11"W X 2°-0"H and 6°-1" off of the floor. The historic window is 2'-

8" X 5'-0°H and 2°-5" off the floor.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

Mortheast comer- roof damage and different wood siding

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

East elevation gable end

B.6. FOUNDATION - Describe the existing foundation noting the current materials, evidence of
previous upgrades as well as evidence and probable cause of failure or deterioration and
approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

The siding extends to the ground on every elevation with the exception of the excavated area
in the northeast comer of the house. There iz one open area in the house which shows rubble
stone foundation with the 2 1/8°X 6 fioor joist resting on this stone or resting on the dirt.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

When the northeast area under the house was excavated to accommodate mechanical
equipment and duct work a lot of damage was done to the foundation. Mo thought went into
replacement of bearing points 23 of the east gable wall has no foundation. The comer intersection
between the east gable and the perpendicular shed has no support. Excavation for the duct work
is haphazard. This iz a potentially dangerous situation and should be stabilized before any other
work iz done on the house.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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Foundation excavation

Unsupported comer

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

Unsupported comer

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

Damage to existing foundation-rubble fallen

B.7. PORCH (ES) - Describe the current porch (eg) including materials, finishes, dimensions,
evidence of changes and the approximate date of construction. Describe the existing featurs{s)
and condition:

There is very little other than position that is original about the existing porch. The 4'-6 34" X
12-2 35" area is located similarly to the porch on the adjacent property 1450 Park Ave. There iz a
higtoric photo of that porch and it can be assumed that the porch at 1460 Park Ave. was similar.
The earliest photo available of 1460 iz from 1958 and the present materials were seen in this
photo. The aluminum awning roof and the wrought iron decorative posts were all present in 1958.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

West front porch-2010

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

West front porch-1958

1450 Park Ave. Historic porch

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

B.8. DORMER(S) / BAY(S) - Describe any projecting dormers or bays noting the location,
maternials, finishes, dimensions and approximate date of construction.

Describe the existing feature{z) and condition:
Mo dormers or bays on this house.

B.9. DEVELOPMENT HISTORY - Briefly describe the development history of the site in a
chronological order of development including changes to the site, original building, accessory
buildings, and structures. For Historic Sites, this description should comegpond to the measured
a=-built drawings of the buildingz/structures:

There iz very little primary documentation for thiz house. The best information comes from
comparing this house to other cross plan houses in Park City. The site inventory states that the
housze was onginally built in 1901. The historic form is still evident as is the fenesiration pattern
(even though the actual windows have been modified). There is a 1212 pitch gable structure with
the gable end facing the front elevation. & window is centered on the gable wall. Historically this
was typically a pair of windows. A single fixed window is shown in the 1958 photograph and the
height was not modified. In the 1995 photograph the sill of the window has been raised and in the
2006 the aluminum slider replaced the fixed window. All these photos show the placement of the
blue artificial giding over original wood lap siding.

4°-6" back from this gable form iz a perpendicular modified gable that has a 1212 pitch on the
firzt half and a 4.5M1 2 pitch on the second. In the space formed by the interzection of the two cross
gables iz the covered porch. Only the location of this porch iz original; the aluminum roof, wrought
iron posts and the concrete slab have replaced the historic materals. This alteration occurred on
of before 1958.

The modified gable tums 4'-0° to form & 13'-0° wall that contains the kitchen door. The rest of
the housze consists of a shed form that terminates at the rear of the house. These are forms found
in other crozs plan houses and are onginal to house. Variations occur in the additions that occur
on the rear of the house. This iz frue of 1460 Park Ave.

The northeast comer of the house has an interesting development history. The original wood
lap siding hasn't been covered. Other than the windows this comer has the feeling that it hasnt
changed since 1901. Someone dug a huge hole undemeath this area fo accommodate
mechanical probably sometime in the 1960°s.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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Houss in 1958

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

B.10. MECHANICAL SYSTEM

Describe the existing mechanical system and condition:

Mechanical area location is under the northeast comer of the home. An 8'XE8" hole was dug
under the house with 2 trenches about 307 X 307 both 8-10 feet long running in two directions for
heating and plumbing. The heating unit et on a concrete pad and the water heater is not on a pad
and is sinking info the dir. There iz a 2 sided shed with a roof and no ingulation. The condition of
the equipment is very poor. The duct work lies haphazardly on the ground.

The plumbing supply lines are galvanized iron pipe and drains are cast iron. The vents are on
the exterior of the house. The fixtures are varying ages and it can be assumed that nothing is code
complying. It should be azsumed that there is some lead piping given the age of the structure.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

il

Water heater and fumace in excavated mrlm

¢
o

Duct work-exposed no insulation
It you have questions reganding the requiramants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact 3 member of the
Park City Planning Staff at {435) 615-5050.
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Duct work through excavated dirt

Hot water heater-venting?

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

kEitchen sink south wall

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.

41

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 198 of 264



PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

Tub and toilet

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Toilet vent

B.11. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM
Describe the exizsting electrical system and condition:

The supply lines are cloth wire. There is no inside breaker panel. The senvice panel is on the
outzide with two fuse boxes. The electrical system iz not grounded. It will require complete
replacement.

It you have questions reganding the requiramants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, piease contact 3 member of the
Park City Planning Staff at {435) 615-5050.
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Knob and tube cloth wire-typical

B.12. STRUCTURAL SYSTEM

Describe the existing structural system, including the foundation, floors, walls, and roof structure.

Park City will allow very Imited and pon-structural disassembly of a structure to investigate these
conditions.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Describe the existing structural system and condition:

Bazed on the historic building code |, if the framing member has more than 50% of the capacity
of what the code requires than it is structural adequate. Most of the existing roof joists [ except the
12/12 pitch framing) are less than 50% capacity of the code. They need to be upgraded by either
gistering them with additional roof joist or replacing them with new.

The existing roof deck iz 1X wood plank installed perpendicular to the existing joists. This roof
decking doesn't have any capacity of shear diaphragm value.

The existing headers over windows and doors are inadequate to transfer roof loads to the
ground.

The exterior walls congist of %" artificial siding, masonite, 1X8 wood, horizontal lap siding, 112
vertical planking, and 2X2 or 2X4 flats @ roughly 16 o_c. installed for gyp_bd. attachment. Mone of
the walls are mechanically fastened to the foundation and floor or to the roof structure. The walls
are not sirong encugh for wind, seismic or gravity loads.

The onginal ceiling framing i 2x4 framing @ 24" o.c. with perpendicular 1X12 planks. The
ceiling has been lowered throughout the house.

The existing building doesn't have any foofings. The floor joizsts sit on a small pile of rubble
stone or directly on the dirt. The house has been even further compromized by the type of
excavation that has occurmed under the house.

' i .
Foundation-loor joist on nubble stone
It you have questions reganding the requiraments for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact 3 member of the
Park City Planning Stamr at {435) 615-5060.
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Wall structure- wallpaper on 1X12 vertical plank typical

I you have quesiions reganding the requirmeants for compieling the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, piease contact a member of the
Park City Plarning Staf at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICH REPORT

Foof Framing

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Ceiling lowered throughout house

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

B.13. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Provide a statement regarding the presence of hazardous materials including, but not limited to,
lead-based paint, asbestos and mold. Describe the matenals’ location on the site, the test
methods used to verify the hazardous matenal, and the extent of the problem:

-

e e

Test materials siding and roofing for asbestos. Assume age of house there will be lead paint.

Possible lead piping

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Visible mold-probably hidden mold

B.14. OTHER (SPECIFY):
Describe the existing feature(z) and condition:

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS

C.1. WINDOWS - Describe the number of windows, dimensions, configuration of panes, types,
whether the windows are original to the building (if known) and approximate dates.

If you have questions regarding the requiremeants for compleling the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planming Stam at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Describe the existing feature{s) and conditicn:

All windows have been altered. They appear in their original location. They have been replaced
with aluminum sliders and fixed single pane. 2" exterior wood casing or modified iz a typical detail.
Thiz may be an original casing. All the interior caging has been recently modified fo stock 1/2°X27
casing.

E
.|

Pk e i -_: oL d: - i - T . '-f__-_ =
Front west window-aluminum shider 4'-10°W X 3-117 and 43" off ground. Head and jamb original 2*
wood. Sill new. 1958 window sill was lower and fixed. 1995 window =ill raised.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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Front-west window interior-casing modified

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

modified

South windows-southwest 2°-7"W X 5'-87H fixed 24°0off slab. Center kitchen window 4°-117W X 2'-
0"H aluminum glider 3'-7" off ground. 2" historic wood casing

If you have questions reganding the requiramants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact 3 membear of the
Park City Planning Staff at {435) 615-5050.
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wood caging. This pértimlarmre iz on the kitchen window.

&

Typical 2° histonic

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Plarming Staff at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

East bathroom aluminum slider 3'-1°W X 12°H and 45" off the ground-patched together casing

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Mortheast window fixed 2°-8"W X 2°-2"H 3'-8%ff floor-casing unknown
Morthwest window fixed 1'-5W X2°3"H 4°-4" off floor-casing 1X4 wood

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

Hﬂtﬂ'ﬂ&ﬁhﬂﬂdﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂdlﬁﬂd frame

Intenor northrwest window

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

East bedroom window-existing aluminum slider 211°W X 2-0°H and 60" off fioor
Casing unknown. Historic window 2°-8"W X 5'-0"H 2'-5" off the floor- window =style and casing
unkmowT.

Intenor east bedroom window

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

C.2. DOORS - Describe the doors including materials, dimensions, types, whether the doors are
onginal fo the building (if known) and approximate dates.
Describe the existing feature{z) and condition:

There are two exterior doors. The front door is a wood door with a third light and three raised
panels. i iz 32°W X 6-7H and has the typical 2° casing. It has an aluminum screen door. This
door may be onginal and shows on the 1958 photograph. The interor casing like all the interior tim
has been changed. The kitchen door is not onginal. It is a 30™W X 6-8" H and iz a solid core wood

door with three small lights stepped along the upper half of the door. The exterior casing is the
typical 2 “casing to interor is stock ¥2" wood trim.

Mone of the interior doors are historic. They are all hollow core wood doors with stock 127
casing.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Interior front door

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

1958 photograph showing existing front door-possibly showing kitchen door as well

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

Interior kitchen door

Typical interior door and casing
It you have questions reganding the requiramants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact 3 member of the
Park City Planning Staff at {435) 615-5050.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

C.3. TRIM - Describe the tim (window and door, eaves and soffits, comer boards, pilasters, etc.)
including location, dimensions, and approximate dates.
Describe the existing feature{s) and condition:

The only criginal frim on this houss would be the 2 window and door exterior tim and the 1x10
frim on the east elevation in the northeast comer of the house. Trim is generally functional and

simple.

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.

64

Historic Preservation Board - October 5, 2011 Page 221 of 264



PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

Wood 1X Inm on east elevation

Typical soffit and fascia-functional and

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

C.4. ARCHITECTURAL ORNAMENTATION - Describe the architectural omamentation that is
applied or integrated into the exterior facades including the location, dimensions, materials and
approximate dates.

Describe the existing feature({z) and conditicn:

Mo architectural omamentation. Detailing is simple and functional.

C.5. OTHER (SPECIFY):
Describe the existing feature{s) and condition:

ACCESSORY BUILDING(S)

D.1. ACCESSORY BUIDLING(S) - Mark all the boxes below that apply to your property.
Describe each accessony building including location on the site (should comespond to the existing
gite plan), materialz, and approximate dates.

Type(s). [JGarage [CJRoot Cellar CJshed  X[JOther (specify):
Describe existing accessory buikding(s) and condition:

Although the accessory building no longer exists it does show up in older photographs.

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITIHIN REPORT

1958 photograph showing accessony building

IT you have questions reganding the requiremeants for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membar of the
Park City Planming Stai at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

STRUCTURE(S

E.1. STRUCTURE(S) - Mark all the boxes below that apply to your property. Describe each
structure including location on the site (should comespond to the existing site plan), matenals and
approximate dates.

Type(s): [ JTram Tower [ JAnimal Enclosure  [JOther (specify):

Describe existing structure{s) and condition:

Mo addittonal stuctures.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY

| have read and understand the instructions supplied by Park City for processing this form as part
of the Historic District/Site Design Review application. The documents andfor information | have
submitted are true and comect fo the best of my knowledge.

Signature of Applicant Date:
MName of Applicant

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITICHN REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

Low Resolution Photos Inserted into the Body of the Report:

Digital photographs illustrating the descriplions must be included with this report.

Each feature described in this report must include af leasf one comegponding photograph. More
than one photograph per description is encouraged.

To avoid creating a large and unmanageable file, it iz recommended that you u=ze an image: file
compressor when importing images into the report.
=  Microsoft offers a free download of Image Resizer for Windows P at werw microsoft com.
= Photo provides the option to resize an image: (while maintaining the aspect ratio) when the
image is exported from the photo librany.
= Other resizing options are available in Adobe Photoshop or in a free download from WSO
Software at www vso-software fr

High Resolution Photos Submitted on a Disc:
Digital copies of photographs used in the report should be saved separately on a CD-R and
submitted fo the Planning 3taff with the report. Do not submit a disc with original images.
Materials submitted with the form will not be retumed to the applicant.

=  The image size should be at least 3,000 x 2,000 pixels at 300 ppi (pixels per inch) or langer

(if possible).

= [t is recommended that digital images be saved in 8-bit (or larger) format.

= TIFF images are prefemed, but JPEG images will be accepted.

=  The CO-R should be labeled as follows: PCR Form "Property Address" "Date".

IT you have questions reganding the requirements for compieting the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a membsar of the
Park City Planming Stair at {435) 615-5060.
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WORK SESSION
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Historic Preservation Board m
Staff Report W

Subject: General Plan Update
Author: Kayla Sintz & Katie Cattan
Department: Planning Department
Date: October 5, 2011

Type of ltem: Informational

General Plan Update

The General Plan is the guiding document for future development within Park City. It
establishes goals and implementation strategies for the City. The General Plan focuses
on key elements of future development including histonc preservation and land use,
both of which are partially under the purview of the HPB. Staff will be utilizing a portion
of the work session for a discussion on historic preservation and General Plan.

Background

The curmrent General Plan was adopted on March 20, 1997 with supplemental sections
added in 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2007. A minor amendment to the document was
passed in 2010 to change the name of the "Park Bonanza® Supplement to the “Bonanza
Park™ Supplement.

Curmrently the Planning Staff is working on the rewrite of the General Plan. Thus far, the
Staff has focused on researching the elements of the general plan and public input.
Procedurally, the General Plan is first reviewed by the Planning Commission and then
forwarded to the City Council with the Planning Commission's recommendation.

The Planning Commission has discussed the General Plan as a work-session item five
times since the initial start of the rewrite. There has also been three joint sessions with
the Planning Commission and the City Council regarding General Plan issues. The
Planning Staff is proposing to use the City’s 2009 Visioning Document (Vision Park City
2009) as the foundation for the General Plan.

November 18, 2009 — Planning Commission Work Session
Overview of cument trends in Park City

In-depth discussion on General Plans and the process of creating a general plan
Consider Mission statement for Planning Commission

Consider Brand for the General Plan

Discussion on Growth, Evolution, and Build out

December 11, 2009 — Planning Commission Work Session
»  Overview of Vision Park City 2009 Results presented by Phyllis Robinson
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February 24 2010 — Planning Commission Public Hearing
= Discussion on General Plan Goals (e_g. transportation, economic development,
environment)
= More visual documents should be included in the General Plan
= Commissioners Volunteer for General Plan Elements/Issues
o Community Character & Historic Preservation
o Community Character & Econ Development:
o Land Use & Growth Management
o EBEnvironmentfConservation/Sustainable Development
o Housing, Open Space and Parks and Rec
o Transportation and Community Facilities

. - Intmdur:e pmpmsed Public Guh'each nmﬂv:-ds tu Planning Commission

July 20, 2010 — Public Outreach Meeting at Eccles
= 24 members of the public attended

July 27, 2010 — Public Outreach Meeting at Eccles
= 29 members of the public attended

October 28, 2010 — Public Outreach Meetings in specific Neighborhoods:
Thaynes-Three Kings meeting @ Silver Star
Park Meadows @ Police Station
snow Creek-Prospector @ Yellow Snow
Old Town & Aerie @ Alpine Intemnet Café
Deer Valley Meeting @ Deer Valley Plaza

= [0 members of the public attended

May 11. 2011 — Planning Commission Work Session
» General Discussion on Public Qutreach results

= ‘Website Update

s Qutline of Upcoming meetings

July 2011 — Planning Commission and City Council Work Session
= Staff updated the boards on the cument housing data and trends

mber — Joint Planning Commission and City Council Work Sessions

= Joint Session facilitated by CZB, LLC to direct future redevelopment in Bonanza
Park and Lower Park Avenue. These meetings are giving input to set the policy for
the redevelopment strategic plan (Sustainability Dept.) and the new General Plan
(Planning Dept.).

A draft of the new General Plan is scheduled to be completed by Apnl 15, 2012
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Studies
Several studies are curmently being conducted for the new general plan. These studies
include:

= Year round Economic Generator Study

» Natural Resource Study

= Balanced Growth Study

Staff will have the results to the studies by December 1, 2011.

Hisforic Preservafion and the General Plan

Dwring the summer of 2010, Staff hosted a series of General Plan outreach meetings to
collect information from the residents regarding overall City-wide goals and
neighborhood specific preferences for land use (single family homes, multi-famiby
dwelling, commercial, etc.). Within this exercise the residents rated Historic
Preservation Goals (Exhibit A attached), which are referenced in the “discussion
requested” points. The items in bold were supported by the residents, and the items in
red were not supported. Staff would like the HPB to discuss the goals and provide staff
with input on the draft goals for the General Plan.

On September 12, 2011, staff hosted a chametie in Old Town to gather information from
the residents regarding niche neighborhoods of Old Town. Staff separated Old Town
into planning areas in order to get area specific results. Old Town was broken into 10
planning areas in which the residents were asked to comment on “What makes the area
unique, What are the icons, and What needs to improve®™. The results of this chamette
(Exhibit B) will help define WHERE and WHAT the histonc preservation issues are in
Old Town and be a stepping stone to create implementation strategies.

It must be noted that in the past 5 years, the Planning Department has spent a lot of
time focusing on implementation strategies to for historic preservation including the
adoption of the 2009 guidelines and Land Management Code changes for the historic
distnicts. More recently, there was a pending Temporary Zoning Ordinance (TZ0) that
further restricted the subdivision regulations in Old Town to not allow lot combinations of
vacant lots, therefore limiting future development of larger homes on combined lofs.

The City Council requested that the TZ0 be lifted and further analysis be done within
the General Plan.

Discussion Reguested:
1. 5taff is requesting that the HPB provide staff with cument concems for historic
presenvation that they would like further researched within the General Plan.
2. Discussion on the Historic Preservation Goals for the General Plan (Exhibit A
attached).

Exhibits:

Exhibit A - Draft Historic Preservation Goals
Exhibit B — Old Town Charrette Results
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Historic Preservation Board m
Staff Report W

Subject: Brainstorming Community ldeas
Author: Kayla Sintz — Architect/Planner
Department: Planning Department

Date: October 5, 2011

Type of ltem: Informational

Topic/Description:

The Historic Preservation Board met on September 21, 2011 at the High West Distillery
for their annual Visioning session. As part of that Visioning session several Board
members requested an additional Work Session in order to brainstorm ideas that could
be implemented in 2012, as well as, to give staff direction for future Board training.
ltems already idenfified include:

» TDR's (transfer development rights) and recommending increasing development
factor to incentive TDR's on historic sites.
Identifying sites on the HSI (Historic Sites Inventory) with plagues?
Training on Historic District Guidelines (history of document) and review of
identified presenvation methods adopted by City

Purpase Statements of the HPB (15-11-5) include:

(&) To preserve the City's unique Historic character and fo encourage compatible design
and construction through the creation, and periodic update of comprehensive Design
guidelines for park City's Historic Districts and Historic Sites;

(B) To identify as early as possible and resolve conflicts between the preservation of cultural
resources and altemative land Uses;

(C) To provide input to staff, the Planning Commission and City  Council towards
safeguarding the hertage of the City in protecting Historic Sites, Buildings andfor
Structures;

(D) To recommend to the Planning Commission and City Council ordinances that may
encourage Historic Preservation;

(E) To communicate the benefits of Historic preservation for the education, prosperity, and
general welfare of residents, visitors and tourists;

(F) To recommend to the City council Development of incentive programs, either public or
private, io encourage the preservation of the City's Historic resources;

() To administer all City-sponsored presenyation incentive programs;

(H) To review all appealz on action taken by the Planning Department regarding compliance
with the Design Guidelines for Park City's Historic District and Historic Sites;

i} To review and take action on all designation of Sites fo the Historic Sites Inventory
Applications submitted to the City.
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