PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD PARK CITY
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL

SEPTEMBER 18, 2013

AGENDA

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00 PM

ROLL CALL

PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS - Items not on regular meeting schedule.
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATION & DISCLOSURES

ACTION ITEMS - Discussion, public hearing, and action as outlined below.

1063 Norfolk Avenue — Grant PL-13-02051
Public hearing and possible action

269 Daly Avenue — Determination of Historical Significance PL-13-02024
Public hearing and possible action

1119 Woodside Avenue — Appeal of a Historic District Design PL-13-02036
Review
Quasi-judicial hearing

ADJOURN

Times shown are approximate. Items listed on the Regular Meeting may have been continued from a previous meeting and may
not have been published on the Legal Notice for this meeting. For further information, please call the Planning Department at (435)
615-5060.

A majority of Historic Preservation Board members may meet socially after the meeting. If so, the location will be announced by the
Chair person. City business will not be conducted.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Park City Planning Department at (435) 615-5060 24 hours prior to the meeting.
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Historic Preservation Board

Subject: 1063 Norfolk Avenue
Author: Christy Alexander, Planner @
Date: September 18, 2013 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Type of Iltem: Historic District Grant
Project Number: PL-13-02051

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the request for a
historic district grant and consider awarding the applicant a portion of the costs
associated with the restoration of 1063 Norfolk Avenue.

Description

Applicant: Letitia and Michael Lawson

Location: 1063 Norfolk Avenue — Significant Site
Proposal: Historic Grant

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Single-family dwellings, multi-family dwellings
Redevelopment Area: Lower Park Avenue RDA

Background
The existing historic home at 1063 Norfolk Avenue is a significant structure built during

the late 1890’s in a T-Type style, typical of miner’s cottages during that era. It resides on
1 % city lots and borders the south side of the 11" street steps. The 11" Street stairs
used to be a city street and a sizable carria%e house once stood in the northwest corner
of the property, originally accessed from 11™/Crescent Street. The house was built
using stick frame wood construction techniques without a solid stone or concrete
foundation. Unfortunately, most of the original features and design elements on this
home have been lost over time, such as the double hung windows, box bay front
window, front door and front porch. As described by the HSI, the structure has
sustained these minor alterations and additions.

Design. The initial cross-wing frame house had a porch in its L. At some point
between C. 1940 and 1995 the porch was enclosed, the roofline extended and
the entrance moved to another elevation.

Setting. The setting remains unchanged from early descriptions and/or
photographs.

Workmanship. The physical evidence from the period that defines this as a
typical Park City mining era house are the simple methods of construction, the
use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type, a simple roof form,
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informal landscaping, restrained ornamentation, and plain finishes—which have
been altered, and therefore, lost.

Feeling. The physical elements of the site, in combination, do not effectively
convey a sense of life in a western mining town of the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.

Association. The “T” or “L” cottage (also known as a “cross-wing”) is one of the
earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during
the mining era; however, the extent of the alterations to the main building
diminishes its association with the past.

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

Analysis
General eligible improvements for historic district grants include, but are not limited to:
e Masonry Repair e Exterior trim

Foundation work
Structural stabilization
Windows

Cornice repairs

e Siding

e Exterior Doors

e Retaining walls of historic
significance/steps/stairs

e Porch repair

The purpose of the grant program is to incentivize property owners to maintain and
preserve historic commercial and residential structures in Park City. In 1987, the Park
City Historic District Commission and City Council identified the preservation of Park
City’s historic resources as one of their highest priorities. The grant program has
operated continuously since that time with the full support of subsequent City Councils
and Preservation Boards. The purpose of the grant program is to assist in offsetting the
costs of rehabilitation work. Funds are awarded to projects that provide a community
benefit of preserving and enhancing the City’s historic architecture.

According to the HSI, the building is in “fair” condition. The applicant submitted a
Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application on April 1, 2013. The application
was deemed complete April 5, 2013. The applicant proposes to restore the 1890s
house, restoring the historic porch, and add a new rear addition. The proposed work
was approved as part of a Historic District Design Review (HDDR) on May 7, 2013. A
Preservation Guarantee is required at the time of the building permit.

The applicant has requested grant funds for the following improvements to the historic
structure:

Foundation. The existing home has no foundation or even loose rocks beneath

the flooring joists. As a result, significant settlement and rot has occurred at the
sill plate level. The applicant proposes to brace and raise the house, dig and pour
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a new basement foundation, repair and add structural flooring members and re-
situate the home upon its new foundation. The excavation and foundation
estimates relate to the entire project with a basement foundation and a rear
addition. In order to estimate just the amount that pertains to grant eligible items
(i.e. crawl space excavation and foundation), the contractors have provided the
following information:

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

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

Additions. All non-historic additions to the existing structure will be removed in
order to better showcase the classic T-shaped renovated historic structure. A
two-story bedroom addition is proposed in the southwest rear corner of the
property. This addition will be connected to the existing structure with a
transitional stair hallway addition that will visually separate the two (2)-story
addition from the historic structure. The bedroom addition will be partially sunken
into the existing grade on the uphill side of the lot in order to minimize its
presence and not overpower the scale of the existing 1.5 story historic home.
The proposed additions will be clad in differing materials that are intended to
complement the spirit of the existing historic home without competing with it.

Porch. The original front porch has been enclosed and incorporated into the
front living room. The applicant proposes to recreate the original front porch
using the ¢.1930s photograph as a guide for correct window and door placement
and sizing. They will salvage and reuse the historic siding from less conspicuous
areas of the house in order to make the front porch as historically accurate as
possible. The attached entry door cost is the most similar door that the applicant
could find to match their plans. Based on the lack of readily available historically
correct % lite solid wood 6’8" entry doors with transom windows, as shown on
their plans, they intend to have a door and transom custom built to match their
plans. The provided estimate is conservative and should be close or lower than
the actual cost will be. The estimated historic siding rehabilitation cost is $8,000
based on the unit cost of $8/sf of siding on the 1000 sf of historic structure
exterior walls. The estimated exterior painting cost is $2,000 based on the unit
cost of $2/sf of siding on the 1000 sf of historic structure exterior walls.

Windows. There are currently no existing historic windows at all in the home.

The applicant proposes to recreate the existing window configuration of the
original structure based on the c. 1930s photograph and existing scars remaining
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on the siding. All proposed windows on the historic structure will be double hung
wood construction as is relevant to the location and period of the home. Most are
of 2’6” dimension in width by 6’0" in height with the exception of the double box
bay window and north wall, which are similar in scale but longer in length. The
windows in the proposed addition will be aluminum-clad wood casement
windows that are designed to complement the existing historic structure. The
original structure at one time had a box bay window on the front northeast side of
the home. Unfortunately, the applicant was unable to find a photo of this home
with the window in place. They could however, determine the original placement
and size of the structure from the footprint shown on the 1900 Sanborn Fire
Insurance maps and scars in the siding at the top of the front gable and interior
walls of the house. They will remove the non-historic attic window and recreate
the box bay widow with the evidence they have and by also using other historic
examples that still exist in the neighborhood. The attached window estimate is
only for the windows proposed for the existing historic home. All additional
windows and doors for this project are not included.

Architectural Ornamentation. Very little architectural ornamentation exists on the
home. There is a small cove molding detail at the soffit that will be restored and
replaced wherever it is missing on the original structure. Some additional
ornamentation will be created with the addition of the box bay window, using
other examples in the neighborhood as a guide. Porch details will also be
recreated using the c. 1930s photograph and other neighboring historic
examples.

Roofing. The applicant is proposing to replace the existing roof with new metal
roofing. The proposed work includes lifting the existing structure, placing it back
on the new foundation, adding structural members from the inside to bolster
existing framework to meet current code, and replacing roof decking with metal
roofing. The applicant has little information on what the actual costs of reroofing
might be. They are requesting that this item be reviewed at a later date and
considered for grant assistance when an accurate cost estimate can be obtained.
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Total estimated cost of the proposed eligible work is $95,245. As the program is a
matching grant program, half (1/2) of the total cost is eligible to be granted. Therefore,
the Board can consider granting the applicant one half (1/2) of the proposed cost of the
eligible preservation work in the amount of $28,621.

The Historic District Grant Program states that “funds shall be awarded to projects that
provide a community benefit of preserving and enhancing the historic architecture of
Park City.” Restoring the original porch, windows, entry door and architectural
ornamentation will enhance the historic integrity of the site.. Repairing and, where
necessary, replacing wood siding, trim, and cornice are equally significant to the
restoration of the house.

Since the applicant is proposing a full basement, Staff does not support funding the
costs of excavation, raising the structure to facilitate excavation, or bracing the house to
the extent necessary to construct a new basement. In August, the HPB reviewed a
grant application for similar work at 1049 Park Avenue, and chose to award grant funds
only for the cost of pouring the new foundation. The grant application for 335 Woodside
requested similar funding for these expenses in July 2012; however, the Historic
Preservation Board did not award funds for these items because the applicant proposed
a full basement. That grant was approved without granting funds for the full basement.

The applicant is also requesting funds for both wood siding restoration as well as paint.
Traditionally, grant funds have not been awarded for exterior paint. Painting is generally
viewed as the property owner’s responsibility as it is a maintenance item. Staff would
recommend, given the substantial amount of this grant, that grant funds are not used to
finance exterior painting.

At this time, the applicant has not yet submitted a quote for the cost of the new roof. It
will be reviewed at a later date.

This project is located in the Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA). The
current balance of the Lower Park Avenue Redevelopment Area (RDA) is $143,585.50.
While funding is limited in the Main Street RDA and Capital Improvement Project (CIP)
Fund, the Lower Park Avenue RDA receives the least amount of grant requests. Staff
recommends that the funds be allocated from the Lower Park RDA fund for historic
incentive grants.

Staff is supportive of the restoration of this site. Staff finds that the rehabilitation of this
site will greatly contribute to the historic character of the neighborhood. Though the
HPB had reviewed four (4) grant requests for this neighborhood in recent months, very
few grant requests have come from this region in the history of the grant program.
Awarding a grant in this neighborhood continues to increase awareness of the Historic
District Grant program and promotes greater historic preservation efforts.
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The largest grant awarded by the Historic District Grant Program was in the amount of
$50,000 to 1280 Park Avenue in 2003; the second largest was $42,000 to 1149 Park
Avenue in August 2013. Totaling $28,621, this grant request would be one of the largest
grant requests received by this matching grant program. Since 2004, the largest grants
awarded by the HPB were to 1049 Park Avenue in the amount of $42,000 (2013), 335
Woodside Avenue in the amount of $21,000 (2012), and 1149 Park Avenue in the
amount of $16,392 (2013). The HPB has awarded twelve (12) historic preservation
grants in the Lower Park Avenue RDA—most recently projects at 1149 Park Avenue
(June 6, 2013), 1101 Park Avenue (August 7, 2013), and 1049 Park Avenue (August

21, 2013) since 2004.

Staff recommends that the HPB award the amount on the estimated breakdown for the
proposed work to restore the historic structure, totaling $95,245, Therefore, Staff
recommends that the Board consider granting the applicant one half (*2) of the
proposed cost of the eligible preservation work in the amount of $28,621.

The following table shows a breakdown of the rehabilitation expenses.

Scope of Work Owner’s City’s Estimated
Portion Portion Total Cost
New Basement Foundation
Foundation Work/Footings $8,914.00 $8,913.00 $17,827.00
Excavation $23,000.00 $0 $23,000.00
House Lifting $13,000.00 $0 $13,000.00
Structural Work/Framing (joists, $5,600.00 $5,600.00 $11,200.00
rafters, porch, box bay)
Framing Materials $5,000.00 $5,000.00 $10,000.00
Window/Door Restoration $3,717.00 $3,716.00 $7,433.00
Entry Door $1,023.00 $1,022.00 $2,045.00
Entry Door Hardware $370.00 $370.00 $740.00
Historic Siding Rehabilitation $4,000.00 $4,000.00 $8,000.00
Exterior Paint $2,000.00 $0 $2,000.00
Roofing *to be submitted *to be submitted
at a later date at a later date
Total $66,624.00 | $28,621.00 $95,245.00

Recommendation

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the request for a
historic district grant and consider awarding the applicant a portion of the costs up to a
maximum of $28,621 associated with the restoration work and new foundation for the

existing historic structure located at 1063 Norfolk Avenue.

Alternatively, the HPB may:
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1. Award the applicant the full amount of $28,621 in accordance with staff's
recommendation.

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

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Current Grant Fund Amounts
Exhibit B — Historic Sites Inventory Form
Exhibit C — Approved HDDR

Exhibit D — Quotes for proposed work
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EXHIBIT A
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Historic Incentive Grants - Capital Project Budget Update

MAIN STREET RDA
Current Budget Funds
Allocated monies to date
Total Budget Funds Available

LOWER PARK RDA
Current Budget Funds
Allocated monies to date
Total Budget Funds Available

$ 8,367.00
3 8,367.00

1]
$ -

$ 209,726.00
$ 86,140.50

$ 143,585.50

CIP FUND - GENERAL FUND TRANSFER **

Current Budget Funds
Allocated monies to date
Total Budget Funds Available

$ 63,020.00
$ 58,700.50
$ 6,319.50

** The CIP - General Fund is a fund that is allocated from the General Fund and distributed throughout
Capital Projects for the discretionary use and distribution within that Capital Project in conjunction
with any internal policies of the managing department. It is to be used after the budgeted funds

within that project are depleted.
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HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)
1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Property:

Address: 1063 NORFOLK AVE AKA:

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: SA-171
Current Owner Name: WILSON DAVID J Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: PO BOX 686, PARK CITY, UT 84080-0696

Legaf Description (include acreage): SUBD: SNYDERS ADDITION BLK 16 BLOCK: 16 LOT: 15 PLAT: 0S 16 T
2S R4E N1/2 LOT 15 & ALL LOT 16 BLK 16 SNYDERSADDITION TO PARK CITY SWD-12 388-764 1637-
16568 (NOTE: DESC ON WD-1637-1658 IS NOT COMPLETE) 1819-1013, 0.07 AC

2 STATUS/USE

Property Cateqory Evaluation* Reconstruction Use

M building(s), main O Landmark Site Date: Original Use: Residential
O building(s), attached M Significant Site Permit #: Current Use: Residential
O building(s), detached O Not Historic O Full O Partial '

O building(s), public

O building(s), accessory

O structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: M ineligible O eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

Phofos: Dales Research Sources {check all sources consufted, whether useful or not)

¥ tax photo: [ abstract of title M city/county histories

M prints: 1995 & 2006 O tax card O persenal interviews

[ historic: c. O original building permit O Utah Hist. Research Center
[ sewer permit O USHS Preservation Files

Drawings and Plans ™ Sanbormn Maps O USHS Architects File

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

[ site sketch map O city directories/gazetteers O Park City Hist. Soc/Museum

[11 Historic American Bidg. Survey O census records O university library(ies):

O original plans: [ biographical encyclopedias A other:

O other: O newspapers

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

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007.

Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide. Salt Lake City, Utah:
University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1891.

McAlester, Virginia and Lee. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998.

Roberts, Allen. "Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake Cily: 1995.

Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall. "Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form. 1984.

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: Cross-wing type / Vernacular style No. Stories: 1

Additions: O none B minor [ major (describe below) Alterations: O none M minor [ major (describe below)

Researcher/Organization: _Preservation Solutions/Park City Municipal Corporation Date; _Dec. 2008
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1063 Norfolk Ave, Park City, UT, Page 2 of 3

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

General Condition of Exterior Materials:
[ Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.)
! Fair (Some problems are apparent. Describe the prablems.): The paint is peeling on the siding on the fagade.

[ Poor (Major problems are apparent and constitute an imminent threat. Describe the problems.);
[0 Uninhabitable/Ruin

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

Foundation: The foundation appears to be concrete in the available photographs.

Walls: The exterior fagade wall is clad in wooden drop-novelty siding. Paint on the siding is peeling and
needs maintenance,

Roof: The gabled roof is sheathed in standing seam metal materials.

Windows/Doors: The first floor fagade windows appear to be aluminum sliders set into horizontal openings.
The attic window is a one-over-one double-hung window of undetermined material set in a vertical opening.
The fagade window casing is composed of simple wooden strips.

Essential Historical Form: I Retains [ Does Not Retain, due to:
Location: ™ Original Location [ Moved (date ) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
fram the original design, including dates—-known ar estimated--when alterations were made): The initial cross-wing frame house
had a porch inits L. At some point between c. 1940 and 1995 the parch was enclosed, the roofline extended
and the entrance moved to another elevation. During that same time period, a vertical double-pane window at
the attic level was inserted on the gable end elevation.

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the selting and how it has changed over time.): The
house is set on a building lot that slopes slightly upwards away from the street. A several foot concrete retaining
wall runs parallel fo the road. Landscaping is a simple; lawn, native grasses and flowers. Like some of the
histaric neighborhoods in Park City, the overall setting is a compact streetscape with narrow side yards and
other homes of larger scale within close proximity.

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or peaple during a given period in history. Describe the
distinctive slements.): The physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era home--
simple methods of construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-noveity) wood siding, plan type, simple roof form,
informal landscaping, restrained ornamentation, and plain finishes--have heen altered and, therefore, lost.

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

Association (Describe the link between the impertant historic era or person and the property.): The "T" or "L" colfage (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 alterations to the main building diminishes its association with
the past.

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

5 SIGNIFICANCE
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1063 Norfolk Ave, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3

Architect: & Not Known O Known: (source: ) Date of Construction: ¢. 1911
Builder: [ Not KnoWn O Known:  (source: )

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

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

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

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

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

6 PHOTOS

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.
Photo No. 1: East elevation (primary fagade). Camera facing west, 2006. |

Photo No. 2: East elevation (primary fagade). Carnera facing west, 1995.

Photo No. 3: Southeast oblique.  Camera facing northwest, tax photo.

1 ;
Summit County Recorder,
? From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.
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HisTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN REVIEW

SUBJECT:
AUTHOR:

1063 NORFOLK AVENUE
MATHEW W, EVANS, SENIOR PLANNER

PRCJECT NoO: PL-12-01692

DATE;

May 7,2013

PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

DESIGN REVIEVW SUMMARY
i1 Historic Residentiat (HR-1)
3 Sionificant Site

April 1, 2013
April 5, 2013

Michael and Lebtia C. Lawson

Leima Larason

(435) 645-4557

TeashlLawson@comcast.net

i Rasldential -

Single Family Detached

None

N/A

2.812.5 square feet —~

Complies

37 feet - complies

100 feet (+1-)

1 201 square feat bmldmg
foatprint maximum based cn
2,812 5 sguare foot lot size

Existing foctprlnt 15 739 square feet,
propased is 1,198 square feet tatal
bullding size as proposed by
applicant, complies,

20 foot combined front and rear
setbacks {10 mimimum), 6 foot
combined side yard setbacks {3
foot minimum per side). Existing
historic home considered "legal-
conforming.”

Main siructure — @ 1 foot frant yard
which is legal-conforming due lo its
historic status. proposed 10 foot rear
3 foat sids yard (scuth). 1 foot
(existing home) and 3 fool (new
construction) side yard (north),
comuolies,

N/A,

N/A |

PARKING

""27 fest maxirum height. 3
. slories tal from finishad grade

Main dwelling 18 feet in height,
addition is 27 {eet, main home is 2
stories, new additional is 2 stories,
combined stories (hasement,
addition, main and tap level have
three combined stories complies.

No parking reguirement —
Historic sile

Two-car landem garage, complies.

*Gomplies due to findings of compliance with existing setbacks to be reconstructed to maich the sama
underneath the existing home within foundation, rear addition or: north side will meet current 3 foot selback

requirement

The applicant proposes to an addition to an existing “Significant” historic home, including
the remiroduction of a historic front porch and box-bay window as indicated in previous

1
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fustoric phofos and Sanbom maps. The proposed addifion(s) include a new basement level
with a single-bay. two-car tandem garags, as well as a new addition to side (south-side of
the structiire) and rear (transition {o a rear cdition) to the Main house. The new main level
of the home 1s 1,200 square feat, which js a 461 square foot increase beyond the current
738 square feet, and a 345 square fool second story addition. The basement level addition
includes 616 square feet of additional fiving area, as well as a 373 square foot garage and a
308 square foot non-habitable rmechanical room. The fotal new habitable living space is
1,422 square feel.

Staff reviewed this project for compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines;
specifically with 1) Universal Guidelines for Historic Sites and 2) Specific Guidefines,
specifically fo the foflowing.

A.1. Burlding Sethacks and Orientation,

A.2. Stone Retaining Walls,

A.3. Fences and Handrails,

A.4. Steps.

A.5. Landscaping and Site Grading.

B. Pnmary Structures, including;

B.1 Roofs,

B.2. Exterior Walls,

B.3 Foundations,

B.4 Doors,

B.5. Windows,

C. Parking Areas, Detached Garages, and Driveways,
D. Additions to Historic Structures,

D.1 Protection for Histoiric Structures,

D.2 General Compatibifity; and

D.4 Scenario 2: Residential Histonc Sites—Basement Addition with Garage.

This letter seives as the final action lefter and approvaf for the proposed design for 1083
Norfolk Avenue, as redfined subject to the following Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law,
and Conditions of Approval.

Findings of Fact
1. The property is located at 1063 Norfolk Avenue.
2 The existing home and the site are identified in the Park City Historic Sites Inventory
(HSI) as *“Significant.”

3. The site consists of an original L-Cottage structure with an out-of-period front
addition where the original front porch was. and an attic addition, also out-of-period.
The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District.

The lot is 2,812.5 square feet in area.

The minimum lot size is 1.875 square feat.
The lot width is thirty-seven feet (377).

The minimum lot width is twenty-five feet (25)

NGO

2
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9. A plat amendment was previously approved on February 4, 2013. The plat
combined one and a half (1 & %) lots of the Snyder's Addition to Park City "parcels”
into one (1) lot of record.

10. The lot combination removed the lof lines that caused the home to encroach over the
lot line. The plat amendment was necessary in order for the owner to do a
contemplated basement, side, and rear addition to the home.

11. The property complies with the lot and site requirements of the LMC and the
prescribed requirements of the HR-1 District.

12.The current use of the property is residential, although the home is currently not in
use and is likely not livable in its existing condition with failing wood floors and
foundation.

13.The property is directly adjacent to the 11" Street Staircase. The proposed addition
is mindful of this fact which is why the proposed rear addition was contemplated on
the south-side of property, preserving a large portion of the rear yard from structures
as open space.

14 Evidence provided to Staff suggests that the home was originally constructed as a
typical "L.-Cottage” (cross-wing frame house) including a box-bay window which was
typical of the Mature Mining Era in which the home was construcied,

15.The 1907 Sanborn Insurance Maps indicate the presence of a detached accessory
(garage) carriage building in the rear yard approximately where the proposed
expansion is confemplated.

16. The proposed additional includes approximately 1,422 square feet of additional living
area, and a footprint increase from 738 to 1,198 square feet. The maximum building
footprint allowed is 1,201 square feet based on the lot size.

17.The proposal also includes a 616 square feet garage area which is construcled within
the new foundation area underneath the existing home, as well as a 308 square feet
mechanical room. The garage area located beneath the existing structure does not
constitute an increase in side-yard nonconformity due to the fact that the space is
required regardless of the garage use, and the fact that this area is un-habitable
space. The addition of the basement area on the north side of the foundation will
require adherence to the new setback requirements (3 feet).

18.The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #1 as the Site is being
used as it was historically, a single family dwelling.

19. The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #2 as the proposed
north-side addition is one (1) story in height until it transitions with a staircase into the
rear iwo-story (2) addition. The roof would be modified over the front portion of this
structure to more accurately mimic the “lean-to” style of the existing 6’9’ non-
historical addition that is currently atiached to this portion of the historic structure.
This proposed moedification to the roof would alse reveal more of the existing saltbox
roof form on the south elevation of the home to better compliment the historic form.

20.The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #3 as the existing T-wing
structure will remain in its entirety, along with the addition of the historically correct
front porch and box-bay windaw. The proposal will preserve the saltbox form on the
south and southwest rear elevations by slightly modifying the pitch of the original
form to meet the ceiling height clearances/requirements at the rear wall of the
property. The proposed side addition/transition will have independently sloping roofs

to better differentiale between the historic siructure and the new addition. The
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addition of a snowmelt/drainage system will be used to deal with the associated
drainage issues of mainiaining the existing roof forms,

21 The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #4 as the bulk of the
historic materials will be preserved and the only transitional connection (chosen as it
is the least visible region of the house viewed from both the public right-of-ways) will
be harvested from the southwest wall to reproduce 1he front porch and box bay
window on the primary fagade.

22.The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #5 due to 1he fact that
the proposal addresses deteriorated and darnaged historic features 1o the historic
home, including the re-infroduction of front porch, entryway, and box-bay window,

23 The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #6 as features that do
not contribute to the significance will be fully abated, and only those original features
of this structure will be restored, including the box-bay window. The proposal
eliminales of the non-criginal front attic window the rear stairwell lo the attic and
other non-historic elements and features based on the available photographic
documentation and Sanborn Maps.

24.The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #8 as the proposed
renovation elevates the existing historical structure no more than two feet (2') in
height per the historical district design guidelines.

25.The proposed design complies with the Universal Guideline #9 due to the fact that all
new additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will be undertaken and
that said exterior alterations, or related new construction do not propose 1o destroy
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the site or
bullding (see the proposed revisions above to help preserve the saltbox roof form).
The wood from the disturbed area at the southwest wall of the existing structure is
needed to recreate the more prominent front porch on the primary fagade of the
home.

28.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline A.1. Building Setbacks and
Orientation - The application calls for mainiaining the existing setbacks and
orientation as well as re-establishing the side porch approach that appears in the c.
1935 tax photo. The basement addition underneath the nonconforming south-side is
part of the required foundation work and is not habitable space. A new addition to
ihe nonconfarming sotth-side will comply with current setbacks.

27.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline A.2. Stone Retaining Walls —
Only the rear contains a small stone retaining wall that appears to be out of period.
Furthermore, plans call for remaoval and replacement of the existing non-historic
concrete retaining wall at the street front. The new wall will be the same in terms of
height. rmaterial, etc.. with a historically appropriate board-formed concrete finish,

28.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline A.3. Fences and Handrails -
Porch/steps rail detail will be provided. They will be of simple design as is
compatible with the historic house as seen in historic photos.

29. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline A.4. Steps - Concrete steps
Up to the side porch approach will be replaced in-kind and infegrated into the
retaining wall as shown on proposed plans.

30.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline A.5. Landscaping and Site
Grading — more specifically Guideline A.5.3 - The placemenl of the proposed addition
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on the southwest side and rear yard maximizes the size of the yard by clusiening the
addition amongst the exisling neighboring properties that are currently non-
corforming (in height and sethack requirements). This pfacement was chasen to
best maintain the feel of the lower density appeal unique 1o (his ared of town and fits
well within the existing fabric of the neighborhood. The two-story (2) portion of the
addilion does not encroach Into the primary public right of way or side yard, and is
placed farthest from the 11" Street right-of-way and staircase. The site plans dictate
that the open area will be Iandscapeg. The applicants also plan to request
landscape encroachment into the 14" Street ROW for irrigation and plantings to
complement the rear yard landscaping to enhance the overall aesthetics of the
property.

31. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B, Primary Structures,
specifically B.1 Roofs - B.1.1 - the historic metlal roof will be retained and/or replaced
with like materials, and new roof forms will complement the existing roof form as
shown aon the stamped plans.

32.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B.2., Exterior Walls - The
primary fagade, secondary fagade (north) and rear fagade componentis are to be fully
restared. The secondary (south) fagade components propose fo retain the saltbox
roof form and minimize the impact of the addition where it ties into the southweast
corner of the houss (as noled slsewhere).

33.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B.3. Foundations - The house
is to be lifted two-feet (2') above current floor leve! per the historic district design
guidelines. Areas of exposed foundation will be board forimed concrele as is
histarically appropriate. The garage is the only significant portion of the foundation
wall that will be expased to view and will be mitigated by the single-car carriage-
house look. Applicants propose additional [andscaping intended to mask the
foundation wall undemeath the new front poreh.

34 The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B.4 Doors — as the proposed
restoration respects the original door openings on the historic portion of the house.

35. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline B.5. Windows - There are no
remaining historic windows in ihis home (see historic preservation plan and physical
conditions report). They will be replaced with windows known to be used historically
new double-hung wood windows that mimic those seen In photographs. The
proposed windows in the historical structure will be revised to one-over-one as
proposed. Windows on the new addition will differentiate from the historic. The
intent of the proposed addition is to compliment and contrast with the historic
structure rather than mimic as the addition will appear to be consiructed out of period
1o the house, rather than compete with it.

36. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline C. Parking Areas, Detached
Garages, and Driveways - Driveway width is less than 12" (closer to 11') per historic
district design guidelines and will be noted on the plans. The garage is a re-
introduction to this property as early Sanbarn maps indicaled a detached earriage
house at the location of the proposed rear addition.

37.The proposed desigh complies with Specific Guideline D. Additions to Historic
Structures - D.1 Protection for Historic Structures - D.1.2 The proposed addition is
visually subordinate o the historic building in size, height. and setbacks.

5
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38 The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline D.1.3 as the addition is
intended to minimize the loss of historic materials.

39. The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline D.1.4 as the transitional wall
of the addition on the north elevation will be moved slightly to the north to move the
transition off the existing corner of the historical house so it is no longer "in-line".

40 The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline D.2 General Compatibility —
The applicants propose to use corrugated metal mateniat along the lower (and not
very visible) portions of the addifion to deal with the neighboring roof's snow shed.
This area is not ideal for the reuse the existing interior historical material due to the
snow shed issues. Other porlions of the addition contemplate the use of a board and
batten siding of new material with an opaque painted finish as required by the Design
Guidelinas. 1t is not intended for window shapes, patterns, and proportions found
on the historic building to be reflected in the new addition. As praviously noted here,
the addition should contrast rather than appear the same as the historical structure.
The proposed addition is visually separated from the historic building on all facades
per proposed revisions.

41.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline D.4 Scenario 2: Residential
Historic Sites—Basement Addition with Garage — with specific compliance to D.4.4
Window or egress wells, if needed, are not located on the primary fagade. There is
one location in front of the midpoint of ithe secondary fagade that complies with the
design guidelines as it is hidden from view by the front porch stairs. The proposed
renovation buries a great deal of the main floor addition inlo the hillside in order to
minimize the size of the addition seen above ground. Due to this concession, very
little of the proposed basement addition 1s habitable space and some window/egress
wells are needed to make the space usable. The house will be fifted on temporary
supports while the foundation/basement is constructed as indicated in the historic
preservation plan. The applicants will take historic references from other similar
homes on 1063 Woodside (tax photo, not current one), 543 Park (tax photo), and
517 Park for direction on how the box bay should be designed/construcied; a hipped
roof will be designed, brackets below will have a box base. More separation between
the paired windows will be used. Roof overhang will not be so pronounced.

42. The requested reconstruction of the front porch and box-bay front window includes
re-creating the documented design.

43. A Histonic Preservation Plan prepared by the applicant was submitted on March 18,
2013 and indicates the Tollowing perinent summarized issues:

a. Project Description - applicants propose 1o recreate, insomuch as possible,
and the original spirit of the 1890's home while adapting it to a more modem
Park City lifestyle. Per structural engineering direction, the house will be
braced and lifled while a new concrete foundation is poured underneath. The
original cottage will be set back down on the new foundation and the proposed
addition will be built {o the rear of the property. A new two (2) stall tandem
garage will be part of the foundation plan and should serve to reduce parking
issues currently plaguing Norolk Ave,

b. Design Issues — The proposed project will attemp! to restore and recreate the
spirt of the original hame  In many instances we will replace features that are
simply no longer there. The front porch and box bay window on ihe front
fagade will be rebuilt using historical photos along with input from Staff and the
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Historic Preservation Consultant. New double hung windows with thin glazing
will be installed and much of the original siding will be reclaimed to reconstruct
the front fagade. Wood floors on the main level will be reclaimed fir from the
attic and existing living/dining rooms. The addition will adhere to all current
desigh guidelines and complement the existing structure while standing on its
own, more modern design language. Materials, finishes and paint colors will
complement existing old town structures, while the proposed size of the home
will serve as a return to a “less is more” design theme within Old Town.

¢. Site Features - A.1 Topography — The proposed alteration to the existing
structure will not require any new retaining walls along Norfolk Ave. The lot is
below sleep slope criteria and rises from street level towards the south and
wesl by fourteen feet.

d Site Features - A.2 Landscaping — With the exception of a few exisling lilac
bushes and peonies, the current lot is devoid of any formal landscaping.
Using historical photos and site visits, we have been able to determine the
prior existence of several large trees. The proposed plan will reintroduce
some trees, attempt to preserve some lilacs and peonies, and upgrade the
overall natural impression of the existing site. With City approval we propuse
to include the 11" Street step right-of-way in our landscape plan.

e. Sile Features - A.3 Retaining Walls — The non-historic existing retaining wall
along the Norfolk Ave frontage is of concrete construct with a fwo-three foot
height. Movement and moisture have damaged the wall in places and the
proposed plan addresses these issues by replacing the wall with a board
formed concrete wall of similar size and height.

f. Sile Features - A.4 Exterior Steps — The existing steps are wood on top of the
failed concrete. We propose to locate the new porch steps off the south side
turning toward the street in the manner represented by the 1930's tax photo.
This location mimics the original historical placement and allows the stairs to
fall along the area of leasi slope, in order to ground the house betler to its site.
New steps will be a combination of wood/metal where they attach to the porch
and natural stone or concrete where they fall through the new retaining wall
and landscape.

g. Site Features - A.5 Fences ~ The property does not currently have fences,
historic photos do not suggest any fences existed, and none are proposed.

h. Main Building - B.1 Roof - The current roof does not meet code with regards to
rafter sizing and spacing. Proposed work includes lifting the existing structure,
placing it back on the new foundation, adding structural members from the
inside to bolster existing framework o meet current code, and replacing roof
decking with architectural shingle or metal roofing. Existing cove molding,
fascia and soffit where possible, will be salvaged and reused. The south-west
corner of the existing roof will need to be reworked and sloped away from the
house in order to correct the current drainage and non-confarming height
issues that currently exist, This corner will also be hidden by the proposed
addition and is not visible from the public rights of way.

i. B3.2-B.5 Exierior Walls - North Wall — Remove non-historic openings. [nstall
proportionally correct (2:1) double-hung window type in historic openings,
patch and repair existing siding as needed East Wall (front elevation) -
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Remove all non-historic openings and additions. recreate the original porch
and box bay window features. Install historically correct windows, front door,
and porch railings. A minimal amount of original siding exisis on the east
facade. We will attempt to patch, repair and salvage existing historic siding
from the secondary south and west walls as needed to make the front and
north sides of the house as historically correct and authentic as possible.
West Wall (rear) — Remove the non-historic addition fram the southwest
corner {o expase the original form of the T-shaped structure. Historically
correct double-hung windows will be installed in the newly exposed gable end
and glass doors will connect the existing kitchen area to the proposed
courtyard.

j South Wall — Remove all non-historic additions. This is the least visible
elevation of the existing house from ihe street and 11" street stairs and was
thus chosen as the optimal place to add the transition that sepzarates the
ariginal structure from the proposed addition, per HDDR design guidelines.
The front half of the existing structure will still retain its ariginal form with the
proposed front porch and gable end of the T-structure exposed. A historically
correct double-hung window will be reinstalled in the exact location of the
original window that once was there and is evidenced in the c.1830s
photograph of the home.

k. B.6. - Foundation — The existing home has no foundation or even loose rocks
beneath the flooring joists. As a result. significant settlement and rot has
oceutrred at the sill plate level. We propose to brace and raise the house, dig
and pour a new basement foundation, repair and add structural flocring
members and resituate the home upon its new foundation.

. B.7.-Porch(es) - The original front porch was filled in and incorporated into
the front living room at some later date in time. We propose to recreats the
ariginal front porch using the c.1930s photograph as a guide for correct
window and door placement and sizing. \We will salvage and reuse the
historic siding from less conspicuous areas of the house in order to make the
front porch as historically correct as possible.

m. B.8. - Dormer(s)/Bay(s) — The original structure at one time had a box bay
window on the front north east side of the home. Unfortunately, we were
unable to find a photo of this home with this window in place. We could,
however, figure out the original placement and size of the siructure from the
footprint shown on the 1800 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps and scars in the
siding at the top of the front gable and interior walls of the house. We will
remove the non-historic attic window and recreate the box-bay window with
the evidence we have and by also using other historic examples that still exist
in the neighborhaod.

n. B 9. - Additions — All non-historic additions to the existing structure will be
removed in order to betler showcase the classic T-shaped renovated historic
structure. A two-story bedroom addition is proposed in the southwest rear
corner of the properly. This addition will be connected 1o the existing structure
with a transitional stair hallway addition that will visually separate the two-story
addition from the historical struciure. The bedroom addition will be parially

sunken into the existing grade on the uphill side of the lot in order o minimize
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its presence and not overpower the scale of the existing 1.5-story historic
home. The proposed additions will be clad in differing materials that are
intended to complement the spint of the existing historic home without
competing with it

0. B.10. - Mechanical System — Due to the scale of the renovation project, all
mechanical systems will be completely replaced with a current code-
conforming mechanical system with serious regards to energy efficiency. The
proposed system will be either a combination of a radiant/hydronic and/or
forced-air system depending on budgetary constraints.

p B.11. - Electrical System — The existing structure currently has a combination
of breaker circuits and knob and tube wiring. We propose to eliminate and
remove the existing system and rewire the entire home with a new adequate
code-~canforiming electrical system.

g. B.12. - Structural System — Much of the existing structure’s framing does not
meet the current code requirements. We propose to reinforce any existing
deficient roofing, flooring and framing deficiencies and build the proposed
addition per all current code requirements, as reflected in the full set of
construction plans that will be signed and sealed by a Utah licensed
Professional Structural Engineer.

r. B.13. - Hazardous Materials - The only known hazardous material that
currently exists on this property is the probability of the presence of lead paint.
All proper measures will be taken by the appropriate contraclor to handle
these issues as is legally dictated in order to limit the harm to any person(s)
involved.

5. B.14. - Other — There are no other known construction issues relaied 1o this
project.

t. Main Building Details - C.1. Windows — There are currently no existing historic
windows in the home. We propose to recreate the existing window
configuration of the original structure based on the ¢.1830s photograph and
existing scars remaining on the siding. All proposed windows on the historic
structure will be double hung with a putty line divider in them as is relevant to
the location and period of the home. Most are of 2'-6" dimension in width by
8'-0" in height with the exception of the double box bay window, which is
similar in scale but longer in length. The windows in the proposed addition will
be aluminum-clad casement windows that are designed to complement the
existing iustoric structure.

u. C.2.-Doors — There is only one existing interior historic door remaining in the
home. The proposed front door will be placed in the original entry door
location and will be a wood % glass panel design that is historically
appropriate. We have managed to salvage a set of used interior solid wood
paneled doors that match the only original remaining interior doot.

v. C.3.-The existing structure has very Iitle trim present. All siding and corner
trim will be restored and window/entry door trim will be recreated to match tha
¢1930s photograph.

v. C.4. - Architeciural Ormamentation — Very little architectural ornamentation
exists on the home. There is a small cove nolding detail at the soffit that will

be restored and replaced wherever 1t is missing on the original structure.
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Some additional ornamentation will be created with the addition of the box bay
window, using other examples in the neighborhood as a guide. Porch details
will also be recreated using the ¢1930s photngraph and other neighboring
historic examples.
x. C.5. - Other— There are no other main building details.
y. Accessory Buildings - D.1. - There are currently no existing or proposed
accessory buildings on the site,
z. Structures - E.1. There are currently no existing or proposed structures on the
sile other than the main building and additions as previously described.
44.0n October 31, 2012, a pre-HDDR application meeting with the Design Review
Team was held and the applicant was provided with information regarding applicable
guidelines and other parameters to take into consideration while preparing the
Historic Design Review application,
45.0n February 11, 2013, members of the Planning Depariment, including the Historic
Preservation Planner, Anya Grahn, and Francisco Astorga, Planner, visited the
home, took note of its existing condition, form, and related issues to the proposal.
46.March 8, an HDDR application was submitted which included a preservation plan and
current as-builts.
47.0n March 13, 2013, thé DRT along with the City’s Historic Preservation Consultant
and Histonc Preservalion Planner reviewed the proposed HDDR application,
specifically the proposaed rear and side addition, and ultimately concluded that the
proposal met the spirit of the Design Guidelines due to the home's placement on the
lot, the fact that there was a historic detached garage building in the rear of the horme
that was in the location of the proposed addition (as shown an the 1907 Sanbomn
Maps) and that the proposal met all of the aforementioned Design Guidelines, and
recommended to Staff that we process the application as received with minor
alterations to the eriginal plans.
48 On March 27, 2013, the property was posted and notices were mailed to property
owners within one hundred feet (100" to comply with the initial posting requirements.
49.0n April 27, 2013, the property was again posted and notices were mailed to
property owners within one hundred feet (100") for the 2" ten-day notice providing a
10 day appeal period to May G, 2013.

Conclusion of Law
1. The proposal complies with the 2008 Park City Design Guidelines for Historic
Districts and Historic Sites as conditioned.

2. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code regquirements pursuant to
the HR-1 District.

3. The proposal camplies with the conditions of approval for the 1083 Norfolk Avenue
Plat approved February 4, 2013.

Conditions of Approval
1. Any and all conditions of the 1063 Norfolk Avenue plat amendment continue to apply
to this HDDR approval.
2. The 1063 Norfolk Subdivision as approved by the City Council on February 4, 2013,

shall be recorded prior to the issliance of a building permit for any work on the
addition({s) 1o the hame.
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3. A Physical Conditions Report is required prior to the issuance of a building permit.
Amolint other requirements; said report shall detail what materials will be salvaged
fram the existing building where the expansion is to oceur. A Physical Conditions
Report application is available on-line at the www . parkcity org website or at the
Planning Office.

Hazardous materials shall be removed and disposed of legally.

Contaminated soils may be present at this site, A soils test to determine contaminant
levels is reguired prior to the removal of any soils from the sile. Soils removed from
the site may require disposal at an approved site that can accept these types of soils.

6. Receipt and approval of a Construction Mitigation Plan (CMP) by the Building
Department is a condition precedent to the issuance of any building permit. The CMP
shall consider and mitigate impacts to the existing historic home, adjacent structures,
and existing infrastruciure/streets from the construction. All anticipated road closures
shall be described and permitted in advance by the Building Department.

7. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance with
the drawings stamped 1n on April (as-builds), Plans and Preservalion Plan, and
redlined and approved by the Planning Department on May 7, 2013. Any changes,
modifications, or deviations from the approved design shall be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Director prior to construction. Any changes, modifications,
or deviations from the approved design that have not been approved by the Planning
and Building Departments may result in a stop wark order. Consiruction shall adhere
to the Preservation Plan.

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

8. All standard conditions of approval shall apply (see attached).

10.1f a bundlng permit has not been obtained by May 7, 2014 this HDDR approval will
expire, unless an extension is reqliested prior to the expiration date and granted by
the Planning Depariment.

11.Any area disturbed during construction surround the proposed work shall be brought
back to its original state prior to issuance of a Cenlificate of Occupancy.

12. Gonstruction waste should be diverted from the landfill and recycled when possible.
Any proposed roof mounted solar panels shall be shown on fhe plans submitied for
building permit review

13. Exterior lighting fixture details have not been submitled, included or reviewed as part
of this application. All exterior lighting cut sheets and locations shall be subinitted to
the Planning Department faor review and approval prior to installation. All exderior
ighting shall meet Park City’s lighling ordinance and be downward directed and
shielded

14 City Engineer review and approval of all appropriate grading, utility installation. public
improvements, drainage plans, and flood plain issuies for compliance with City and
Federal standards. is a condition precedent to building permit issuance.
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15.An encroachment permit for landscaping within the 11" Street ROW from the
Engineering Depariment is necessary prior to the landscaping of this area.

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

17 Exterior surfaces that are painted or stained should have an opaque rather than
fransparent finish. Provide a weather protective finish to wood surfaces that were not
historically painted. Low VOC painis and painis are recommended to be used.
Construction waste shall be diveried to recycling.

18 A landscape plan witl be required with the submittal of the building permit application.
Landscaping shall comply with any and all LMC reguirements as well as the
requirements within the Specific Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sitas
Ab.

19. Any fencing removed during the demolition of the home and garage shall not be
replaced until such time that a separate Historic District Design Review application
has been approved by Staff. Any future fencing shall comply with the Specific
Guidelines A.3. Retaining walls must comply with LMC requirements as well as
Specific Guidelines A.2 and B.Z.

20. The applicant shall schedule an on-site meeting with the Planning and Building
Department to inspect existing historic materials to determine which materials to
keep (if any). Adherence to the Preservation Plan, received by the Planning
Department on March 8, 2013, is a condition of issuance of a Certificate of
Occupailcy.

21. Approval of this HDDR was noticed on May 7. 2013, and any approval is subject to a
10 day appeal period.

22. A Preservation Guarantee (letter of credit, cash, or lien on the property) shall be
collected by the City prior to issuance of a building permif for this project.

Approved as conditioned and described herein

(= nd

Mathew W .Ev.é ns, Senior Planner

Attached - Standard Conditions
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION
STANDARD PROJECT CONDITIONS

1. The applicant is responsible for camphange with all cenditions of approval.,

2 The proposed project is approved as Indicated on the final approved plans. except as modifled by
additional conditions imposed by the Planning Commission at the time of the hearing. The proposed
project shall be in accordance with all adopted codes and ordinances; including, bul not necessarily
Imited to: the Land Management Gode {Including Chaptar 5, Architectural Reviaw); International
Building, Fire and related Godes (Including ADA compliance), the Park Gity Design Standards,
Constructlon Specifications, and Standard Drawings (including any required snow storages easements),
and any other standards and regulaticns adopted by the City Engineer and all boards, commissians,
agencies, and oificials of the Gity of Park City.

3. A building permit shall be secured for any new constriction or madifications to structures, including
interior modifications. authorized by this permit

4, All construction shall be compietad aceording to the approved plans on which building permits are
issusd. Approved plans include all site impraovements shown on the approved site plan. Site
improvemnents shall include all roads. sidewalks. curbs, gutiers, drains, drainage works, grading, walls,
landscaping. lighting, planting, paving, paths, trails, public necassity signs (such as reguired stop
signs), and similar improvemants, as shown on the set of plans on whieh final approval and building
permits are based.

5 All modifications to plans as specified by canditions of approval and all final design details, such as
materials, colors, windows doars, trim dimensions, and exterior lighting shall be submitiad to and
approved by the Planning Department, Planning Commission, or Historic Preservation Board prier to
1zsuance of any building permits. Any modificatlons to approved plans after the issuance of a building
permit must be specifically requested and approved by the Planning Department, Planning
Commmussion and/or Histeric Preservation Board in writing prior to execution,

6. Final grading, drainage, utility erosion control and re-vegetation plans shall be reviewed and approved
by the Gity Engineer prior to commancing construstion  Limits of disturbance boundaries and fencing
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Building, and Engineering Departments. Limits of
disturbance vencing shell ba installed, inspected, and approved prior to building permit issuance.

7 An existing conditions survey identifying existing grade shali be conducted by the applicant and
subtmitied to the Planning and Bullding Depariments priar to issuances of a footing and foundation
permit. This survey shall be used to assist the Planming Depariment in determining existing grada for
measurement of building helghts, as defined by the Land Management Code,

a A Consiructon Mitigation Plan {(CMP), submitted to and approved by the Planning, Building, and
Engineering Departments, Is requirad prior to any construction. A CMP shall address the fol.oving.
Including but not necessarily mitad to: construction staging, phasing, slorage of matzrials, circulation,
parking, lights. signs, dust, noise, hours of operation. re-vegetation of disturbed areas, service and
delivery, trash pick-up, re-use of construction materials, and disposal of excavated materials.
Construction staging areas shall be clearly defined and placed 2o as to ninimize site disturbance. The
CMP shallinclude a landscape plan for re-vegetation of all areas disturbed during construction,
including but not limited to: identification of existing vegetation and replacement of signifizant
vegetation or trees removed during construction,

8. Any removal of existing building materials or features cn hisloric buildings shali be approved and
coordinated by the Pianning Department accordirng to the LMG, prior to remaval

1C. The applicant and/or contractor shall fiekd verify all existing conditions on hislerie buildings and malch
replacement elements and materials accovding to the approved plans. Any discrepancies folind

13
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12.

13.

14,

18.

16.

17.

18,

between approved plans, replacement features and existing elements must be reportad to the Planning
Deparimenl for further direciion, prior {o construction.

Final landscape plans. when required, shall be reviewed ard approved by the Pianning Department
prior to issuance of bullding permits. Landscaping shall be complelely instelled prior to accupancy, or
an acceptable guarantee, in accordance with the Land Menaoernent Code, shall bs posted in lleu
thereof, A landscaping agreerment or covenant may be required to ensure landscaping is maintained
as per the approved plans.

All propased public improvements, such as streets, strb and gulter, sidewalks, utilites. lighting, trails,
etc. are subject to review and approval by the City Engineer in accordance with current Park City
Design Slandards, Construction Specifications and Standard Drawings. All improvements shall be
installed or sufficient guarantees, as determined by the City Engineer, pasted prior to occupancy.

The Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation Dislrict shall review and approve the sewer plans. prior o
issuance of any building plans. A Ling Exlension Agreemant with the Snydarville Basin Water
Reclamalion District shall be signed and executsd prior to building permit issuance. Evidence of
compliance with tha Dislrict's fae requirements shall be presented at the time of buitding permit
issuance.

The planning and infrastruciure review and approval are fransierable with the title to the underlying
praperty so that an approved project may be conveyed or assigned by the gpplicant to others without
losing the approval The permit cennot be transterred off the sie on which the approval was granted.

When apglicable, access on state highways shall be reviewed and approved by the State Highway
Permits Officer This does not imply that project access locations can be changad without Planning
Commission approval

Vesting of all permits and approvals terminates upon the expiration of the approval as defined in the

No signs, permanent or temporaty, may be construatad on a site or building without a sign permit,
epproved by the Planning and Building Depariments. All multi-tenznt buifdings require an approved
Master Sign Plan prior to submitling individual sign permits.

All extenor lights must be in conformance with the applicable Lighting section of the Land Management
Code. Prior to purchase and installalicn, it is recornmended that exterior lights be reviewed by the
Plznning Department.

April 2007

14
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

April 17, 2013

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS REGARDING
APPROVAL OF A DESIGN REVIEW APPLICATION

Dear Property Owner:

The Park City Planning Department received a Historic District Design Review
application for a project to be located in your neighborhood. The Planning Department
reviewed the application and found it in compliance with the 2009 Design Guidelines for
Park City's Historic District and Historic Sites. This is the second notice to adjacent
OWners.

Project Location: 1063 Norfolk Avenue

Project Number: PL-12-016

Owner: Letitia C. Lawson

Representative/Architect: DHD Design

Project Description: The applicant is requesting approval of a Historic District

Design Review (HDDR) for the purpose of a constructing a
rear addition and a basement level addition to an existing
historic home shown on the Park City Historic Sites
inventory as historically “significant”. The applicant is also
proposing to rebuild the original front porch and box-bay
window as well as remove the out-of-period attic window.

If you have any questions, concerns or comments regarding the Design Review
proposal, or if you would like to review the plans, please contact the Planning
Department at (435) 615-5063 or via e-mail at mathew.evans@parkcity.org during
normal business hours. Any formal appeal shall be provided in writing and received by
the Planning Department prior to April 27, 2013.

Sincerely,

Mathew W. Evans

Senior Planner
File

Historic Preservation Board - September 18, 2013 Page 31 of 232



PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION e
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PARK CITY
445 MARSAC AVE ° PO BOX 1480

PARK CITY, UT 84060

(435) 615-5060

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAN

For use with the Historic District/Site Design Review Application

For Office Use Only
PROJECT PLANNER APPLICATION# PL=(2.- 5[ (p9 2
DATE RECEIVED ﬁf__zgg |12
PLANNING DIRECTOR CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL
APPROVAL DATE/INITIALS APPROVAL DATE/INITIALS

PROJECT INFORMATION
[J LANDMARK SITE E’smmmcﬁm SITE pisTricT; HR-1

NAME: Michael and Letiha tawsen
ADDRESS: 1063 Nortolk Averde

Park Gy, UT 24060
TAX ID # 5p-1H /owp-1z OR
SUBDIVISION: _SaDERS ADD (TioN - OR
SURVEY: SAIDERs ADDTIAN B PARK Ty Lot =F oMl b oo ib
APPLICANT INFORMATION o
NAME: Michae) and Lehha Lawsan
PHONE #: (435)649- 4553 FAX #:
EMAIL: Heashlawson @ comeash net

Instructions for Completing the HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAN

The purpose of the HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAN is to provide a detailed description of the
proposed project, including the scope of work, methodsftechniques being considered, and the potential
impacts and/or benefits to Park City's historic resources. The Planning Department is authorized to require a
Historic Preservation Plan as a condition of approving an application for a building project that affects a
historic structure, site or object. The Planning Director and the Chief Building Official, or their designees,
must approve the Histaric Preservation Plan.

Your Historic Preservation Plan must include this cover page and the information noted below;

= Prior to you Pre-Application Conference with the Design Review Team, complete only section 1.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION.

=  Toaccompany your HISTORIC DISTRICT/SITE DESIGN REVIEW application, complete all sections
of the form,

If you have questions regarding the requirements for completing the HISTORIC PRESERVATION PLAN, please contact a mamber of
the Park City Flanning Staff at (435) 615-5060,

1 j
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HISTC . PRESERVATION PLAN

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The exisling home located at 1063 Norfolk Ave was puilt during the late 1880's In
a T-type style, typical of miner’s cottages during that era. It resides on 1% city
lots and borders the south side of the 11" street steps. The house was built
using stick frame wood construction technigques without a solid stone or concrele
foundation. Unfortunately, most of the original features and design elemenis on
this home have been lost over time.

We propose to recreale, insomuch as possible, the original spirit of the 1890
home while adapting it to a more modern Park Gity lifestyte. Per structural
engineering direction, the house will be braced and lifted while a new concrete
foundation is poured underneath. The original cottage will be set back down on
the new foundation and the proposed addition will be built to the rear of the
property. A new two-slall tandem garage will be part of the foundation plan and
should serve to reduce parking issues currently plaguing Norfolk Ave.

2. DESIGN ISSUES

The proposed project will attempt to restore and recreats the spirit of the original
home. In many instances we will replace features that are simply no longer
there The front porch and box bay window on the front fagade will be rebuilt
using historical photos along with input from the city historian. New double hung
windows with thin putty lines will be installed and much of the original siding will
be reclaimed fo reconstruct the front fagcade Wood floors on the main level will
be reclaimed fir from the aftic and existing living/dining rooms. The addition will
adhere to all current design guicetines and complement the existing structure
while standing on its own, more modern design language.

Materials, finishes and paint ¢olors will complement existing old town struciures,

while the proposed size of the home will serve as a return 1o a “less is mora”™
design theme within Gld Town.
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HISTC - PRESERVATION PLAN

3. CONSTRUCTION ISSUES

SITE FEATURES:

A.1 Topography — The proposed alteration to the existing structure will not
require any new retaining walls along Norfolk Ave. The lotis below steep slope
criteria and rises from street level towards the south and west by fourteen feet.

A.2 Landscaping — With the exception of a few existing lilac bushes and peonies,
the current lot is devoid cf any formal landscaping. Using historical photos and
site visits, we have been able 10 determine the prior existence of several large
trees. The proposed plan will reintroduce some trees, atiernpt to preserve some
llacs and peonies, and upgrade the overall natural impression of the existing site.
With City approval we propose to include the 11" Street step right-of-way in our
landscape plan.

A.3 Retaining Walls — The non-historic existing retaining wall along the Norfolk
Ave frontage is of concrete construct with a two-three foot height. Movement and
moisture have damaged the wall in places and the proposed plan addresses
these issues by replacing the wall with a board formed concrete wall of similar
size and height.

A.4 Exterior Steps — The existing steps are wood on top of the failed concrete.
We propose to locate the new porch steps off the south side turning toward the
street in the manner represented by the 1930°s tax photo. This location mimics
the original historical placement and allows the stairs to fall along the area of
least slope, in order to ground the house better to its site. New steps will be a
cornbmation of wood/metal where they allach to the porch, and natural sfone or
concrete where they fall through the new retaining wall and landscape.

A.5 Fences — The praperty does not currently have fences, historic photos do not
stiggest any fences existed, and none are proposed.

MAIN BUILDING:

B.1 Roof - The current roof does not meet code with regards 1o rafter sizing and
spacing. Proposed work includes lifting the existing structure, placing it back on
the new foundation, adding structural members from the inside to bolstsr existing
framework to meet current code, and replacing roof decking with architectural
shingle or metal roofing. Existing cove molding, fascia and soffit where possible,
will be salvaged and reused. The south-west corner of the existing roof will need
to be reworked and sloped away from the house in order to correct the current
drainage and non-conforming height issues that currently exist  This corner will

5]
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HISTC PRESERVATION PLAN

also be hidden by the proposed addition and is nol visible from tne nublic rights
of way.

B.2-B.5 Exterior Walls -

North Wall — Remove non-histeric openings. install proportionally correct (2:1)
double-hung window type in hisloric openings, paltch and repair existing siding as
needed.

EFast Wall (front elevation) - Remove ali non-historic openings and additions,
recieate the onginal porch and box bay window fealures. Install historically
correct windows, front door, and pcrch railings. A minimalt amount ¢f original
siding exists on the east fagade. We will attempt to patch, repair and salvage
existing historic siding from the secondary south and west walls as needed to
make the front and north sides of the house as historically correct and authentic
as possible.

West Wall (rear} — Remove the non-historic addition frorn the southwest corner to
expose the origina! form of the T-shaped structure. Hisiorcally correct double-
hung windows will be installed in the newly exposed gable end and glass doors
will connecl the existing kitchen area 1o the proposed courtyard

South Wall — Remove all non-historic additions. This is the least visible elevation
of the existing house from the street and 11" street stairs and was thus chosen
as the optimal place 10 add the transition that separares the original structure
from the proposed addition, per HDDR design guidelines. The front half of the
existing structure will stili retain its original form with the proposed front porch and
gable end of the T-structure exposed. A historically correct double hung window
will be reinstalled in the exact tocation of the original window that once was there
and is evidenced in the ¢.1830s photograph of the home.

B.6. Foundation — The existing hiorme has ho foundation or even [oose rocks
beneath the flooring joists. As a result, significart seltlement and rot has
occurred at the sill plate level. We propose to brace and raise the house, dig and
pour a new basement foundation. repair and add sfructural flooring members and
resiluate the home upon its new foundation.

B.7. Porch{es)- The ariginal front porch was filled in and incorporated into the
front living reom al some later date in trme. We propose to recreate the ariginal
front porch using the ¢,1930s photograph as a guide ior correct window and door
placement and sizing. We will salvage and reuse the historic siding frorn less
conspicuous areas of the house in order to rnake the front porch as historically
correcl as possible.
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HISTC PRESERVATION PLAN

B.B. Dormer(s)/Bay(s) — The original structure at one time had a box bay window
on the front north east side of the home. Unforfunately, we were unable to find a
photo of this home with this window in place. We could. however. figure out the
original placement and sizé of the structure from the footprint shown on the 1800
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps and scars in the siding at the top of the iront gable
and interior walls of the house. We will remove the non-historic attic window and
recreate the box-bay window with the evidence we have and by also using other
historic examples that still exist in the neighborhood.

B.9. Additions — Ail non-historic additions to the existing structure will be
removed in order to beller showcase the classic T-shaped renovated historic
structure. A two-story bedroom addition is proposed in the southwest rear corner
of the property. This addition will be connected to the existing structure with a
transitional stair hallway addition that will visually separate the two-story addition
from the historical structure. fhe bedroom addition will be partially sunken into
the existing grade on the uphill side of the Ist in order to minimize its presence
and not overpower the scate of the existing 1.5-story historic home. The
proposed additions will be ¢lad in differing materials that are intended to
complement the spirit of the existing historic home without competing with .

B.10. Mechanical System - Due to the scale of the renovation project, all
mechanical systems will be complately replaced with a current code-cenforming
mechanical system with serious regards tc energy efliciency. The proposed
system will be either a combination of a radianthydronic and/or forced-air system
depending on budgetary constraints.

B.11. Electrical System —~ The existing structure currently has a cornbinaticn of
breaker circuits and knob and tube wiring. We propose to eliminate and remove
the existing system and rewire the entire heme with a new adeguate code-
conforming electrical system.

R.12. Structural System — Much of the existing structure’s framing does not meet
the current code requirements. We propose to reinforce any existing deficient
roofing, flooring and framing deficiencies and build the proposed addition per all
current code requiremnents, as reflecled in the tull set of construction plans that
will be signed and sealed by a Ulah licensed Professional Structural Engineer.

B.13. Hazardous Materials - The only known hazardous rmaterial thal currently
exists on this properly is the probability of the presence of lead paint. All proper
measures will be taken by the appropriate contracter to handle these issues as is
legally dictated in order 1o limit the harm o any person{s) involved.

B.14. Other - There are no other known construction issues relaled (o this
project.
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HISTC  , PRESERVATION PLAN

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS:

1 Windows — Thera are currently na existing historic windows in the home.
We propose to recreate the existing window configuration of the original structure
based on the ¢.1930s photograph and existing scars remairing on the siding. All
proosed windows on the historic structure will be double hung with a putty line
divider in them as is relevant to the location and period of the home. Most are of
2'-6" dimension in width by 67-0" in height with the exception of the doubie box
hay window, which is similar in scale but lohger in fength  The windows in the
proposed addition will be aluminum-clad casement windows thal are designed to
complement the existing historic structure

C.2. Doors — There is only ane existing interior historic door remamnng in the
home. The proposed front door will be placed in the original entry door location
and will be a wood % glass panel design that is historically appropriale. We have
managed lo salvage a set of used interior sclid wood paneled doors that match
the only criginal remaining interior daor.

C.3. The existing siructure has very little trim present. All siding and corner irim
will be restored and window/entry door trim will be recreated to match the ¢1930s
photograph.

C.A. Architectural Ornamentation — Very little architectural ornamentation exists
on the home. There is a emall cove molding detall at the soffit that will be
restored and replaced wherever it is missing on the original structure. Some
additional ornamentation will be created with the addition of the box bay window,
using other examples in the neighborhood as a guide. Porch details will also be
recreated using the 61930s pholograph and other neighboring historic examples,

(.5. Other -~ There are no olher main building details.
ACCESSORY BUILDING(S):
D.1. There are currently no existing or proposed accessory buildings on the site.

STRUCTURE(S):

E.1. There are currently no existing or proposed structures on the site other than
the main building and additions as previously described.
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HISTC PRESERVATION PLAN

4. PROJECT TEAM

The proposed project will be primarily overseen by the owner who is a current
Utah registered licensed Professional Engineer with 15+ years experience in
project and construction management. Plans were owner designed, along with
the Salt Lake City based design firm, David Henshaw Design. Historical design
information and input was given by the Park City Planning staff and their
Historical Preservation consultant, along with photographs and documents
located at the Park City Museum and extracted from the Park Record archives.

All proposed construction work will go out to bid with each contractor specialty
and will be awarded to the most competent, reliable and reasonable licensed and
insured contractor suitable for each component of the job. Owner will provide
contractor information and qualifications as soon as each contractor is selected.

Owner/Engineer

Letitia C. Lawson, P.E.

State of Utah Licensed Professional Engineer #6490639-2202
State of Florida Licensed Professional Engineer #55444

1501 Meadow Loop Road, Apt. 7

Park City, UT 84098

(435) 649-4557

teashlawson @comcast.net

Design Firm

David Henshaw Design
784 North 300 West

Salt Lake City, UT 84103
(801) 366-9600
dhd@integra.net

5. SITE HISTORY

The historic home located at 1063 Norfolk Avenue, Park City, Utah was built
around c1899. City records indicated the home was built around 1911 but the
1900 Sanborn Fire Insurance maps shows the footprint of the current structure as
it still stands today. The 11" Street stairs used to be a city street and a sizable
carriage house once stood in the northwest corner of the property, originally
accessed from 11"/Crescent Street.

Based on the original Warranty Deeds and title information that the current owner
has, the property was subdivided in 1882 by George G. Snyder and sold to David
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C. Mclaughlin in 1883. The property was resold again in 1891 fo John Quirn as
a parcel including all of lots 15 and 18. An origina! Warranty Deed dated
November 9, 1800 shows the sale of the house sitting on its current legal 1.5 lots
transferring frorn John Quinn to Thomas Gibbons for $800. Thomas Gibbons and
his wife, Elizabeth lived in the home until 1915.

Sihce that period, the home changed hands many times throughout the booms
and busts of Park City’s mining history Thomas and Elizabgth Gibbons sold to
Fred and Epsy George, then to James L. Allen in 1921, Within the year, James
and Mary E Allen sold to Peter Johansan and then to Lincoln I.. and Nellie Clark.
It appears that the Clarks were the first people to gei 2 morlgage for the house,
held by W.J. Kappus. for $220 due in one year with 10% interest. The Glarks did
pay off their mortgage, bul spent several years with delinguent {axes in the
1920's. The Clarks finally ended their troubles by selling the house in 1825 to
John Walter Prescot! for $450.

The only other record after that date is a contrast dated June 11, 1940 from Lydia
Stanley selling the nome to its' most recent inhabitants, John W. and Dorothy
May Wilson. The Wilson’s raised several children in that house and lived there
through their deaths with Dorothy passing just a few years ago. One of their
sons', Jim Wilson lived there until he sold the home last spring.

6. FINANCIAL GUARANTEE

The applicant will provide the City with a financial guarantee, as required, to
ensure compliance with the conditions and terms of the Historic Preservation
Pian. The applicant will provide that guarantee either in the form of a letter of
credit or accept a lien on the property for the value of the stated terms and
conditions agreed 1o in the Histonc Preservation Plan.

7. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY
| have read and understand [he instructions supplied by Park City for processing

this form as par of the Historic District/Site Design Review application. The
information | have provided is true and correct [o the best of my knowledge.

Signhalure of Applicanl w?” ___ Date: 5/ f / 13

Name of Applicant: /@Ll‘lfm (avgsan
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORFORATION
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

{435) 615-5060

PARK CITY

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

For use with the Historic District/Site Design Review Application

Use Only
PROJECT PLANNER _L(3la Nav bl fve . APPLICATION # Plo1z-0l 92
DATE RECEIVED [0)i9] (2

PROJECT INFORMATION
HISTORIC SITE? [INO @/YES: ] LANDMARK EétGN]F}CANT DISTRICT: I:{R--l
NAME: Michael B. and Letifa €. Lawsan
ADDRESS: 1065 Novbolk Avenve

Pavle by, UT 94080
TAX ID #: 5;1‘,1-:”‘, SWO - 1L OR
suDivision: _nyders Addion OR
SURVEY: f)r#dﬂa Adibon to B«u;&; LoT# 61415 BLocK#_LL
CONTACT INFORMATION .
NAME: Midhael B. § [ettha ¢, (awsen
PHONE #: (311)960 - 89219 FAX #:
EMAIL: “eaghlawsen @ comeast net

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 PHYSICAL CONDITION
REPORT. This form should be completed and submitted to the Planning Department prior to your
Pre-Application Conference.

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION

The features listed below, if extant on your site, must be described in full. If the scope of your project is
limited (window replacement, porch rehabilitation, etc.) describe only those elements directly 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), If your
descriptions require additional space, please attach a continuation sheet OR you may create a separate
document by restating each numbered item followed by your full response, Documentation from a licensed
professional must be submitted to support claims regarding severely deteriorated or defective conditions.

PHOTOGRAPHS

Digital photographs must be included with this report. Specifications and a template for organizing and
labeling photographs are provided on the last page of this report.

If you have questions regarding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please conlact a member of tho
Fark City Planning Staff at (435) 615-5060.
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PHYSBICAL CONDITION REPGRT

SITE FEATURLES

A.1. TOPOGRAPHY

Subiect property sits on the western side of Narfolk Ave. with an uphill exposure.
From the street level to the rear lot fine, there is a fairly constant slope upwards
towards the southwest. Elevation aain from the street to the rear iot lina is on the
order of fifteen feat.

A.2. LANDSCAPING

Existing landscape inciudss three fairly old Lilac bushes and one wild rose tush.
The remainder ol the property s covered with a varety of native and ron-native
weed and grass species  The nor-itigated landscape has suffered vears of
neglect and i= reflected in its current siate of unkemptiness. Aside from the
landscape, ane concrete pathway exists along the south side of the propetty The
pathway appears to date from the 1960°s as evidenced by inscriplions af the rear
of the walk, and is in a general state of disrepair.

A.3. RETAINING WALLS

Two retaining walls exial on thie subject property. The fivst wail fies ten feet west
of Norlolk and provides the property with a defined area for oif-streat parking.
This wall appears to by fairly old and may date back to the 1830's. it has saveral
large Tractures arid 15 ieaning towards the sireet. The second retzining wall
exists along the front of the house, and appears, al first giance, te be a
foundation wall The well is shoting up the ront silf plate and providing very little
shiuctural support 1o the remairder of the house. Its provenance appears to be
from the 1860’s

A.4. EXTERIOR STEPBS

Onhe slaircase exists on the southeast comer (left) side of the property. It
measures three feet tn width and runs ten feel towards the rear, providing access
lo the front door and rear side entrance. The staircase appears Lo have been
rebuilt within the previous fifteen years and is in fair condition for its age.

A5. FENCE

No fences currently exist on the subject properiy
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A.6. OTHER SITE FEATURES (SPECIFY)

There are no other siie lsalures L specily.

MAIN BUILDING

B. 1. ROOF

Subject property is comprised of the original TA-shape cottage with three
additions all appended to the side/rear fagade of the building. The roef of the
onginal structure s well as the two additions was bullt with dimensional 2 x 4
lumber on 24-inch canters. 7 he pion is 4 common B over 12 on both axis of fhe
otiginal coliage. The additions in the side/rear are lean-to in style and have rpofs
of varying pitch. An approxamately (nirty-year old red (Jaded) standing seam
metal roof covers several layers of aspha®t shingles over the enfire structure

The roof 15 in poor condition, with several areas wherz leaking and tce dams
hizve caused rot in the soffits.

B.2. EXTERIOR WALIL - PRIMARY FACADE

The frort tagade of the subject property faces Norfolk Ave. towards the

Northeast The fagade is comprised of seven-inch horizontal cedar siding with a
painted finish It measures twenty-four f2et five inches in width by tert feet in
height except where the atlic rises to 20 & feel over the Northeast side of the
house. The axisting siding appears to have been instalied over the original siding
at ah unknewn time. OQverait condition of the fagade is fair 1o poor.

B.3. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 1

The northam (right) side of the nouse is compnsed of seven-inch horizontal cedar
siding with a painted finish. The dimensions are twenty-nine feet indeptn by 6 5
to14.5 feet in height Several areas have been paiched where windows used 1o
ba. Exisiing siding anpears to nave been installed aver the original at an
unknown date Overall condilion of the northern {acade is fair lo poor.

B.4. EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 2

The southem (=t} side of the hause is comptised of seven-nch horizontal cedar
siding with a2 painted finish. The dimensions are twenty-six ieet in depth by 8 5 to
18 feat in height rising to twenty feet at the vertical axis of the roaf apex. A six-
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fool by nine-foot entry vestibule is appended to the rear of the southem fagade
and serves as a back deor mud area. 1ts siding matches that of the rest of the
house in type and finish if nol age. The siding appears to have been instailed
over the original at an unknown date. Overzalt condition of the southerm facade is
fair Lo poor.

B.5. EXTERIOR WALL — REAR FACADE

The western (raar) fagade is comprised of seven-inch horizontal cedar siding with
a painted fimeh. Theé rear fagade measures twenty-four feat in widih by 8.5 to
20.5 feet in height at the vertical axis of the roof apex. The rear of the house ts g
hodgepodge of tweo adtditions to the originat T/ -shape strucfure. The additions to
the rear facade both daie to the [ale 1920°s or 194(s, and are stick built
construction with wood sitis lying diractly on bare earth. Both addifions ars falling
structuratly as evidenced by the sicping of both rooliines and ilooring scttlement.
The siding is in keeping with the ather three sides of the dweling Qveral!
condition of the antire fagade is goor.

B.6. FOUNDATION

Subject prorerty has no foundalion in the traditional sense of the word  Tybical
of cottages built during the mining days, its “foundation” is comprised of a floor
system (joists and silis) siting direct'y on bare earth  Excavation of several test
pits arournd the preperty’s extarior revesled sevare rot of ail tha ol plates  Some
areas are completely rotten io non-existent. The rot is caused by the direct
contact of the woodern framing members 1o the bare ground. The inteynty of the
struciure is severely compromised in s current state du= to its total lack of a
proper mascnry foundation.

B.7. PORCH

The subject nroperty does not purrertly have a poreh, however, the original
house was built with one. Ir the 1980°s the original porek was filed in to make
way for a larger main living area. The roofline of the originatl house was extended
and & 1960's metal roof was instalied to gcover the ariginal porch roof. Siding o
match thai of the rest of the house was instailed along with the addition of a
single pane metal window and ar atypical style front door.

B.8. DORMER(S) / BAY(S)

Subject propetty has one dormer in a shad style appended to the rear (west)
facade. The dormer was an addition t0 the original structure built for the purpose
of providing a stairwell to the attic space as well as an area for the imechanical
room i is helieved 1o have been buiit in the 1830°s io 1840°s and is in exlremely
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REFORT

poor condition The dommer addition measures 7.5 feel by twelve-leet and is clad
in matching seven-inch horizontal cedar siding with & painled finish.

B.9. ADDITION(S)

Along with the previously mentioned dormer, two other additions to the subject
nropernty are noted. The first, on the western (rear) facade, is made up of a shed
style roof extension to the original collage bringing the back wall out a further
twelve feet. This extetision made way for a "modern” style kitchen sometime
during the 1930’s to 1940°s. The addition, tike the original structure, nas no
masonry foundation and is suffering (rom sigmificant settlement issdes and rot.
The kitchen addifion measures twelve by twelve fect with a rear wall height of
saven feet. The condition of this addition is extremely poor. The second addition
of note exists along the southern (\eft) side of the fagade. This addition
measures six by nine Yeet and was built for the purpose of providing an extenor
mudroara to the kitchen addition  This appendage may or may not have beg:
buill when the kitichen was erected. The consiruction techniques miatch that of
the rest of the house and similar issues are evident, from rotting of the sills lo
setilement of the walls and floor.

B.10. MECHANICAL SYSTEM

Subject property has a standard naturai gas powered forced air furnace HVAC
system The system appears to have been a recant addilon and appears to be in
serviceable condition This HVAG system was a more recent addition to the
house There appears Yo be evidence of an existing oif burnirg haat source

B.11. ELECTRICAL SYSTERM

Subject propeny has a iaitfly new 100 amp sevvice panel. Thic panel is
connected 1o a mix of interior and exterior wiring. There are areas in attic where
the original knoly and tube wiring appears to be spiiced with modern 14 gaugs
romex cable Existing wiring i1s in peor condition and does not maet current
electrical codes, due to the lzck ot GFCl's i wet arees and expesed electrical
boxes and cables ir living areas.

B.12. STRUCTURAL SYSTEM

Subject property 1s a stick built wood frame house with a wooden sill and joist
system an no masonry foundation. The wooden siils and many floor joists rest
oh bare ground. Constant contact with maoisture over the years has resulted in
the ratting of mast all of the sill plates and some of the ficar joist systern. This In
turn, has resulted in the seftling of the subfloor in many areas ¢f the home, most
hotably, the poorly designed and built addifions at the rear of the property. It is
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also noted that heavina of the earth under the living room has caused a bulging
of the finished floor in said room.

B.13. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mold exists in the bzth area in both surface and sub-surface formt. The mold
issue seams to be jairly well contained to the shower/tub surfaces and
surroundings, as well as near the window in the bathroom. See attached pictures
for identification. Lead-based paint tests were not conducted, but lead-basad
paint is sure to exist as the structure was originalty built around ¢.19800 and
remodeled in the 1830's and 19680°s, all times when lzad-based paint was vety
commonty used.

B.14. OTHER (SPECIFY)

There are no other main building items to specify.

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS
C.1. WINDOWS

Subject property nas eicht windews in iis curent state. Cnly one of the windows
appears 1o be onginal (Aitic — street facing east fagade), the cther seven are a
mix of sizes and styles from 1960's era metal replacersent windows (sireet facing
east facade main: windows and nerth {agada dining windew), and single pane
wood windews added to the stniclure when the rear additions were built circa
1930’s. None of the windows are in keeping with anv sort of therne nor do they
match what wouid have beéen installed in the criginal dwelling. Al the windows
are in poor congition, with several being unsarnviceable.

C.2. DOORS

Subjecl propsrty cwrently contains six doors. Thres doors are exierior/storm
doors, twa are interior type goars, and one provides access to the mechanical
room. Only one interior coor out of the six total is original to the structure The
criginal interior dooris 28" x 78" in a five-pane! shaker style. The other doors are
all vintage 18680’s or later and are a mix of metal storm, wood colonial, and hollow
core stvles ot in keeping with a set therme or representative of the period style
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C.3. TRIMm

The existing tiim on the interior of the propetty is all renlacement 1960’s vinlage
shim ling rectilinear moldings. The one notable excepticn is the frim found around
the original door leading into the main bedroom. This trirm: is more in keeping with
a miner's type dwelling and is simple x4 1ir. Exisiing exterior trim is all simple
rectilnear style casement with some fluted crown moldings Tourd under the
eaves of the original structure. The property is devoid of any excess adornment.

C.4. ARCHITECTURAL ORNAMENTATION

As menticnied in the previous paragraph, ihe subiec property, irt its current state
has zero excess adorrmert or oriamentation. This is fairly unusual for its build
dale, and unfortunately, is most likely 2 by-product of several haphazard

renovations. These renpvalions over the years have slripped the houss of any
redeeming architeciural gualilies.

C.5. OTHER (SPECIFY)

There are no other main building details to specify.

ACCESBORY BUILDING{S)

D.1. ACCESSORY BUILDING(S)

There are no accessory bulldings assnaated with this property.
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STRUCTURE(S)

E.1. STRUCTURE(S)

There are no other structures associated with this property

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF RESPONSIBILITY

| have read and understand the instruction sugpiied by Park City {or processing
this form as part of the Historic District/Site Besian Review application. The
documents and/or intormation [ have submitted ars true and comrect to the bast of

my know'edge. J /
J
Signature of Apphoanl /, . W - Dato:_(° / ')/iL

Narne of Applicant: Hithazl B and U?Hl“ (. Aoy
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

TOPOGRAPHY. Front and side view.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

LANDSCAPING. Existing Lilac Bush.

LANDSCAPING. Existing Rose Bush.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

LANDSCAPING. Existing lilac bush and concrete path on South side
of house.

RETAINING WALLS. Existing retaining walls viewed from front of
house.

11
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

RETAINING WALLS. Existing retaining walls viewed from front of
house.

o

EXTERIOR STEPS. Exterior steps on south side viewed from front
of house.

1T
Wil -

12
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

ROOF. Existing Metal Roof viewed from rear.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

EXTERIOR WALL - PRIMARY FACADE. Front (East Side) of
house.

EXTERIOR WALL - PRIMAR
— existing front porch fill-in.

Wi ‘ ﬁ- '_-:: -
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REFOAT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 1. North side of house.

B i

EXTERIOR WALL — SECONDA
- existing front porch fill-in.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

EXTERIOR WALL - SECONDARY FACADE 2. South side of house
— rear side addition entry.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

EXTERIOR WALL -~ REAR FACADE. Additions and siding
condition.

FOUNDATION. Rotted sill plate on north side sitting on bare earth
(no foundation).
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PHY SICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

FOUNDATION. Rotted sill plate on south side sitting on bare earth
(no foundation).

=T
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

DORMER(S)/BAY(S). Dormer at rear of house with stairs to attic.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

ADDITION(S). Rear kitchen addition on west side of house.

- i i o ]
Loy _L-r e
= - - -, i
aY # .".‘_. id ¥ 3
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

MECHANICAL SYSTEM. Mechanical room inside house — hot water
heater and furnace.

ELECTRICAL SYSTEM. Existing knob and tube wiring in attic.
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PHYSICAL COMDITION REPDRT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

ELECTRICAL SYSTEM. Wiring in rear side entry.
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FHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

STRUCTURAL SYSTEM. Interior flooring settlement.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

STRUCTURAL SYSTEM. Exterior rotted sill plate.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

WINDOWS. Front of house showing old attic window and
replacement metal framed windows.

WINDOWS. Rear of house (west side) showing single pane
windows.

25
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTQOS

WINDOWS. North side of house showing single pane windows.

Historic Preservation Board - September 18, 2013 25 Page 65 of 232
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT — PHOTOS

DOORS. Original interior paneled bedroom door.

DOORS. Hollow core interior door.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

TRIM. Original interior 1x4 door trim.

TRIM/ARCHITECTURAL ORNAMENTATION. Original exterior trim
on front and sides of house.
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ROBERT E. WELLS, INC.

1369 West 7900 South
Waest Jordan, UT 84088 Date Estimate #
8/19/2013 134
Name / Address
Teash and Mike Lawson
1063 Norfok Avenue
321-960-8029
Project
Description Qty Cost Total
Raise and heold frame house located at 1063 Norfok Avenue, Park 1 13,000.00 13,000.00
City Ut, for new foundation, then set on new sard foundation.
Owner will pay total contract amount in eash at start of work
Sales Tax 0.60% 0.00
Thank you!
Total _ $13,000.00
Customer Signature ORI
41_3 ~CENNVED 1+
[ -
| AUG2320m3 | -
|
! PARK CITy
L___PLANNING DEpT :
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J.W.W. Excavating, Inc. Estimate

PO Box 1265
Park City, Utah 84060 Date Estimate #
7/31/2013 366
Name / Address
Lawson Residence
1063 Norfolk Ave
ltem Description Qty Rate Totai
Excavate . Excavaie two tunnel paths to set up for 4 cribs for Bob Wells. JWW 1 28,759.00 28,759.00
will provide floor jacks to support housc until Bob can lift it. Includes:
equipment, labor, truck time and dumping
Frenchdrain 1" gravel below footing, 1° gravel above footing, soil separator and 4" 1 2,500.00 2,500.00
perf pipe
Backfill Includes: equipment, 1" gravel interior slab, 4" exterior slab gravel, 1 12,642.00 12,642.00
labor and compaction
Waterline Street cut with 1 1/2" lateral installed to main with hot tap. Excavate to 1 B 3T EW ATy M ——
turn off existing 3/4" lateral. | 1/2° yolk and lateral from water vault to oy / %{}E{g_.
house. Asphalt paich, curb & gutter included n- ]
Note If Park City engineering allows us to reuse existing water vault and lid
it will save $2,000.00
Sewer Excavate to existing lateral at edge of right of way. 1 750.00 750.00
Power Overhead, N/C 1 0.00 0.00
Phone #
Total $58,651.00
435_6u'§jgﬂq?r%r5g@ﬁ>@§pprd - September 18, 2013 Page 78 of_g_ﬁ i.' =
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DIAMOND CONCRETE INC.

4495 S. CREST OAK DR.

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84124

=STIMATE

DATE: August 15, 2013

Phone (801) 277-0276 Fax (801) 272-9006 Estimate # 1565
Cell (801 573-2002
Email jdiamondconcrete@yahoo.com
Submitted To: Teash Lawson Quote Valid Until:
Street Address: Job Mame: Lawson Res
City, State, Zip: Job Location: 1063 Norfolk Av
Fax: Architect: DHD
Phone Date of Plans: 8/26/2013
Email

Item Description AMOUNT

Date: 8-15-13

Footing Labor Layout, Form, Tie Rebar, Pour Concrete { Add 10% If Dowels Tied In ) $3,485.00
Foundation Labor  Layout, Form, Tie Rebar, Place Imbeds, Pour Concrete $21,750.00
Flatwork Labor {Garage,Basement,Driveway,Rear Patio,Slabs,Front & Rear Stairs) $4,110.00
Footing Cone. 3000psi Concrete Grout Extra $4,080.00
Foundation Conc. 3000psi Concrete Grout Exira $10,440.00
Flatwork Conc. 4000psi ConcreteGrout Extra{ All Slabs 4" Thick, Stairs as per Plan) $6,370.00
Footing Rebar 60 Grade as per plans $2,210.00
Foundation Rebar 60 Grade as per plans { Includes: Bolts, HD's, Window Bucks, ) $6,525.00
Flatwork Rebar As Per Plans $1,960.00
Pump Footing, Foundation, Flatwork, 36 Meter Length Max. ( 5§ Times ) 1$3,640.00
Crane 30 ton Forms & Rebar ( 2 Times In & Qut) $1,350.00
Hand Labor $35.00 per Hr.
Contractor to provide: aill Excavation, Grading, Survey Hubs, All HD locations
Payment to be made as follows: TOTAL $65,929t}ﬂ

If materials are fumished: 20% due prior to mobilization

If labor only is fumnished: Balance due upon completion.

with biweekly progress payments.

Account is due upon compietion. A finance charge of 1-1/2% per month (annual rate of 18%) is charged on all past
due accounts. If collection is made by suit or otherwise, interest, collection cosls, and attomeys fees will be charged.

Acceptance of Proposal:

The ahove prices, specificaliens and conditions are
satisfactory and are hereby accepted. You are authorized
to do the work as specified. Payment will be made as

outlined.

Date of Accepiance:

Signature:

Signature:
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Page 79 of 232




K T Nelson Const Inc
4561 Ponderosa Dr. 8-10-13
Park City Utah 84098

Mobile:435-512-1285
Fax:  435-647-5725

Proposal To

Teach Lawson

Project

1063 Norfolk
Park City, UT

Architect
DHD

Date of plans
6-26-13

Bid proposal

100 % completion rough frame

Install all ext windows and doors

Nails

Decks framed

Crane time inc.

Demo inc ( $1500, inc kitchen roof and walls)

Total Bid $28000.00
Stgnature
K T Nelson Const Inc

Acceptance of proposal
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ARSLLLICT

CWs™ 3 ‘ |  Quote
9875 SOUTH 500 WEST Totals Oty
SANDY UT 84070

Phone: 801-304-9200 Fax; 1-866-594-4203

TPhone: Fax: Phone; Fax:

ewswindows,com

1 56 34 X 77 174" 56" X 76,75

Pinnacle Wood Double Hong X3X0XH-2 Complets Unit LoE 366 163 6-11/16 Janb Ext (Room ID:
living & dining)(Glas Stop Profiie: Ogee (StandardYFD: 28 x 76.75)(Pine)XTubes)}{Beige Jamblinery
(Pack Matte Handware¥No Prickmounldi(No Silf Mosing)(DP: 35) Performance Data:(U-Value: 0,32)
(SHGC: B2Y{VT: DAGCE: SRYAL: 0.05)

| F-ATES

oF
[

oy B et B e
i Y it
drern BAEETE mrirore

7 * Units viewed from exterior.

200 living | 2 30 1/8" X 77 1/4" 293754 K 7675

Pinnacle Wood Double Huog 2434-1 Complete Unit LoR 366 I3 6-11/16 Jamb Ext {Room T0: Hving)
{Ciass Btop Profile: Opee (Standard))(Callont:2-4 x 5-2XPine)(Tubes)}{Beige Jambliver)Black Matte
Hardwarci{o Brickeould)(Ne Sill NosingDP: 35} Performense Data:(17-Value; 0334 EHUC: 0.2)
(¥T: 046X CR: 5B AL: 0.06}

Sﬂ lfﬂ" X717 1!4" 253750 X F8.75"
Pinnacie Wood Doubie Fimg 2434-1 Complete Unit LoE 366 13 6-11/16 Jarob Pxt (Room 11X liviag)
{Class Siop Profite: Ogee (Standard){Callont: 24 x 6-2)(Pine){TobesXBeige Jamblinet)(Black Maite

Hardwaref{Ne Briclonemld)Ne Sil 'anmgjm!’ 35} Performance Deta:{U-Vaiue: 0.32X883C: 0,2)
WT DAGNCR: SRUAL: D.06)

Py
« BR-0TE

# {ndts viewed from exterion,
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400  front eniry

2 11/8* X 73 1M4° 29375 X 7 T

al
{

¥ Units viewed from exterior.

psist=]
- T4

0 Pinnacle Wood Double Hung 2432-1 Complete Unit LoE 366 IG 6-11/16 Jamb Ext (Room ID: front
M| entry){Glass Stop Profile: Ogee (Standard)){Callout:2-4 x 5-10}Pine)(Tubes){Beige Jamblineri(Black
it Matte Hardware}(Mo Brickmould)(No Sill Mosing{DF; 35) Performance Data:{(U-Value; 032)
i (SHGC: 0.2)(VT: 0.46}(CR: 58)(AL: 0,06)
pi e
* Units viewed from exierior,
_ Line#  RoomID = Quantity Overall RO + OverallFrame
500  new kitchen 1 116 916" X 96" 115.8125" X 955"

Pinnaele Clad Black Four Panel French Style 100QB0 Complete Unit OXO0O LoE 366 1G 6-11/16
Jamb Ext (Room JD; new kitchen)(Glass Stop Profile: Ogee {Standard}{Pine)(Bronze Sill)(Tempered
Glass)(Tubes)(Polished Chrome Standard Handle Set)(Bronze Footbolt)(No Brickmomdd)(5/8" Putty
‘WDL Short w/inper Bar){Colonial TW4H)Black Sercen - Not Applied)(BetierVae)(DP: 25)
Performance Data:(U-Value: 0.34)SHGC: 0.15)(VT: 0.33)(CR: 55)(AL: 0.23)

Ouote Comments:
Disclaimer:

* Units meeting Egress size conform to 2009 IRC Section R311.2 Egress requirements; Local codes may differ.
Customer is responsiple to confirm units meet all applicable requirements.

Submitted By:

Date:

Accepted By:

Date:

Windsor Windows and Deors
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with this quofe!

[BUB-TOTAL: $6,943.47
JLABOR: $0.00
[FREIGHT: | $0.00
SALESTAX: $489.51
TOTAL: - $7.432.98
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1063 NORFOLK GRANT APPLICATION

pricing for such a iength of time. We have made our best effort to obtain
accurate bids for the immediate work that relates to etfigible improvements and
will submit further bids during the construction phase.

The excavation and foundation estimates relate to the entire project with a
basement foundation and rear addition. In order to estimate just the amount that
pertains to grant eligible items (i.e. crawl space excavation and foundation), the
contractors have provided the following information:

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

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

The attached window estimate is only for the windows proposed for the existing
historic home. All additional windows and doors for this project are not included.

The attached framing estimate is for the entire project plus $25,000 in material
cost. After discussions with the contractor, the framing and material costs related
to reinforcing the onginal structure (addition of new joists, rafters, plywood shear
walls, collar-ties) to bring the structure up to code and the new framing needed to
recreate the front porch and box bay window would amount to 40% of the |labor
and material costs. This translates into $11,200 of eligible framing labor cost and
$10,000 eligible material cost.

The attached entry door cost is the most similar door that we could find to match
our plans. Based on the fack of readily available historically correct 34 lite solid
wood 6°8” entry doors with transom windows, as shown on our plans, we intend
to have a door and transom custom built to match our plans. The provided
estimate is conservative and should be close or lower than the actual cost will be.

’ The estimated historic siding rehabilitation cost is approximately $8,000 based on

K a unit cost of $8/s.f. for the 1000 s.f. of historic structure exterior walls to include

\ removal, salvaging, stripping, patching and prepping. An additional cost of
$2000 ($2/s.1.) is estimated for historic exterior painting. 4
We would aiso like to apply for grant assistance for the reroofing of the existing
structure and porch, but have little information on what the actual costs might be.
We are requesting that this item be reviewed at a later date and considered for
grant assistance when an accurate cost estimate can be obtained.
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'PARK CITY

Historic Preservation Board W
Staff Report

Planning Department

Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner
Subject: Historic Sites Inventory

Address: 269 Daly Avenue

Project Number: PL-13-02024

Date: September 18, 2013

Type of Iltem: Administrative — Determination of Significance

Summary Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the application, conduct a
public hearing and consider changing the status of 269 Park Avenue from a Landmark
Site to a Significant Site on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.

Topic:

Project Name: 269 Daly Avenue

Applicant: Dirk de Vos on behalf of Theodore Pistorius
Proposal: Determination of Significance

Background:

The Park City Historic Sites Inventory, adopted February 4, 2009, includes four hundred
five (406) sites of which one hundred ninety-two (192) sites meet the criteria for
designation as Landmark Sites and two hundred thirteen (214) sites meet the criteria for
designation as Significant Sites. The existing structure at 269 Daly Avenue was added
to the site as a Landmark Structure based on a reconnaissance level survey by then
Historic Preservation Consultant, Dina Blaes. During the recon-level survey, Dina noted
that the Sanborn maps identified the home as a “Hall-Parlor” home, but noted that a
cross-wing addition and porch had likely been added during the Mature Mining Era
historic period based on limited information available at the time.. There are no photos
of the home prior to the 1990’s. Sandborn maps were used to determine original shape
of the home.

On April 8, 2011, the applicant submitted an application for a Historic District Design
Review (HDDR) for the purpose of doing a rear addition to the existing home. The new
owners of the home contemplated a simple rear addition to the home. The original
proposal was to keep what was thought to be the in-period addition to the home and re-
building the rear with a rear addition. During A previous plat amendment by the
applicant, there was an agreement to place a note on the plat limiting the overall size of
the home and the addition be no larger than 2,000 square feet in size.

During this process the applicant had the building department do an initial inspection of
the home to determine what work might be necessary. During the inspection it was
noted by the Building Inspector that the home was uninhabitable due to various issues
related to the structural integrity of the home, electrical issues and mold. The home was
later inspected by Chief Building Official, Chad Root, as well as members of the
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Planning Department Staff and the Historic Preservation Consultant, all of whom agreed
with the initial assessment that the home was in fact, uninhabitable.

It was also discovered at this time that information provided to the City showed
evidence that the home was originally a hall-parlor home constructed in 1901, and that
the addition to the front of the home was actually done an “out-of-period” sometime
between 1965 and 1970. The addition altered the home into a cross-wing “L-Cottage”
design with a front porch. The original application contemplated keeping the front
portion of the home because it had the most salvageable materials and form. However,
once it was discovered that this was an out-of-period addition, that plan was amended
to reconstruct the original hall-parlor form with a rear addition and an “in-period” style
front drop-porch (the plans are attached hereto as Exhibit “A”).

In a June, 2012 visit to the home, Staff, along with former Historic Preservation
Consultant, Dina Blaes, visited the home for an inspection of the home. During the
inspection it was noted by former Consultant Blaes that there was very little historic
material remaining on the home. There was a small section of original siding on the
rear, along with bricktext and other materials. It was noted that the front addition either
did not preserve the original material of the home’s fagcade, or that any siding was likely
used internally, but did not exist on the exterior of the home.

On June 20, 2012, former Consultant Blaes gave a written opinion to Staff indicating
that if the Chief Building Official, Chad Root, determines that the property meets the
requirement in the LMC for abatement of dangerous buildings, then the home should be
allowed to be reconstructed in accordance with applicable Design Guidelines and LMC
requirements. Consultant Blaes also made the following findings:

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

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

e The proposed reconstruction is compliant with the underlying principles of the
City’s preservation program, and that allowing the home to be reconstructed and
moved are better met, namely, returning the building to its historic form, restoring
the historic primary and secondary facades, and making sure that the historic
resource will return to viable use as a single-family residence.
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Based on the recommendation from Consultant Blaes, Staff issued the applicant an
approval of the HDDR on to reconstruct and relocate the home as proposed on the
plans referenced as “Exhibit A” herein. Staff made several conditions of approval,
including a condition that the applicants obtain a letter from the Chief Building Official
and the Planning Director, allowing them to reconstruct and relocate the home as
proposed (see Exhibit “B”) based on the requirements for such as outlined in Land
Management Code (LMC) Section 15-11-15 (Reconstruction of An Existing Historic
Building or Historic Structure).

On June 13, 2013, Chief Building Official Root and Planning Director Thomas
Eddington, signed a letter authorizing the applicant to reconstruct the home (and
accessory structure), and relocate the home slightly forward to accommodate the rear
addition. The letter cited findings of fact for the proposal to reconstruct and relocate the
home, namely that the home had retained very little of its original historic character, the
fact that the home was in serious disrepair, and the fact that the proposal to reconstruct
would re-introduce the original hall-parlor design. The rational for allowing the home to
be moved was largely due to Consultant Blaes assessment that allowing the home to be
moved forward slightly would avoid cutting into the side of the canyon, thus avoiding
many of the issues that caused the original home to become dilapidated in the first
place (the letter is attached hereto as Exhibit “C”). As a condition of approval for the
request to reconstruct and relocate the home, the Planning Director require the
applicant to apply for a Determination of Significance (DoS), requesting to change the
designation of the home and the site from “Landmark” to “Significant.”

Analysis and Discussion:

The Historic Preservation Board is authorized by Title15-11-5(1) to review and take
action on the designation of sites within the Historic Sites Inventory. The Historic
Preservation Board may designate sites to the Historic Sites Inventory as a means of
providing recognition to and encouraging the preservation of historic sites in the
community (LMC 15-11-10). Land Management Code Section 15-11-10(A) sets forth
the criteria for designating sites to the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.

Because the home does not retain any of its historic form, and due to the fact that the
addition to the home was out of period, there is little doubt that the home would qualify
for “Landmark Status” based on the information provided. A reconstruction of the home,
which is necessary based on the issues raised by the Chief Building Official, would also
not allow the home and site to remain as “Landmark.” Thus Staff is recommending that
the site be redesigned as “Significant” based on the following definition:

Significant Site. Any buildings (main, attached, detached or public), accessory buildings
and/or structures may be designated to the Historic Sites Inventory as a Significant Site
if the Planning Department finds it meets all the criteria listed below:

(a) It is at least fifty (50) years old or has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50)
years if the Site is of exceptional importance to the community; and (...) Complies
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The structure was originally constructed in 1901, making the structure 112 years old.

(b) It retains its Essential Historical Form, meaning there are no major alterations that
have destroyed the Essential Historical Form. Major alterations that destroy the
Essential Historical Form include:
() Changes in pitch of the main roof of the primary facade if 1) the change was
made after the Period of Historic Significance; 2) the change is not due to any
structural failure; or 3) the change is not due to collapse as a result of inadequate
maintenance on the part of the Applicant or a previous Owner, or
(i) Addition of upper stories or the removal of original upper stories occurred after
the Period of Historic Significance, or
(iii) Moving it from its original location to a Dissimilar Location, or
(iv) Addition(s) that significantly obscures the Essential Historical Form when
viewed from the primary public Right-of-Way. Complies.

The home does retain its original historic form, even with the front addition. The
reconstructed home will also retain the original historic form.

(c) Itis important in local or regional history, architecture, engineering, or culture
associated with at least one (1) of the following:
(i) An era of Historic importance to the community, or
(i) Lives of Persons who were of Historic importance to the community, or
(iif) Noteworthy methods of construction, materials, or craftsmanship used during
the Historic period. Complies.

A “Landmark” Site is any building (main, attached, detached, or public) designated to
the Historic Sites Inventory, as outlined in Land Management Code (LMC) 15-11-10(A),
because:
(a) It is at least fifty (50) years old or has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50)
years if the Site is of exceptional importance to the community; and
(b) It retains its Historic Integrity in terms of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling and association as defined by the National Park Service for
the National Register of Historic Places; and
(c) It is significant in local, regional or national history, architecture, engineering, or
culture associated with at least one (1) of the following:
(i) An erathat has made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our
history;
(i) The lives of Persons significant in the history of the community, state, region, or
nation; or
(i) The distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of construction or the
work of a notable architect or master craftsman.

Staff finds that the structure at 269 Daly Avenue no longer meets the standards for local
landmark designation because of the loss of the structure’s historic integrity, particularly
its design and alterations of its historic materials. As discussed previously, the structure
was originally designed and built as a hall-and-parlor house in 1901; however, a gable
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addition to the facade transformed the structure to a cross-wing or L-cottage outside of
the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930) between 1965 and 1970. The out-of-period addition
significantly obscures the Essential Historical Form when viewed from the primary
public Right-of-Way. Furthermore, the changes to the historic materials have also
diminished the structure’s historic integrity.

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

Public Input:

A public hearing, conducted by the Historic Preservation Board, is required prior to
adding sites to the Historic Sites Inventory. The public hearing for the recommended
action was properly and legally noticed as required by the Land Management Code. No
public input was received at the time of writing this report.

Alternatives:

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

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

e Continue the action to a date certain.

Significant Impacts:
There are no significant impacts on the City as a result of adding the existing building
described in this report to the Historic Sites Inventory.

Consequences of not taking the Recommended Action:

Not taking the recommended action will result in the 269 Daly Avenue property
remaining on the Historic Sites Inventory as a Landmark home, which it does not/will not
qualify for (once reconstructed).

Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board conduct a public hearing and
consider changing the designation of 269 Daly Avenue from “Landmark” to “Significant”
within the Park City Historic Sites Inventory according to the following finding of fact and
conclusions of law.

Finding of Fact
1. 269 Daly Avenue is within the HR-1 zoning district.
2. The structure at 269 Daly Avenue is currently listed on the Park City Historic
Sites Inventory as a “Landmark” Structure.
3. There is an existing cross-wing “L-Cottage” structure at 269 Daly Avenue.
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9.

The existing structure has been in existence at 269 Daly Avenue since 1901
according to the Sanborn Insurance Maps.

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

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

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

dangerous condition.

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

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

10.1n 1997, the stem wing section of the main roof was modified to create a new

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

11.The structure no longer meets the criteria for Landmark designation, but should

be designated as Significant. Built in 1901, the structure is over fifty (50) years
old and has achieved Significance in the past fifty (50) years. Though the
structure has lost its historic integrity due to the out-of-period addition and
alterations to its historic materials, it has retained its historical form. The out-of-
period addition to the facade of the structure significantly obscures the Essential
Historical Form when viewed from the primary public Right-of-Way, disqualifying
it from Landmark status. The structure is important in local or regional history
because it is associated with an era of historic importance to the community,
Mature Mining Era (1894-190).

Conclusions of Law

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

Exhibit A — Applicant’s Letter
Exhibit B — Historic District Architecture Survey, 1982
Exhibit C — Historic Sites Inventory Form, 2008
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Exhibit A

OTTO /
WALKER
Architects

2200 Park Avenue
Suite C201

Park City, Utah 84060
435/649-8373

Fax: 435/649-6378

otto-walker@comcast.net
www.otto-walker.com
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269 DALY AVENUE

Built in 1901, the home was a 720sf hall parlor home with full width porch on the
west {entry) side. An existing addition was constructed on the southwest corner of
the home C. 1970 and the porch was reduced based on the width of that addition.
Also located on the site is a 192sf detached carriage house at the southwest corner
of the lot. 70’s era siding is covering the historic siding on the west and there are
areas of historic siding visible on the north and south.

We can find very little information on previous owners, but an undated tax photo
and description which indicates the C.1970 addition notes John L. and LuRae
Fyrkovich as the owners at that time.

Based on a determination from the Park City Building Department dated 10/29/09
the home was designated a Dangerous Building and a structural analysis was
performed. in addition to major structural issues, there is a significant mold
problem throughout the house. During 2012, further inspections by the Planning
Staff and Chad Root, Chief Building Official, it was reconfirmed that this is a home
that would need to be totally reconstructed to meet current standards and safety
considerations. Particular note was given to the collapsing roof on the east side of
the Home (see photo).

At this point, an application for Historic Reconstruction of both the home and the
Carriage House were submitted for and approved thru the Planning Department. In
the process of Reconstruction, the shape of the Home will be brought back to the
originally constructed footprint with and addition on the south and east sides of
the building. The Carriage House will be reconstructed to original dimensions and
details. it has been applied for to move the Home 4 feet to the west to create more
separdtion from exjsting vegetatjon on the east side of the home.
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‘Exhibit B | W

PARK CITY SURVEY WORKSHEET SITE NC. H

Name cf site Subdivision
" ddress JQL% Daley Block Lot (s)
Owner Present Zoning .HR-1

Owner Address

PRIMARY STRUCTURE

C View west facade

Date of photo 11/81
Negative File 18/1ba

PhysiJ:al.(iescrdjn:ion: 1-story frame residence; ell-shape with gable roof; interior

chimney; attached poxrch with pent roof, squared posts and balustrade, and decorative

brackets; 3-bay with single entrance; modern window treatment; small decorative

pendant in front gable.

Features of interest:

Building materials: wood Building type/style . ell shape

Modificaticons: None to minor Moderate X Major

Explain: Openings altered; house appears flat

Condition: Excellent Goecd X Tair Detericrated
Ccomment : ‘
Present use: residential Original use: regidential

S o T —_—

SIGNIFICANCE OF PRI

A 2 i v R,

MARY STRUCTURE

~ Individual landmark Typical example X _Contributes to district_ Qualified

Comment :
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Page 2 Address 269 Daley

PARK CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT SURVEY WORKSHEET 3ite no.

SECONDARY STRUCTURE(S)

Physical description:
One-story; frame;

rectanqular with

gable roof; garage openings;

addition to south.

View  west facade

Date of photo
Negative flle /g

Modifications: None to minor Modefate X Ma jor
Condition: Good X Fair Deteriorated
Present use: garage Original use:__ probably garage
COMMENT :

HISTCORICAL DATA

Date of construction/primary structure:?g; LGy Alterations:

Sources for documentation: §ﬁéﬁ eyl fﬁﬂwuﬁfaﬁ
Fal M -

Original owner:

Additional information of interest (attach lengthy histories):

T BT

SIGNIFICANCE OF SITE TO DISTRICT
Significant Contributory Non~contributory Intrusion

Primary structure, pre-1930 X
Secondary structure X
Primary structure, post-1930

Comment:__Qualified due to alterations but latter are reveraible.

FormHiggiaBreeraton Bagrd - Septembar 18, 2013 4 .,

K398 109 0f 4125
Beasley/February 1982

Date:




Exhibit C

HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY

PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)

1 IDENTIFICATION

Name of Property:

Address: 269 DALY AVE AKA:
City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: PC-632
Current Owner Name: MANN JANET C (JT) Parent Parcel(s):

Current Owner Address: 3998 BROCKBANK WAY; SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84124

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

2 STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation* Reconstruction Use

M building(s), main M Landmark Site Date: Original Use: Residential
O building(s), attached O Significant Site Permit #: Current Use: Residential
O building(s), detached O Not Historic O Full O Partial

O building(s), public

M building(s), accessory

[ structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: [ ineligible ™ eligible
O listed (date: )

3 DOCUMENTATION

Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not)

[ tax photo: [0 abstract of title M city/county histories

M prints: M tax card O personal interviews

[ historic: c. O original building permit [ Utah Hist. Research Center
[J sewer permit [0 USHS Preservation Files

Drawings and Plans M Sanborn Maps [0 USHS Architects File

[0 measured floor plans [J obituary index [0 LDS Family History Library

[ site sketch map [ city directories/gazetteers O Park City Hist. Soc/Museum

[0 Historic American Bldg. Survey [0 census records [0 university library(ies):

O original plans: O biographical encyclopedias O other:

[ other: [0 newspapers

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

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007.
Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter. Utah'’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide. Salt Lake City, Utah:

University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991.
McAlester, Virginia and Lee. A Field Guide to American Houses. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998.
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995.

Researcher/Organization;_Dina Blaes/Park City Municipal Corporation Date: _November, 08
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269 Daly Ave, Park City, UT, Page 2 of 3

Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall. “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form. 1984.

4 ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY

Building Type and/or Style: “L” cottage or “T” cottage No. Stories: 1
Additions: 0 none M minor [ major (describe below) Alterations: 1 none M minor [ major (describe below)
Number of associated outbuildings and/or structures: M accessory building(s), #__ 1 ; O structure(s), #
General Condition of Exterior Materials:

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

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

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

O Uninhabitable/Ruin

Materials (The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or
configuration. Describe the materials.):
Site: Untreated wood picket fence, single car garage and extending shed (various wooden materials)

Foundation: Not visible and therefore its material cannot be verified.
Walls: Drop-novelty wood siding
Roof: Unable to verify (2006 photo shows roof covered in snow. 1995 photo exhibits asphalt shingles)
Windows: Vinyl casement and sliding
Improvements: Garage — Frame: 194 SF Fair Quality
Essential Historical Form: ¥ Retains [ Does Not Retain, due to:
Location: M Original Location [0 Moved (date ) Original Location:

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made): Discrepancies in original building
type as building card from 1968 indicates a simple rectangular structure with a 4'x6’ porch covering in the front
and center entryway of building. Earliest photo in 1995 indicates an “L” cottage type, although the gable-facing
portion could have been added on between 1968-1995. Regardless, the resulting structure type is still
complimentary to the mining era of this time. Material wear is starting to show in the painted trim detail of the
porch roofline.

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

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the
distinctive elements.): The distinctive elements that define this as a typical park City mining era house are the simple
methods of construction, the use of non-beveled (drop-novelty) wood siding, the plan type (“L” cottage), the
simple roof form, the informal landscaping, the restrained ornamentation, and the plain finishes.
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269 Daly Ave, Park City, UT, Page 3 of 3

Feeling (Describe the property's historic character.): The physical elements of the site, in combination, convey a sense of
life in a western mining town of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The “T” or “L” cottage (also known
as a “cross-wing”) is one of the earliest and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during
the mining era.

5 SIGNIFICANCE
Architect: M Not Known [ Known: (source:) Date of Construction: 1901*
Builder: M Not Known [ Known: (source:)

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

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

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

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

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

6 PHOTOS

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp.
Photo No. 1: Northwest oblique. Camera facing southeast, 2006.

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

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

1 .
Summit County Recorder.
2 From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.
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PCL32 e OF o
‘Serial Nomber Card Number
Ownerz Name L2 /C—p Aovio b

Location

Kind of Bldg. /f‘g = St, No. 22 9 Daly ars—
Clasa._3 — n-pex/u, Costs_______/‘g_/g_ C__X_Zfﬁ%

Stories Dimensions Sq. Tt Factor Totals Totals

7] « x 710 s 2795 s

X

x
A. Gar.—C.P, X Fle Walls Cl
Description of Buildings Additions Additions

Foundation—Stone Cone. el Silla
Bt Walls S/ /49 o
Roof Type 247 Mtl.

Dormera—Smalil Med. Large
Bays—Small —_ Med Large
Porches—Front 2’7/ @ /5b i,é
Rear E @
Porch @
Planters @

Ext. B Entry. @ ——p
CelérBamt. — Y % 14 % % Full F)oorM go

Bsmt. Gar.
Basement-Apt. Rms. ¥in. Rms.
Attlce Rooms Fin. ——— Unfm

Class ? Tub. Trays

Basin — . _ Smk.___.L_. Toilet
Plombing § wir, sgur. Shr. St. o.T.
Dishwasher ______ Garbage Disp.
Heat—Stove___ H.A. __ HW___ Stkr___ Elec.___|
on —__ Goal ___ Pipeless ___ Radiant 327>
AirCond. — Full ______~_ Zone
Finish—Fir. v Hd. Wd. Panel
Floox ~Fir. ~_l_/_. Hd. Wd —_____ Other
V "
Cabinete —____~ ____ Mantels.
Tile—Walls . ____Wainscot — _ Floors
Storm Sash—Wood D. —_S.—__; Metal D.2 4, ge

Awnings — Metal ___ — Fiberglass

450

Total Additions 1/ 4 9
Year Buil/f2/ | szT[&?z?j Replacement Cost o a)
/9 6% Fur Age IZ. Obsolescence
Owner, - Tenant- - Adj. Bld. Value

Inf. by {Neighbor - Record - Est. || . Factor .47
Replacement Cost—1940 Base
Depreciation ColumnAZ 8456
1940 Base Cost, Less Depreciation

Totnl Value from reverse side ZW@%’ __% B

Total Buxlding Vatue s

% .:? 2 [!J,\Ji{
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Historic Preservation Board m

Staff Report W

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject: 1119 Park Avenue

Author: Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner

Date: September 18, 2013

Application: PL-13-02036

Type of Item: Quasi-Judicial — Appeal of Staff’'s Determination of

Compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts
and Historic Sites

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) review the submitted appeal

of Staff’'s determination denying the submitted Historic District Design Review (HDDR)

due to the non-compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic
Sites at 1119 Park Avenue. Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law

affirming the determination of non-compliance for the Board’s consideration.

Description

Applicant/ Appellant: Gregg Davison, property owner; Kurt Von Puttkammer,
architect

Location: 1119 Park Avenue

Zoning: Historic Residential (HR-1) District

Adjacent Land Uses: Residential

Reason for Review: Appeals of Staff decisions regarding the Design Guidelines

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

Background
Built in 1895, the structure located at 1119 Park Avenue was initially constructed as a

one (1)-story hall-and-parlor structure; however, a second level was added to the
structure after 1907. A one (1) car concrete masonry unit (CMU) garage was added to
the north side of the house prior to 1949, but is not considered historic at this time as it
was constructed outside of the historic Mining Era and does not contribute to the
architectural significance of the attached house. Two (2) rear additions were added to
the main level in the 1970s/1980s. The Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) form stipulates
that the structure has not been significantly altered and remains as it was described in
the 1983 National Register nomination. The structure is listed as part of the overall
Mining Boom Era Residences National Register Thematic District and is also
individually eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The HSI lists the
property as a Landmark site.

On August 16, 2013, the City received an appeal of a Historic District Design Review
(HDDR) application denied on August 5, 2013 for 1119 Park Avenue (PL-12-01611).
The appeal is specific to Staff's determination that the 1119 Park Avenue project does
not comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and Historic Sites (Design
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Guidelines) as well as not complying with the applicable Land Management Code
(LMC) requirements. In an email to the applicant explaining his right to appeal, staff
noted that the ten (10) day period in which the applicant could appeal would expire on
August 16, 2013; however, Staff was mistaken and the ten (10) day period ended on
August 15, 2013.
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(Exhibit C-HDDR Subbmital, Physical Conditions Report)

On May 16, 2012, the Building Department issued a Notice and Order to Repair and
Vacate 1119 Park Avenue. The Notice and Order was recorded on June 28, 2012.
During this time, the City commissioned Preservation Solutions (Dina Williams-Blaes) to
complete a Physical Conditions Report of the property, documenting the physical
characteristics and condition of the landmark house. A Historic District Design Review
(HDDR) pre-application was submitted to the Planning Department on July 17, 2012.
Planning Department Staff worked closely with the applicants to guide them through the
HDDR process as well as create a stabilization (preservation) plan for the property.
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On July 30, 2012, the Building Department received an application for selective
demolition of non-historic components that were structurally deficient and stabilization of
the structure. The Physical Conditions Report noted that the “original hall-parlor house
has no foundation...but all material that once supported the perimeter walls has been
removed. All that exists is the trenched perimeter where the original footing and/or
foundation material was removed. The front and south sides of the building are
suspended above the bottom of the trench by a series of 4 to 5 pipe jacks located
haphazardly on the interior dirt where the floor joists and decking have been removed.”
Furthermore, inspectors noted that, in addition to the floor joists and sheathing having
been removed, the original studs in the wall were removed and replaced with
dimensional lumber is some areas. Overall, there was “no cohesive structural system.”

The building permit for selective demolition and stabilization was issued on March 20,
2013. Work began in the spring of 2013 to stabilize the dilapidated landmark building
with new footings and foundation. Inspections on this work began on May 1, 2013 and
the most recent inspection was conducted on July 26, 2013. This is the first phase of
stabilization, and additional inspections will be completed by the Building Department
prior to closing the permit file. This first phase of stabilization will eliminate dangerous
conditions and stabilize the structure, but will not make the structure habitable or permit
any changes to the form of the historic structure.

On March 12, 2013, the Planning Department received a HDDR application for the
proposed restoration and addition to the historic structure at 1119 Park Avenue. The
applicant submitted the Physical Conditions Report completed by Preservation
Solutions and a Preservation Plan by his architect Kurt VonPuttkammer. The
application was deemed complete on May 23, 2013, and the first notice (14 days) was
sent to all property owners within 100 feet.

The historic structure, not including the 1970s/1980s rear additions, has a footprint of
approximately 252 square feet and the non-historic garage has a footprint of
approximately 288 square feet. The applicant proposed removing the two (2) non-
historic rear additions in order to accommodate a new addition with a footprint of
approximately 788 square feet.

The proposed addition is the shape of a rectangular box attached to the rear of the
historic structure with no transitional element. Planning Department staff met with and
corresponded via e-mail with the applicant and architect to help guide the design into
compliance with the Design Guidelines; however, on July 31, 2013, the applicant
informed staff that they were submitting their final set of drawings. The HDDR
application was denied by staff on August 5, 2013 as staff found it did not comply with
the Design Guidelines (see Exhibit B). A notice (10 days) was sent to all property
owners within 100 feet informing them of Staff's determination that the proposed plans
did not comply with the Design Guidelines.

Historic District Design Standard of Review and Appeal Process
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Pursuant to LMC § 15-1-18 Appeals and Reconsideration Process, appeals of decisions
regarding the Design Guidelines shall be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board
(HPB) as described in LMC § 15-11-12(E). The HPB shall approve, approve with
conditions, or disapprove the appeal based on written findings, conclusions of law, and
conditions of approval, if any, supporting the decision.

Also pursuant to LMC 15-1-18(G), the HPB shall act in a quasi-judicial manner. The
appellant has the burden of proving that the land use authority (Planning Staff) erred.
The scope of review by the HPB shall be the same as the scope of review by Staff. Staff
reviews a Historic District Design Review by determining compliance with the
Guidelines. The HPB shall review factual matters de novo (as new) and it shall
determine the correctness of a decision of staff in its interpretation and application of the
Code.

Appeal
As shown by Exhibit C, the applicant proposed to stabilize and restore the historic

structure as well as add a substantial rear addition. On the floor plan, the two (2)-story
rear rectangular addition was attached to the historic structure with no transitional
element. The north and south (side) elevations attempt to create a transitional element
by reducing the height of the roof and applying a stone veneer to this portion of the rear
addition to create additional separation and imply a transitional element.

As detailed in the analysis, Staff found that this rear addition did not comply with the
Design Guidelines for Historic Sites in Park City. Staff found that the addition was not
visually subordinate to the historic building when viewed from the primary public-right-
of-way as a portion of the two (2)-story addition was visible behind the one (1)-story
garage. The addition would contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials,
notably the original wood siding along the west (rear) elevation. Where the new
addition abuts the historic building, a clear transitional element between the old and the
new was not proposed, as required by the Historic District Design Guidelines. Overall,
the mass and scale of the rectangular shape of the proposed addition did not
complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic building. Moreover, the new
addition was not proposed in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential
form and integrity of the historic property and its environment could be restored due to
the loss of historic materials as well as the connection between the new addition and
historic structure.

The appellant raised objections to the following reasons of denial of the proposed 1119
Park Avenue renovation project:
e Destruction of historic material.
e Destruction of historic features.
e Destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building
e Proposed addition does not complement the visual and physical qualities of the
historic parlor house.
e If at some point in the future the addition was removed, it would not be possible
due to the manner of the design and construction of the addition.
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Analysis

Destruction of Historic Material

The first objection raised by the appellant is that the proposed addition and new
construction will not destroy historic material. Universal Design Guideline #9 states:

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

The appellant states that the proposed addition has a maximum disruption of 114
square feet of historic siding and trim from the second story west (front) elevation, all of
which they plan to recover and use to replace weather damaged siding on the historic
south gable elevation. They also argued that the framing along the west elevation of
the historic hall-parlor house would be preserved in place.

As seen below and on the West Elevation drawing on the following page, though much
of the original wall along the west elevation’s first level does no longer exist due to
incompatible 1970s/1980s additions, the second story wall remains intact.
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Staff finds that the new addition, as proposed, does not comply with this guideline. By
attaching the new addition directly to the rear of the house, without a transitional
element or connector between the new addition and historic structure historic materials
along the second elevation of the west wall will be enclosed within the interior house
and will be lost. Though the owner has proposed to retain this second floor west wall
and even reuse the historic wood siding on other parts of the building, the enclosure of
the wall does not permit its future preservation by the Planning Department. The wall
could be removed in the future because the Planning Department does not regulate
interiors. According to Specific Design Guideline D.1.3, additions should not obscure or
contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials.
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Destruction of Historic Features
As previously discussed, Universal Design Guideline #9 states:

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

The appellant noted that Webster’s Dictionary defines feature as a prominent part or
characteristic. The appellant confirms that the new addition will impact the siding, eave,
and roof structure on the west (rear) wall. They find that the addition as proposed will
hide all of these historic materials from street view, behind the addition and will be
reused or retained. They stipulate that the historic materials are present in larger and
prominent locations on the other walls of the historic hall-and-parlor house. The
materials in question are so non-prominent, according to the appellant, that they retain
the paint from pre-1980, while the other walls have been painted at least three times.
Furthermore, the second story west (rear) wall can only been seen from the back yard
or while standing on the shed roof.

Staff finds that historic preservation is more than preserving those elevations visible

from the primary public rights-of-way. In the Introduction to the Design Guidelines, the
Approach and Treatment for Historic Sites asks the applicant to evaluate the overall
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character of the site, noting changes that have been made over time to the site and its
historic structures.

In the past, Planning Staff has reviewed HDDR applications holistically, ensuring that
new additions meet specific design guidelines outlined in D.2. General Compatibility.
Section D Additions to Historic Structures states that additions should be visually
subordinate to historic buildings when viewed from the primary public right-of-way;
however, D.2.1 also says that additions should complement the visual and physical
gualities of the historic building.

The 2009 Design Guidelines define a feature as:

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

Exterior features of the building may include its roof, windows, entrances and porches,
or even materials. According to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, of which our
Design Guidelines are based, protecting and maintaining these features involves the
least degree of intervention or alteration. Staff finds that removing a length of
approximately twenty-two feet (22’) of the exterior wood siding, leaving only
approximately two feet (2’) of the original twenty-four foot (24’) wall visible from the
exterior, to accommodate the new addition would have an adverse effect on the
features of the west elevation wall. Even if the removed siding were to be utilized to
replace deteriorated siding elsewhere, moving such a large amount of wood siding
would be a destruction of the historic materials.

As stated by the applicant, the proposed addition will impact the siding, eave, and roof
structure of the west (rear) wall. Staff finds the new addition impacts a large area of the
second level west (rear) elevation where historic materials are in-tact and remain in
place on the historic structure. As previously described, the removal and possible
destruction of the historic materials along this wall does not comply with Universal
Design Guideline #9, and the proposal is not sympathetic to preserving these historic
materials on the historic structure.

Destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building

The third objection of the appellant also challenges Staff's interpretation of Universal
Design Guideline #9 regarding staff’s finding that the proposed addition will destroy
spatial relationships that characterize the site and building as incorrect and improperly
applied. The appellant contends that this provision would be relevant if the historic hall-
and-parlor house was proposed to be moved, either within the site or removed from the
site. They assert that their proposal does not include moving the historic hall-and-parlor
house. Furthermore, there is currently an addition to the rear of the historic house,
replacing a non-historic addition with another non-historic addition cannot change its
spatial relationship to the site.
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The destruction of spatial relationships that characterize the site and building is the third
and last criteria of Universal Design Guideline #9 which, per Staff’s interpretation, seeks
to protect the historic materials, features, and spatial relationships of historic structures.
The applicant is correct in that there currently exists non-historic rear additions to the
historic structure. In addition, the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps document the evolution
of the site and demonstrate that a number of rear additions have historically existed on
this site.
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Nevertheless, Staff finds that the proposed addition destroys spatial relationships in that
it consumes both the first and second levels of the rear west wall. Previous additions,
including the 1970s/1980s rear additions, are one (1) story in height. Though the
1970s/1980s addition adversely impacted the historic materials along the first level west
(rear) elevation and resulted in their loss, the second level remained unscathed.

The arrangement and sequence of spaces are individually and collectively important in
defining the historic character of the building. Unlike a building’s fagade, secondary
elevations are often more functional than decorative. While there is greater flexibility in
changing these elevations, specifically the rear, it is nonetheless important that the
changes made do not have a detrimental effect on the overall historic character of the
structure.

Staff finds that the proposed addition will have a significant impact, and thus a
detrimental effect, on the historic materials along the west rear elevation. The mass
and scale of the proposed addition consumes the rear wall, on both the first and second
levels. This will, as previously noted, adversely affect the original wood siding along this
elevation as twenty-two feet (22’) in length of this siding will be removed or destroyed
where the new addition abuts the historic structure. Within these twenty-two feet (22),
trim, eve, and roofing material will also be impacted. Whereas previously much, if not
all, of the second level’s rear elevation and roof were visible, this elevation will now be
almost entirely obstructed by the new addition, leaving only two feet (2’) of length along
the rear elevation of the historic structure and three and one-half feet (3%") of the
garage structure visible from the rear and side yards.
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Proposed addition does not complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic

parlor house
The applicant argues that the proposed addition complements the historic hall-and-

parlor house in the following ways:

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

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

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

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

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

D.1.2 Additions should be visually subordinate to historic buildings when viewed
from the primary public right-of-way. Does not comply.

A clear transitional element, or connector, is essential to introducing a new
addition to the rear of a historic structure. This transitional element prevents the
new addition from attaching to the historic structure and contributing to the
significant loss of historic materials. Due to the loss of the west wall along the
rear of the structure, the proposed new addition is able to attach itself to the
historic structure with a much larger footprint than would typically be seen on the
first level, however, a transitional element is necessary on the second in order to
preserve the remaining material.

This transitional element would also provide greater spatial separation of the new
addition from the historic structure and CMU garage. Because the two (2)-story
addition is setback only three feet six inches (3’-6") from the north elevation of
the garage, it is likely that the new addition will be visible from Park Avenue.
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Staff finds there are discrepancies in the height of the roof. The applicant’s
elevation drawings show that the historic structure is 24’6” tall; however, the site
plan shows the height of the roof ridge to be 21'6”. The Physical Conditions
Report by Preservation Solutions shows the height of the historic structure to be
24’ tall. Staff recommends that if the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) denies
the appeal that a licensed surveyor completes a roof plan for submittal.
Therefore, it is likely that an addition measuring 26’7 %2” will be visible from the
Park Avenue elevation.

D.1.3 Additions should not obscure or contribute significantly to the loss of
historic materials. Does not comply.

As previously described, the west (rear) wall on the second level of the historic
house is original and contains a substantial amount of historic material. The
proposed new rear addition abuts this wall with no transitional element. Though
the applicant has offered to preserve the wall and the historic building materials,
the enclosure of the wall prevents Planning Department assurance of its future
preservation. The Planning Department regulates exteriors, but does not
regulate interiors.

D.1.4 Where the new addition abuts the historic building, a clear transitional
element between the old and the new should be designed and constructed.
Minor additions, such as bay windows or dormers do not require a transitional
element. Does not comply.

The design attempts to create a transitional element between the historic
structure and the new addition through a change in roof height and materials. As
shown on the plans below, the design calls for a stacked stone veneer to be
applied to a portion of the north and south elevations in order to create a visual
transition. Furthermore, the roof over this portion of the house is lower to
contribute to this implied transitional element.

PICTURE FRAME WINDOW
TRIM, STAINED.

22X DECK RAILING @42" AFF.
4:12 SLOPE CRICKET F.

PICTURE FRAME WINDOW
TRIM, STAINED.

North Elevation South Elevation
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Staff, however, finds that this differentiation in materials and roof height does not
create a clear transitional element between the new addition and the historic
structure. The purpose of such a transitional element is to preserve significant
historic materials, features, and form; create compatibility; and differentiate the
new addition from the historic building, as seen in the diagram below.

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

The National Park Service’s Technical Preservation Services division has
published a series of briefs, intended to provide guidance on preserving,
rehabilitating, and restoring historic buildings. According to Preservation Brief
14—New Exterior Additions to Historic Buildings: Preservation Concerns, the
purpose of the transitional element or hyphen is to physically separate the old
and the new volumes or set the addition back from the wall plane(s) of the
historic building. Furthermore, the transitional element is intended to avoid a new
addition that might unify the new and old into a single architectural volume, thus
making it difficult to distinguish the old from the new. The historic structure
should not be lost in a new and larger composition, but rather be clearly
identifiable. Moreover, its physical integrity must not be compromised by the new
addition.

As previously described, staff finds that the new addition consumes the historic
structure, rather than complements it. On the floor plan, it is difficult to
distinguish the historic structure from the new addition. The elevation drawings
also make it difficult to differentiate the historic structure from its rear addition.
The placement and size of the new addition will also compromise the physical
integrity of the structure as much of the original siding on the second level west
elevation will be consumed by the new structure.

D.1.5 Retain additions to structures that have achieved historic significance in
their own right. Not applicable.

The rear additions were constructed in the 1970s-1980s and thus have not
achieved historical significance in their own right.

D.2.1 Additions should complement the visual and physical qualities of the
historic building. Does not comply.

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

D.2.2 Building components and materials used on additions should be similar in
scale and size to those found on the original building. Does not comply.

Though the design has been sympathetic to reproduce the proportions of historic
elements such as doors and windows on the new addition, the overall use of
materials on the addition greatly contrasts, rather than complements the historic
structure. In particular, the extensive use of stone veneer is not consistent with
the Design Guidelines and does not complement the existing historic wood
siding. Traditionally, Staff has permitted the use of stacked stone on
foundations; however, it is typically not seen on above finished grade elevations.

D.2.3 Window shapes, patterns and proportions found on the historic building
should be reflected in the new addition. Complies.

The applicant has chosen window and door sizes, glazing patterns, and
proportions that complement and replicate those found on the historic structure.

D.2.4 Large additions should be visually separated from historic buildings when
viewed from the public right of way. Does not comply.

The two (2) story rear addition abuts the historic structure with no transitional
element. As depicted in the elevation drawings, this large addition is visible from
the primary right of way. Moreover, it consumes the historic structure from the
secondary elevations. Rather than isolate the historic structure and create clear
differentiation between the old and the new, the addition consumes the historic
structure and creates a single architectural whole.

D.2.5 In-line additions should be avoided. Complies.

The applicant is not proposing an in-line addition.

If at some point in the future the addition was removed, it would not be possible due to

the manner of the design and construction of the addition.

The appellant states that Staff has denied his application because if at some point in the

future the addition was removed, it would not be possible due to the manner of the

design and construction of the addition. They believe this claim is without merit and is
incorrect. A future removal of their proposed addition, they assert, would be a simple

matter of demolition and removal that would leave the historic hall-and-parlor house
nearly intact and whole, with only a three-foot (3’) doorway to replace.
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Staff finds that the proposed addition does not comply with Universal Design Guideline
#10 which states:

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

Staff's interpretation of this design guideline is that any new addition would involve
some degree of material loss to the exterior of the structure; however, damaging or
destroying significant materials and craftsmanship should be avoided as much as
possible. Rather than consuming the historic structure in one comprehensive
architectural design, introducing a transitional element creates separation between the
new addition and historic structure, resulting in a limited loss of historic material as well
as creating a clear definition between the old and the new. This clear definition ensures
that, if someday in the future the addition were to be removed, the historic structure is
isolated and clearly defined.

As previously outlined, staff does not find that this addition could be removed in the
future due to the loss of historic materials along the west (rear) elevation of the historic
structure. The proposed addition not only consumes much of the original wood siding
material along the second level of the west elevation, but it also adversely impacts the
trim, eaves, and roof. If the proposed addition were to be removed in the future, only
the north, south, and east elevations of the structure would be intact.

In conclusion, staff finds that the design of the proposed addition does not comply with
the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites. Building such addition would have an adverse
effect on the historic structure, detracting from the historic house as well as diminishing
its National Register eligibility.

Notice
The property was posted and a notice was mailed to adjacent property owners. Legal
notice was also placed in the Park Record.

Public Input
No public input has been received by the time of this report.

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

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

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

Summary Recommendations

Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review the submitted appeal of
Staff's determination of non-compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts
and Historic Sites for the restoration and proposed addition to be located at 1119 Park
Avenue. Staff has prepared findings of fact and conclusions of law affirming the
determination of non-compliance for the Board’s consideration below.

Findings of Fact

The property is located at 1119 Park Avenue, more specifically.

The parcel is approximately 2,812.5 square feet in size.

The minimum lot size in the Historic Residential (HR-1) District is 1,875 square feet.

The property is located in the HR-1 District.

The property is identified on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is designated as

a Landmark Site. The house structure has been identified as historic; however, the

garage and rear additions are not historically significant.

The proposal intends to restore the historic structure and add a rear addition.

. The maximum building height allowed in the HR-1 District is twenty-seven feet (27°)

feet measured from existing grade.

8. There are discrepancies as to the height of the historic structure. The applicant’s
elevation drawings show that the historic structure is 24'6” tall; however, the site plan
shows the height of the roof ridge to be 21'6”. The Physical Conditions Report by
Preservation Solutions shows the height of the historic structure to be 24’ tall.
Therefore, the addition measuring 26’7 ¥4” exceeds the height of the historic
structure and will be visible from the Park Avenue elevation.

9. The proposed addition is 26’-7Y4” tall.

10.The required setbacks in the HR-1 District include a minimum 3’ side yard setback
as well 10’ front and rear setbacks.

11.Per LMC 15-2.2-4, existing historic structures that don’t comply with building
setbacks are valid complying structure. The northwest corner of the structure is
approximately six inches (6”) from the north side yard property line. The southeast
corner of the historic structure is approximately six inches (6”) from the south side
yard property line.

12. Additions must comply with building setbacks, building footprint, driveway location
standards, and building height. The proposed new addition meets the required three
foot (3’) side yard setbacks as well as the ten foot (10’) rear yard setback. Its
proposed height of 26’-7Y4” s less than the maximum 27’ height limitation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

32.The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline B.7 Paint and Color

Historic Preservation Board - September 18, 2013 Page 137 of 232



as further clarification is needed as to whether or not the stained board and batten
wood siding will have an opaque rather than transparent finish. Moreover, the
applicant did not indicate if low-VOC (volatile organic compound) paint will be used.

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

34.The proposed design complies with Specific Guideline C.2 Driveways.

35.The proposed design does not comply with Specific Guideline D.1 Additions to
Historic Structures. The new addition is not visually subordinate to the historic
building when viewed from the primary public right of way, and the proposed addition
will obscure and contribute significantly to the loss of historic materials. The new
addition is also proposed to be tacked onto the historic structure, and no clear
transitional element between the old and the new has been proposed.

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

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

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

39.The discussion in the Analysis section of this Staff Report is incorporated herein.

40.The application was received on March 12, 2013.

41.The application was deemed complete on May 23, 2013. The property was noticed
and letters were sent to adjacent property owners on that date.

42.The application was denied by staff on August 5, 2013.

43.The appeal was received on August 16, 2013.

44.1n an email to the applicant explaining his right to appeal, staff noted that the ten (10)
day period in which the applicant could appeal would expire on August 16, 2013.

Conclusions of Law

1. The proposal does not comply with the Design Guidelines for Historic Districts and
Historic Sites as conditioned.

2. The appeal was received more than 10 calendar days after Staff's final decision.

Order
1. The appeal is denied in whole and the Staff’'s determination is upheld.

Exhibits

Exhibit A — Appeal

Exhibit B — Denial Letter
Exhibit C — HDDR Submittal
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Exhibit A
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Typewritten Text
Exhibit A


This provision would be relevant if the historic parlor house was proposed to be moved, either
within the site or removed from the site. My proposal contains no moving of the historic parlor
house. Furthermore, there is currently an addition to the rear of the historic house, replacing a
non-historic addition with another non-historic addition can not change its spatial relationship to
the site.

4.5taff has denied my application because they contend that my proposed addition does not
complement the visual and physical qualities of the historic parlor house. This is wrong.

My proposed addition complements the historic parlor house by the following ways: a) In scope,
my proposed addition replaces a previously constructed and reconstructed single story addition
with a two story addition. b)location, my proposed addition is behind the Historic parlor house
and subordinate to it. ¢) Size, my proposed addition while larger than the historic parlor house, is
hidden behind it from the street with over 90% of the addition uncbservable. d) materials, the
materials selected to side my addition are wood,stacked stone,similar window in type and size
and similar frim in type and size. These materials complement the horizontal historic siding,
windows and CMU block of the 1940’s attached garage.

5. Staff has denied my application because they contend that if at some time in the future the
addition was removed it would not be possible due to the manner of desigh and construction of
my addition. This claim is without merit and wrong. A future removal of my proposed addition
would be a simple matter of demolition and removal leaving the historic parlor house nearly
entirely intact and whole, with only a three-foot doorway to replace.

In Conclusion; all of the submissions that | have made to the Planning Department have been
compliant with HDDR guidelines and The Land Management Code. The latest submission is by
far the best from our standpoint in functional design and aesthetics. | hope this appeal process
can be a continuation of the collaborative effort between my team and Park City Municipal to
accomplish my goal of a 3 bedroom home for my family and a notable preservation of the
landmark Walker House. | must confess to the frustration on my teams part to have worked for
months with Planning Staff to only be rejected by what appears to be hovel concerns.

~Gregg Davison
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Exhibit B

PARK CITY

August 5, 2012 Building * Engineering * Planning

Gregg Davison
51 Thaynes Canyon Drive
Park City, UT 84068

Notice of Planning Department Action

Application #: PL-12-01611

Subject: 1119 Park Avenue

Description: Historic District Design Review

Action Taken: Denied due to Non-Compliance with Historic District
Design Guidelines

Date of Action: August 5, 2012

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Due to your submittal not meeting the requirements for the Design Guidelines for
Historic Districts and Historic Sites, your application for 1119 Park Avenue has
been denied and the file has been closed. Upon submittal of a new application
that is in compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines, staff will be able
to review your application. As proposed, we have found that the new addition,
exterior alterations, and related new construction will destroy historic materials,
features, and spatial relationships that characterize the site and building. The
new addition and related new construction was not proposed to be undertaken in
such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of
the historic property and its environment could be restored. Moreover, the
proposed addition does not complement the visual and physical qualities of the
historic building.

Therefore, due to the reasons noted above, your application with the
aforementioned description is hereby denied. You may submit a new application
that complies with current code requirements. If you have any questions
regarding this letter do not hesitate to contact me at (435) 615-5067 or
anya.grahn@parkcity.org.

Sincerely,

(g Sl

Grahn
Historic Preservation Planner

Park City Municipal Corporation » 445 Marsac Avenue * P.O. Box 1480 * Park City, Utah 84060-1480
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION . S SV
PLANNING DEPARTMENT PARK CI'TY
445 MARSAC AVE ° PO BOX 1480 N

PARK CITY, UT 84060

(435) 615-5060 ° (435) 615-4906 FAX .

PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT

For use with the Historic District/Site Design Review Application

For Office Use Only

PROJECT PLANNER TA/A- APPLICATION #p(~ 12 -0 |(o ||
DATE RECEIVED
PROJECT INFORMATION
HISTORIC SITE? [INO ™ YES: M LANDMARK [ SIGNIFICANT DISTRICT: HR-1
NAME: House at 1119 Park Avenue
ADDRESS: 1119 Park Avenue
Park City, Utah 84060
TAX ID #: SA-48 OR
SUBDIVISION: OR
SURVEY: LOT #: BLOCK #:
CONTACT INFORMATION
NAME; Dina Blaes, Preservation Solutions for Park City Municipal Corporation
PHONE #: 801/487-2021 FAX #: 801/486-8854
EMAIL: d26b0wb3@qgwest.net

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 PHYSICAL CONDITION
REPORT. This form should be completed and submitted to the Planning Department prior to your
Pre-Application Conference.

WRITTEN DESCRIPTION

The features listed below, if extant on your site, must be described in full. If the scope of your project is
limited (window replacement, porch rehabilitation, etc.) describe only those elements directly 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). Documentation
from a licensed professional must be submitted to support claims regarding severely deteriorated or
defective conditions.

PHOTOGRAPHS

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

If you have questions regarding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planning Staff at (435) 615-5060.
1
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PRy SHCAL COMDITEDN REPORT

A.1. TOPOGRAPHY - Describe the lopography of the site, including any unusual conditions
Dascriba the axlaling fealura{s) and condition:

The lot ks generally fat in the fronf and side yards, Because
of the overall iopogruphy of the area, the rear yard is
baligved 1o be Mot but the numeérous and large piles of debris
and fill ereate significant grade changes that are not natural,
The most severe grade change occurs due (o a mound of
unknown composition in ithe MW corner of the property
where the Sanborn Maps show there was an sccessory
bullding in 1907 and a different shaped accessory building

i 1920 1109 Park A vemue, primary lngede

A.2. LANDSCAPING - Describe tha natural and/or plantad materials, palhs, decks, patios or
other elements thal are par of the exisling landscaping scheme, including approximate dates.

Describe axisting laalure{s) and condilion:

In the fronl yard {easi) of the house, 8 tree has been
illowed 0 grow 1o approx. 22° on the NE comer of
the original house. Overall, weeds, durt, debris, and
the aforementioned tree arc all that cxist as
landscaping. The drivewasy and adjacent and paralicl
ratsed curb on the NE is overgrown. The front porch
is concrete. A wom path 1o the porch exists though m
photos from 2006 there was a concreie path from the
sidewalk to the froni porch. The path is not
immediately evident und may be overgrown by woeds
and grags or may have been removed.

The 2° side yvard (distance from the house 1o the temporary fence mnstalled by the city) on the south of
the house has been trenched along the house for reasons that are not know (o those prepanng this repon
The south side yard includes tall grass and unmaintained vegetation.

In the rear yvard rees ai the southwest corner of
acldition | have been allowed o grow oo close 1o the "'-11',
house. A lnrge iree in the north-rear side vard has also =
heen allowed to grow and overhang the rear additions. {
Oither than plentiful weeds, grass, and vines, the
remmining rear vard landscaping 15 made up of piles of
building mutenals, parbage, stoves, boats, trailers,
garbage, tires, and other manmade debnis. The large
piles of fill and debns in the NW comer of the
property have fostered prowth of weeds and prass.

N yOu Ewe Quesnons rejandang e reguinements or compiating 1he PHY SICAL COMDITION HEPOHT | plesss comacl 8 rambsar of the
Pera Ciry Plarnieg S@f® ai (435) 818-5060
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPTHLT

A3, RETAINING WALL(S) - Describe any functional or decorative walls on the site, including
approximate dates of consiruction

Describe the existing feature{s) and condition:

There aré no retaining walls on the sie

A.4. EXTERIOR STEPS - Dascribe any axtarior steps on the property including location
dimansions, malerials, and approdmate dates of construction

Describa he exsling featureds) and condition

There are no sieps on the site.

A.S. FENCE(S) - Dascribe any fences on the property including localion, dimensions, malarials,
and approximate dales of construction

Describe the axisting featurajs) and condition

For salety purposes, the city has placed
& iemiporary chain link fence around the
front and side yards to limit sccess o
the site and structure; the feace i
padiocked. [n addition 1o the temporary
chain link, a 3" high pieckiet fence
scparaies the fronl yard from the
neighbor 1o the north. There 15 &
wooden slal fence and a chain link
fence along the remainder of the north
property line, The wood fence turns the
cormer and runs along the rear (weast) of
the property and slops af the rear of an
outhuilding on the abuning west
propery. A wood slil fence continues south of the neighboring

ot bbb, twrms the commer (southwest ) and meeis the Chain ink on the
south properny ling in the rear vird. There is o power pole in the N'W
corner ol the lot,

It you hove queslicns reganding s requirnmares Ioe camplaling e PHYSICAL CONHTION REPORT. please condacl 8 membar of the
Parh Ciby Planning Stalt at [436) 156060
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PHYSICAL DOMDITION REPOHT

A.6. OTHER SITE FEATURES (SPECIFY):
Describe the existing faature(a) and condition:

There are oo other sile fealures

MAIN BUILDING

B.1. ROOF - Describe tha axisting rool matarials, roof framing, pitch and elements such as
skylights, vents or chimnays along with the approximale dates of the features

Describe the existing lealura(s ) and condition;

The lTollowing description is based on the form of the house depicted in the sccompanying measured
drawings. The house is described in five parts; the original hall-parfor house, the front porch, the garage
sddition, addition | (shed addition projecting west of the original house), and addition 2 (gable addition
that projects into the rear yard),

Historic hall-parlor portion: This s the primary rool, The form is an
uninterrupled side gable with a 10¢12 pitch thal rens parallel with
Park Avenue. The east pitch is clad in a black 3-tab asphalt shingle
of undetermined age. The west plich has the same 3-wb shingle
from the ridge down with rolled roafing material from abouot the
midpoint 1o the eave. Undetermined roofing materials under the re-
riaf shingles are cledarly evident. The framing elements of the
primary ol were inaccessible becauwe of the condithon of the
structure and. therefore. nol noted here

Front porch: A 2712 pitch partial
widih shesd roof projects from a

27x 10" ledger board sfiached o the
exterior siding of the primary facade .
The porch roof consists of 275107 raficrs notched 10 accept 3 47347 beam
supporied by four 5%55% tumed wood posts. The mficrs overhang the
posts by approximately |” and the strocmure is nol enclosed with a soffit
Mome of the porch matenials date from the historic peniod.

Garnpe addition: A Mal
roof with undetermined
mofing materials. This
roof was inaccessible due
o the condition of the

structure and the se, The
gnrage roof sructure,
vigihle from the nlerioar, is
2"x8" rafters attnched to &
ledger board using
undersized poist hangers,
The ledger board may or may nod be secured directly o the

IF yau haven guaalicnn regarding IFa reguiramants for compieting ihe PHYSICAL CONDITION REPGRT, pleass conlacl & mambar ol 1ha
Pk Clly Planning Slaf ol (438) 6 15-506)
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PHY RO AL COMMITION REPOCAT

north wall of the criginal hall-parlor house; two 47x4™ posts placed along the 12" span may be the
primary support. The decking material is plywood.

Addition 1: A 3 or 4/12 pirch shed roof projects
from the west wall of the original hall-parior
hoise. It is clad in a black 2-tab ssphalt shingle
of undetermined age. The roof is supported by
wood 234" mono-pitch russes and include
nail plates and hangers that likely date from the
1970% or 1980s. Only & few of the bottom
chords are girder or wall supported and scveral
iop chords have been extended to reach the stud
frame of the west wall.

Addition 2: A gable pitched roof addition
projects perpendicularly from the shed addition to form a rear cross wing. The roof ndge beam sags,
giving this additson o roof pitch that ranges from 6/ 12 10 9/12. 1t is clad in a black 3-1ab asphali slimgle
of undetermined apge. The mof stricture 1= unknown; 11 12 neither visible nor accessible, The roof of the
bay window on the rear of this addition is clad in cedar shakes,

B.2. EXTERIOR WALL - PRIMARY FAGADE - Describe the exterior facade Including
matorials, dimansicns, linishas and approximate dates of construction.

Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:

The primary fugade is shown as sast elevation in the sccompanying drawings. It should be noted that the
structure's foundation has been significantly compromised and exterior wall heights stated in this repon
are not precise nor are they based on an established datum plane.

The 2-story primary fgade is
original and was construct in two
parts during the historic period

{ 1 B659-1929) The first floor is
believed to have been construcied
¢, 1900 with the second slory added
€. 1905. The primary fagade,
approximately 12* wide, is near
symmetrical with a flush central
eniry door flanked by narrow,
vertically onented one-over-one
double-hung windows, typical of
the hall-parior house type. The
upper story has teo symimetrically
placed narmow, vertically onented

double-hung windows

The horizontal drop-novelty siding on the first story is approximately a & %" exposure. The second
story also has a horizontal siding with a 6 %™ exposure bal it is a longue and groove type Both ane
original bul are severely weathered and checked; some boands are cracked their full kength. The 1" a 47

# y0ul harve Quesiions regerdisg Bhi feguireers Aor Comnpislng e PRVBECAL COMDITION REFDAT pisass contar] 3 membar of B
Par Cly Pmnnesg Stafl al (438) 615-5060
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PHY SRCAL COMNINTION REFOST

comer boards are original as well os the windows and the window trim. The blue paint appears to have
been applied in the 1990"s and 15 fmiling.

The extant fromt porch wis added afier 15948, 11 ds made up of & shed rmoof that rests on a small beam
resting on four 57x5" wood mimed posts, None of the porch materials date from the historic period.

A one-story cinder block garge addition was consiructed (o the nonth of the original hall-parlor house,
exact date of construction Is unknown. The gamge is sided with o horizonal wood 17 channel siding
with 2 6 47 to 7" exposure. The garage has an unadomed carriage type door with the 1™ channel siding
set a1 a diagonal o form a chevron patiern

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

Descrbe the existing feature{s) and conddion

The secondary fagade | s shown a the south slevarion in the sccompanying drowings. [t should be
noted that the structure’s foundation has been significantly compromised and exterior wall heights
s1ated in this repoint are nol precise nor are they based on an established datum plane

k|

The south fagade of the hall-parlor house
=& ongisal siding similar o the primary
facade; the first siory is a drop-aovelly
siding and the upper story is clad in a
tongue and groove type. There are nol
windows on the original house. The gas
meter is on this facade. The meter base
and mast are also on this facade

Addidon 1: Wall height ot the paimt the
addinon abuts the onginal hall-paror i
approximately 127, Al the west end, the
wall height is approximaiely &' from
finished grade (finished grade is
obscured by pibes of debris and bullding
materials). The wall is clad in hun:mlll wiood longue and groove siding with approximately 6
eaposure. The sudng i weathered and shows signs of checking and cracking. This wall includes one
aluminum homzontal window

Addition 2: Wall height is approximately 6'E™ from the finished grade. The wall is clad in T1-11 whih o
namow cxpoiure between vertical channels, There is one wood window on thiz fagade, which appears
o be a composite of two sepamte windows, The confligumation 3 & result of the cobbled-together natins
of the window {likely salvaped) and appoarns o be fixed.

B.4. EXTERIOR WALL - !Ew Fm 2 Describe the exteror facade including
additions, materisls, dimansions, inishes and approximate dates of construcbon

Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:

It you hiave quoslions reganding the reguicemanis o comaleling s PHYSICAL CONDITION REPDRT | pearse contact @ mesritsss of ha
Park Chy Planning Stan al (435) 516-R0ADO

6
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PHYEICAL COMDITION REPOHT

The secondary fagade 2 is shown as the north elevation in the accompanying drawings. It should be
noted that the structure”s foundation has been significantly compromised and exterior wall heights
stated in this repon are nof precise nor are they based on an established datom planc

A one-story cinder block garage addition obscures the first floor of the ongmal hall-parior house. (1
should be noted, however, that the ariginal drop-novelty wood siding serves as the interior wall finish of

the south wall of the garage.

Addition 1: Wall height at the point the addiion abutz the ongimal hall-parlor is approxmately 127
13*. At the west end, the wall height is approximately 8” from finished grade (finished grade is
obscured by piles of debris and building materials). The wall is clad m T1-11 with spproximately 12
wide exposars between approximately 1™ vertical channels. This wall meludes one vinyl horizontal
slide window.

Addition 2: Wall height is approgimaiely 6"-87 from the finished grade. The wall isclad in T1-11 with a
nirrow exposine between vertical channels. There i one multi-hght wood window on thes fagade. The
window (likely salvagsd) appears 1o be fined. The window was badly built, is in temible disrepiir, and
hiazs no salvage value,

B.5. EXTERIOR WALL - REAR FACADE - Describe the exterior facade including additions,
mialenals, dimansions, finishas and approximala dales of consiruction.

Describe the axisting feature(s) and condilion:
The rear facade 15 shown as the weas elevation in the accompanying drawings. It should be noied that

ihe strocture s foundation has been significantly compromised and exterior wall heights stated in this
FEpOrt Afe nol precise nor are they based on an established datum plane

Bl The first Moor of the original hall-parior house is obscured by later additions, but it
s ahouald be noted (see plans) that some of the original drop-novelty wood siding 15 extan
on the west wall of the house. It has been covered with wallpaper and sdditional
materials and 18 nol completely visible, Remmnanis of roofing tar along the upper
section of the west wall show that the original shed roof met the house at a higher
elevation.

Garage addition: The rear wall of the garage is clad in a T'1-11 with narmow exposure
botween small vertical channels and Includes a door opening with & flush door. Some
of the ¢ladding is missing, exposing a section of the stud wall.

I you Fued quasBong regarding Ba reqiaremenis ol compleing the PHYSICAL CONDITEON REPORT please combc! 8 memben of the
Pk Ty Mignrang Stast af (438) 4 15-5000.
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PHYSICAL COMDITION REPORT

Additeon 1: On the north side, the addition ia clad in T1-11 with approximarely 12" wide exposure
between approximately |” vertical channels, On the south side, the wall is ¢lad in the same T1-11
siding but includes a multi-light double French door. The doors are non-original steel with plastic
minting for the divided Hghis

Addition 2; The wall is clad in T1-11 with a narrow exposure between vertical
channels. Ceniered in the rear fagade 1= o two-angle boy window with fixed
pldelighis and paired central three-over-three nwning type windows. The window
waa badly built, is in terrible disrepair, and has no salvage value

B.6. FOUNDATION - Describe the existing foundabon noting the current materials, evidence of
pravious upgrades as well as evidence and probable cause of fallure or delenoration and
approximate dales of construction

Describe the exisiing leature(s) and condilion

The original hall-parior
house has no foundation.
County tax assessar
bullding cards suggest
that the structure hsd
wooden sills on dirt or
rubble foundstion as laie
as 1968, but all material
that once supporicd the
perimeter walls has been
removed. All that exists
is the renched perimeicr
where the orginal footing and’or foundastion msierial wes removed. The Front and south sides of the
building sre suspended above the bollom of the rench by & senes of 4 10 3 pape jacis located
hapharardly on the interior din where the Mloor joists and decking have been removed

There is s poured concrete foundstion wall under addinon | of a
recent vinlage, evilenced by the concrele and sill seaber foam

A foundstvon under sddimon 2, if exiant, was peither visible nor
socessible due o the extensive piles of debris both inside and outside
the structure

¥ yiva Fave Queshions regarding The meguirgmenis iy comgietng Bne PHYSECAL CONDITION REAPORT, plesss contact & mamber of e
Park Cily Pianring Sl o (435) §15-5060
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FHYSICAL COMNDITION REFORT

B.7. PORCH(ES) - Describe the current porchies) including materials, finishes, dimensions,
evidance of changes and the approximale date of construction,

Descrbe the exishng foatura(s) and condition:

The front porch is the only
exiant porch. The concrele
deck of the porch and the roof
siructure appear 1o be sdded
somctime after 1948, Historic
photographs show nemower
structure with a shallow hip
roof with brackets at the op of
the slender posis, Paint line
shadows on the primary
fagade show the locanons of
the original porch posts,

B.8. DORMER(S) | BAY(S) - Describe any projecting dormers or
bays noling the location, matlerials, finishes, dmensions and
approximata dafe of consiruction.

Describe tha aexisfing festurais) and condition:

There is one bay window on the west fagade of addition 2.l is
described above in Section H.S

B.9. DEVELOPMENT HISTORY - Briefly describe the developmant history of the site in a
chronological order of developmant including changes to the site, original buiiding, accessory
buildings, and structures. For Historic Sites, this description should
comrespond to the measured as-built drawings of the
builldingz/structures:
The following information is based on various photographs, Sanbor
Fire Insurance maps {1900, 1907 and 1929), Summit County Tax
Assessor Cards, and the Lliah SHPO's Historic Site-Mational Register
pemination form (dated 19HY)

The original hall-parlor house was constructed as a one-story house
after 19060, Despile what is writicn on the 1983 Mational Regsier
nomination form, the one-story structure does nol appear on Sanbom
Fire Inssrance maps until 1907, The second story was added before
1929 and the howse i considered historically significant as a two-story
hall-parlor type. When onginally constructed, the home had a full-
widdth froml porch aml (o fear one-siny additions; one roofed with

O O o o . e =

woiod shingles and the smaller one oofed with 8 non-combustible 1900 Sanborn Map
material; likely metal. In addition, a fairly large acceisory structure

My Rl quasines regarcng he eguireenssty for oenpetng the FHYSICAL COMDITION REPOAT  pesss conlac & membar of a

Park City Flanring St ai (4328} 815-5080

Historic Preservation Board - September 18, 2013 Page 164 of 232



- -

PHYSICAL CONDITRON REPORT

was constructed in the northwest comer of the property. It was a one-story stable with a metal roof.

According to Sanborn maps, by 1929 the main house was two-stories and still had a full-width porch
and two rear sdditions; the same general configuration reflecied in the 1907 Sanborn map. An
aocessory structure was located in the northwest comer of the property but was smaller, not longer used
as a stable, and was roofed in a composite maserial

.:."F'_"”
1907 Sanbern Map

A mx photo from ¢, 1935 taken st an oblique
angle lucing northwest shows that the full-
widih front porch his been shonened and
centered on the primary facade. The porch
read is a very low-pitched truncated hip roof
with a decorative crencllation. Decorative
cutwork brackets top the slender porch posts
The porch decking is narrow and made of
wood, The windows sppear as they do wosday;
on the lower level they flank a slightly off -
center entry doos and on the apper level are
symmetrically placed on the fagsde.

A small portion of the rear shed addition s

soen and suggests a far stecper oof pitch that 1.4 Phots . 1998
eX1E1s oday,

Summit Counfy Tax Asscssor cards from 1949, 1958, and 1968 show significani changes to the bouss
By 1949, the one-story cinder block garage has been built but the floor is din. The assessor indicates a
full dirt cellar beneath the house and 273 of the siding is wood and 1/ is sheet. Unfortunately, the
location of the siding is not specified. Other than the garage and & small 6" x5" pad or stroctun siisehed
o the rear addition,, the footprint remained a5 it appearcd in the
1929 Sanbom Fire Insurance map. The building card does not
reflect any accessory or outbuildings =0 it s sssumed the
accessory structure from the 1929 map was demolished and
removed. By 1958, very linle has changed excepi thal the house
is listed as vacant and most of the information recorded on the
card & given o the asseszor by the neighbor. In 1968, the housc
remaned vacani and the 6'x3" addition on the rear is reconded
as a rear porch. Agam, in 1968, the footprint remained largely
as it was o 19499 and 1929,

In 1983, the Ulsh Stae Historic Preservation Office nominated  Natlonal lt|-|.;.h;:r m
the property to the National Register of Historic Places as partof  phota, 1983

P jou fave questors regardng ihe requirsmerts fof comoleing he PHYSICAL COMDITION REPOAT jledss contcl 4 mambsr of [ha
Park City Sanning Stafl at {415) §15-5080

1o
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the Mining Boom Era Residences Thematic Histarie District. It wans listed and remains on both the
Reginer and the city’s Hisoric Sites [aventory. i is one of only three mining cra residences o have a
second sory sdded during the historic period; the others are 125 Main Strect and 150 Main Street

R I By 1995, the site reflecied the general form scen
loday; the porch deck was concrete, the porch was
extended the fall-width of the primary facade
except where it abuts the garage addition. The rear
facades are not visible in the 1993 Reconnaissance
Level Survey photographa, [t is also not clear
when the exiengive Interior demaolition began

Currently, the structure is severely compromised in
tzrma of its structure and hisorle integrity. Much
of the historie material is losy, None of the interior
walls from the historic period remain and the
original substructure from the ariginal hall-parior
is gone. The only remaining maerials from the
historic period are the 1) siding maerials on the
north, enst, and south facades; some materinl is extant on the west facade bul it may not be salvageable,
2) the original wood windows and trim, and 3) approximately 4 or S wall studs.

Recomnaissance Level Sarvey phota, 1995

B.10. MECHANICAL SYSTEM

Describe the axisting mechanical sysiem and conditicn:
There is no mechanical system. There is o gas meter on the south side of the onginal hall-parlor pormion
of the strecture and there are parts of dectwork lyving in the @irl msade and outiide the strectume. There

are severnl wood burning sioves in the back yard and there arc empty propanc tnks piled around the
site. Bul there i no evidence of & functioning mechanical “system.”

B.11. ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

Describe the exisling alecirical system and condition
There ia 8 meter base and service entrance on the south side of the original hall-parlor portion of the
building and there is Romex visible in several arcas on the interior. Many of the wires are out and many

of the metal electrical boxes are jusi hanging loosely from what is left of the walls. There is no working
electrical *system.”

B.12. STRUCTURAL SYSTEM

Describe the existing structural syslam, Including the foundation, floors, walls, and roof structura,
Park City will allow very limited and non-struclural disassembly of a structure lo investigale thesa
condilions.

Describe the existing structural system and condition:

The following description was nol prepared by o structural engincer but reflects the team”s extensive
experience and some common sense - A complele structural analysis was nol conducied.

IF v hgve quisthans Mgarting Ihe requinemsnt ior oompisling s PYYSICAL CONDITION REPOHT, plegee contacd  masmibsesr of he
Park City Planming Sill @i (438 ) 5155080
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The disassembly has alresdy bomn done snd it is not limited. The floor joists and sheeting assembly in
the main house and the shed roof addithion bave been removed completely. From the front door, one has
o glep down 34" 10 the uneven dint and rock “floor.™ With the ongmal foundation removed and the roof
struciure supported only by 4 to 5 pipe jacks, the bouse is unsafe.

The original studs in the walls have been removed and replaced with dimensional lumber in some areas
Spol foolings have been poured i o few locations but the beam spanning those has warped, waned, and
failed. Attempts at bracing it forther are unsophisticated st best and negligent ot worst. The roof trusses
of the shed roof addition are failing and in most cases fall short of the bearing wall. The 4'x8° bamm
thal was meand 1o carry hall of the trusses 15 salvaged [umber and fails (o have permanent trimmer of
King stud support. The stairs to the upper level are supported onky by & brokKen plece af 27x% 12 board
hanging from above and o shor salvaged section of wall resting in the din. We did not sttempt (o use
ik stairs, nor should anyone else. There is no cohesive structural system.

N

If you Parve queslions regarding the aquiremanis br compisling ke FHYEPCAL CORMDITION REPORT, ploase caniscl 8 mermbsar of ha
Paru City Planmng St af (435) 8 15-60480
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B.13. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Provide a slatemeant regarding the presence of hazardous materials including, but not limited o,
lead-based paint, asbestos and mold. Describa the materials' location on the sile, the test
methods used io verify the hazardous matarial, and the extent of the problam:

Lead paint may exist in the exterior paint of the original hall-parlor portion of the building. Since there
are no interior finishes there is probably no lead paint elsewhere, but the site should be evaluated
further. The existence of ashestos and mold could not be determined. While the team did not diligently
inspect for scal, it is reasonable to assume the site hos been, and may currently be, mhabited by
raccoons, s, squirrels, bats, snakes, feral cats, and other nuisance wildlife,

B.14. OTHER (SPECIFY):
Describa the exisling feature(s) and condition:

Mone

MAIN BUILDING - DETAILS

C.1. WINDOWS - Describa the number of windows, dimensions, configuration of panes, types,
whether the windows are original to the building (if known) and approximate dales.

Describe the existing feature{s) and condition:

There are four original wood windows, all located on the primary fagade. They are double hung, single
pane. Some of the glass iz missing and the sashes are painted closed. The sills are badly checked and
the checkrails are damaged on the second story.

The remaining
windows include
the aluminum
honzontal slide
unit on the south
clevation of
addition | and the
vinyl horizontal
slide unit on the
north side of
addition 1. In
addition, vanons
sulvaged wood
windows are wsed
on all three facades of addition 2. There is no evidence 1o sugpest these windows were once parl of the
origingl houge and could not be reused becavuse they are in severely deteriorated condition,

C.2. DOORS - Describe the doors including malerials, dimensions, types, whether the doors are
original to the building {if known) and approximale dales.

I you have quastions regarding the requiremants for complaling tha PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, plaase conlact a mamber ol the
Fark City Planning S2al ab [435) 615-5060
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Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:

None of the doors are original. The front door is a flush door - no panels. The double French door
located on the west elevation of addition lis steel and plastic. The hollow core interior door used to
access the garage from the rear yard has deteriorated and is half gone.

C.3. TRIM - Describe the trim (window and door, eaves and soffits, corner boards, pilasters, etc.)
including location, dimensions, and approximate dates.

Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:
Window and door trim on the original primary facade are made up of simple 1°x- lumber. The corner
boards are also 1”x- lumber, though several are missing on the southwest corner. The soffits on the

original structure appear to have been replaced with a sheet material and the fascia on the front porch,
not original, are warping and shows signs of rot.

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

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

Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:

There is no architectural ornamentation.

C.5. OTHER (SPECIFY):
Describe the existing feature(s) and condition:

None

ACCESSORY BUILDING(S

D.1. ACCESSORY BUIDLING(S) - Mark all the boxes below that apply to your property.
Describe each accessory building including location on the site (should correspond to the existing
site plan), materials, and approximate dates.

Type(s): []Garage []Root Cellar [IShed  []Other (specify):
Describe existing accessory building(s) and condition:

There are no detached accessory buildings.

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): [ ]Tram Tower [ JAnimal Enclosure [ |Other (specify):

If you have questions regarding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planning Staff at (435) 615-5060.
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Describe existing structure(s) and condition:

There is a power pole located in the northwest corner of the property.

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 and/or information | have
submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Signature of Applicant: N/A Date: _ July 20, 2012
Name of Applicant;__ N/A

At the request of Park City Municipal Corporation’s Building and Planning Departments, the following
members of the project team prepared this Physical Conditions Report:

Dina Williams-Blaes, Project Manager & Preservation Consultant
Principal, Preservation Solutions, Salt Lake City

Michael H. Mahaffey, General Contractor & Preservation Specialist
President & Owner, Home-Tech Incorporated, Salt Lake City

Laura Clayton, Measured Drawings
AIA Associate, Architectural Nexus, Salt Lake City

If you have questions regarding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planning Staff at (435) 615-5060.
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PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT - PHOTOS

Low Resolution Photos Inserted into the Body of the Report:
Digital photographs illustrating the descriptions must be included with this report.

Each feature described in this report must include at /east one corresponding photograph. More
than one photograph per description is encouraged.

To avoid creating a large and unmanageable file, it is recommended that you use an image file
compressor when importing images into the report.
= Microsoft offers a free download of Image Resizer for Windows XP at www.microsoft.com.

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

= Other resizing options are available in Adobe Photoshop or in a free download from VSO
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 to the Planning Staff with the report. Do not submit a disc with original images.
Materials submitted with the form will not be returned 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 possible).

= |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 have questions regarding the requirements for completing the PHYSICAL CONDITION REPORT, please contact a member of the
Park City Planning Staff at (435) 615-5060.

16
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A Pre-application Meeting was attended and Staff defined their major concerns as the
connection of the addition to the historic structure, the reconstruction of the front
porch, and the historic value of the garage. Staff recommended several references to
assist the design and connection of the proposed addition. The recommendations
from It's The Standard, Report #37, Rear additions to Historic Homes, and reviewed
the opportunities applicable to this situation with a priority of the restoration of the
historic building.

The proposed project will return the historic character to the wood frame two-
story hall-parlor including the reconstruction of the full-width front porch with
hip ends. This application includes repairing the masonry garage addition
which is an extremely rare example of the architectural impacts of the
automobile had on the mining community.

The design intent of the addition is to be a backdrop for the historic structure.
The addition’s mass and height are less than the LMC allows and is proposed
to not compete with the addition. The proposed exterior materials and
detailing for the addition are subservient in quality and nature to the historical
portion of the project. The proposed wood siding is a simple v -groove style,
to be stained not painted, and vertical corrugated metal wainscot are more
consistent with newer homes such as the neighbor to the South,

Much of the historic character will be returned to the site through this
application.

SUMMERIZE THE DESIGN OF PROPOSED ELEMENTS.....

This application is for removing non-historic debris from the site, restoring the
historic structures, and constructing an addition on the rear of the historic hall-
parlor house.

SUMMERIZE THE LOCATION....

As per the Design Guidelines and the LMC, the historic building will be placed
in its existing location with a finished floor elevation that complies with FEMA
Flood standards. The addition will comply with all setbacks indicated in the
LMC and the Historic District Design Guidelines.

PROJECTS INVOLVING ADA....
Not applicable

3. CONSTRUCTION ISSUES

SITE FEATURES

A 1. Topography

The proposed grades will comply with all codes applicable to existing, non-
conforming conditions and small Old Town lots.
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A.2 Landscaping
All landscaping will be designed and installed per LMC requirements.

A.3.
Retaining walls
Not applicable

AA4.
Exterior Steps
Not applicable

A.5.

Fence(s)

No fencing is proposed in this application. The Owner is proposing to keep
the existing fence, installed by the City, in place until a Certificate of
Occupancy is obtained.

A.B.
Other

MAIN BUILDING

B.1.

Roof

The roofs of the historic building will be reroofed with architectural grade
shingle that has an appearance of wood shingles. The proposed addition will
be roofed with a roof material that is different than the historic building.

B.2. -B.5.

Exterior Walls

The North, East, and South walls of the historic building will be raised as is.
The West wall, or what is left of it, will be modified to include a large opening
per the proposed floor plan. The exterior walls for the addition will be per
approved plans.

B.6.
Foundation
The footings and foundations are to be constructed per approved drawings.

B.7
Porch(es)
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The front porch will be reconstructed based on historic documentation and
research.

B.8
Dormer(s) Bat(s) Windows
Not applicable

B.9.
Development History — N/A
See physical Conditions Report for the development history.

B.10.
Mechanical system

" The project proposes a new mechanical system that meets or exceeds
current energy efficiency requirements.

B.11.

Electrical system ’

The project proposes a new electrical system that meets or exceeds current
energy efficiency requirements.

B.12.
Structural system
The structural system is defined in the structural drawings.

B.13.

Hazardous Materials

Typical industry standards and procedures will be used to address any
hazardous materials encountered on site.

B.14.
Other -
Not applicable.

MAIN BUILDING — DETAILS

C.1. Windows _

The windows for the addition will have similar proportions to the historic
windows but will have simplified trim.

C.2. Doors
The front door will replaced with a door to match historical photographs All
new doors will be raised panel, wood doors.
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Anya Grahn

O T R
From: Molly Blooms <mollyblooms@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2013 9:36 PM
To: Anya Grahn; Thomas Eddington; vonvisions@gmail.com
Subject: Re: PL-12-01611 1119 Park Avenue

Anya,

July 14th at 4PM will be fine, Thank you for arranging the meeting. ! would like you to know that a lot of wor'k has gone
into these submissions and at the current time | feel that we are fully in compliance with the HDDR guidelines. I'm very
interested in your suggestions though and look forward to a productive meeting.

Specifically here is my response to all of the non compliant comments on the staff report;

"5, Deleriorated or damaged historic features and elements should be repaired rather than

replaced. Where the severity of deterioration or existence of structural or material defects

requires replacement, the feature or element shouid match the original in design, dimension,

fexture, material, and finish, The applicant must demonsirate the severity of deferioration or

existence of defects by showing that the historic materials are no longer safe and/or serviceable

and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or serviceable condition. Needs further clarification.

The submitted Preservation Plan acknowledges that all non-historic structures will be removed
from the site and that work will be completed to restore the historic two (2)-story structure;
however, the Preservation Plan does not go into sufficient detail in addressing what elements
can be restored, what will need to be replaced in-kind due to deterioration, etc."”

The historic parlor house including 2x4 framing, 1"plank wall framing on the second floor, horizontal siding on the East,
North and South Walls, second floor joists, second floor T&G flooring,soffit and soffit trim, Roof rafters and roof planking
will be preserved and the repaired if necessary. Necessary known repairs include replacing 3 to 5 planks of siding on the
South Gable wall. Placing "sister 2x6" studs along existing 2x4 studs where required by engineering. Caulking, sanding
and putty on trim and soffit trim. Trim on the South Gable is to be replaced due to warping and splintering. Windows and
trim around the 4 East windows will be preserved and repaired as necessary including replacing the rotted sashes of the 2
second story windows with milled pine that is sanded and painted, and replacing and re-glazing any broken glass panes.

"8. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, should be undertaken using recognized
preservation methods. Treatments that cause damage fo historic materials should nof be used.
Treatments that sustain and protect, but do not alter appearance, are encouraged. Needs

further clarification.

Specific restoration treatments have not been addressed in the Preservation Plan. ltem #2
specifies that any historic elements will be salvaged during construction. Under C.3 Trim, the
applicant indicates that the trim on the historic portion will be reconstructed. The Physical
Conditions report explains that the wood and door trim on the priory fagade are 1'x lumber;
however, it does not address the condition of these elements. It is unknown whether or not the
trim can be salvaged. Moreover, the Physical Conditions report shows that there are four (4)
original windows on the primary facade, yet the Preservation Plan does not address how these
windows will be restored or if they can be restored.”

Specific treatments of siding and trim will be; scraping and sandlng followed by primer and paint . Trim (see above),
Windows (see above).

"9, New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction should not destroy historic

materials, feafures, and spatial refationships that characterize the site or building. Needs

further clarification.

The west wall of the historic hall and parlor has been lost due to out of period additions to the
rear. The new addition proposes to use the existing opening to access the historic house. The
new additional also abuts the west wall of the garage. This wall is constructed of CMUs, and the
Preservation Plan does not indicate how the addition will be attached to this historic wall.
Though the west wall of the first floor has been lost, the second floor wall exists. A transitional
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element should be created on the second floor to preserve more of this wall."

The second story West wall of the parlor house is not significant because it can not be observed from the public right of
way. Any siding recovered from the second story West wall facade will be used to replace South Gable wall siding where
necessary. Exposed West second story wall siding will be preserved in place.

The West wall of the garage is not CMU it is 1974 2x4 with cardboard and vertical siding in some places and a hollow
core door that is rotted. It is not Historic.

A transition element is proposed that distinctly separates the addition from the parlor house and garage.

"10. New additions and related new construction should be undertaken in such a manner that, if

removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its

environment could be restored. Needs further clarification.

On the west wall of the historic hall-and-parlor structure, the new addition will not create a loss

of historic materials as any original materials were lost with the addition of the existing out-of period
rear additions. Nevertheless, if we are to conclude that the CMU garage is historic, then

the new addition must not adjoin it in such a way that removing the addition in the future would
create a significant loss or jrreversible damage to the historic materials. Moreover, the second
story’s west wall needs to be preserved."

The second story West wall will be preserved where it is a exterior wall. Where the wall is joined and enciosed by the
addition the siding will be salvaged and put back in use on the South Gable wall. The essential form and integrity of the
parlor structure is maintained and preserved. The North and South Gables, visible from the public right of way are
maintained including their roof lines,

" A.5.2 Incorporate landscape treatments for driveways, walkways, paths, building and accessory

structures in a compretiensive, complimentary and integrated design. Needs further clarification.

A landscape plan has not yet been proposed. Per the Preservation Plan, the applicant has indicated that
“all landscaping will be designed and installed per LMC requirements.”

See also A.5.4-8,
| do not have a landscape plan for the front and back yards yet. Is this really a reason for denial of the application at this
stage?
Please clarify.

'B.1.4 Roof colors should be neutral and muted and materials should not be reffective. Needs further
clarification.

The applicant is proposing to sheath the historic roof in shake-style asphalt shingles; however, no color
has been proposed at this time."”

| have not picked a color for the roof shingles. | can find and submita shingle if necessary. Is this a reason to deny this
application at this time? Please Clarify.

"B.2.2 Repair deteriorated or damaged facade materials using recognized preservation methods Needs

further clarification.

Specific restoration treatments have not been addressed in the Preservation Plan. item #2 specifies that
any historic elements wilf be salvaged during construction. Under C.3 Trim, the applicant indicates that
.the trim on the historic portion will be reconstructed, The Physical Conditions report explains that the
wood and door trim on the priory fagade are 1’x lumber; however, it does not address the condition of
these elements. It is unknown whether or not the trim can be salvaged. Moreover, the Physical Conditions

report shows that there are four (4) original windows on the primary fagade, yet the

Preservation Plan does not address how these windows will be restored or if they can be restored."

See response to #5

"B.2.3 If disassembly of a historic element—window, molding, bracket, elc.--is necessary for its
restoration, recognized preservation procedures and methods for remaval, documentation, repair, and
reassembly should be used. Needs further clarification.

Specific restoration treatments have not been addressed in the Preservation Flan. Though it is
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mentioned that trim wiil be replaced, the condition of the original wood trim has not been discussed.
Furthermore, the physical conditions report indicates that there are four(4) historic wood windows on
the fagade. The condition and restoration/replacement of these windows has not been addressed in the
Preservation Plan.” .

There will be no dis-assembly of historic elements

"B.2.4 If historic exterior materials cannot be repaired, they should be replaced with materials that match

the original in all respects; scale, dimension, texture, profile, material, and finish. The replacement of

existing historic material shouid be allowed only after the applicant can show that the historic materials

are no longer safe and/or serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or serviceable condition.

Needs further clarification.

Again, the Preservation Plan does not specifically address which exterior materials will need to be
replaced in-kind and which can be restored. There is also no mention of how restoration treatments wiil
be carried out."

All exterior materials will be maintained and repaired in the methods previously described. See response to #5

"B.3.1 A new foundation should not raise or fower the historic structure generally more than two (2) feet

from its original floor efevation. See D.4 for exceptions. Needs further clarification. The applicant proposes
to raise the historic structure to add a foundation beneath it; however, the plans

do not specify how much this will raise the location of the structure.”

The structural stabilization plan does specify finished floor height. The historic parlor house will be raised by 1'- 4" to
meet flood code.

"B.3.2 The original placement, orientation, and grade of the historic building should be retained. Needs
further clarification.”

The placement, orientation and grade of the historic parlor house will be maintained.

“This is dependent on B.3.1 as the applicant has not indicated how much the historic structure will be
raised by the addition of a foundation.”

It is on record with both Building and Planning that the historic parior house will be elevated 1' - 4" to meet flood code.

"B.3.3 If the original grade cannot be achieved, no more than two (2) feet of the new foundation should

be visible above finished grade on the primary and secondary facades. Needs further clarification.

This is dependent on B.3.1 as the applicant has not indicated how much the historic structure will be
ralsed by the addition of a foundation.” :

See responses to B.3.2 and B.3.1

"B.5.1 Maintain historic window openings, windows, and window surrounds. Needs further clarification.

The Physical Conditions report specifies that there are four (4) original wood windows on the facade. The
Preservation Plan does not address whether or not these wood windows can be restored or if they will
need to be replaced in-kind."

See response to #5.

" B.5.2. Replacement windows should be allowed only if the historic windows cannot be made safe and
serviceable through repair. Replacement windows should exactly match the historic window in size,

dimensions, glazing pattern, depth, profile, and material. Needs further clarification.

The Physical Conditions report specifies that there are four (4) original wood windows on the fagade. The
Preservation Plan does not address whether or not these wood windows can be restored or if they will
need to be replaced in-kind." .

See Response to #5.
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