
     HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
MARCH 17, 2008 

MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
10:00 AM 

WORK SESSION – 10:00 AM 
PAGE #
5 Historic District Guidelines Discussion 
11 1102 Norfolk Avenue – Design Advice & Guidance 
27 147 Ridge Avenue – Design Advice & Guidance 

REGULAR MEETING
ROLL CALL 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
STAFF/BOARD MEMBER’S COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
CONSENT AGENDA 
PUBLIC HEARINGS/DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS 
41 1135 Park Avenue – Request for Extension of Historic Renovation Grant (Public 

hearing and possible action) 
ADJOURN

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special 
accommodations during the meeting should notify the Park City Planning Department, 
615-5060, prior to the meeting. 

Published: March 8, 2008 
Posted: March 7, 2008
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
Author:   Dina Blaes, Consultant 

Planning Department Subject:   Hist. Pres. Design Guidelines 
Date:  March 17, 2008 
Type of Item:  Legislative 

Section 1: Issues/Topics from previous meetings:

I. Recap of February 27, 2008 Joint Planning Commission, City Council, HPB meeting. 
 A. Proposed Land Management Code Amendments 
  1. HR-1 Maximum Building Height: 

a) Should the proposed maximum average wall height measurement be 
implemented;
b) Should an overall maximum wall height be mandated; 
c) Should a maximum height measurement be standardized for all zoning districts; 
d) Should the City work with Summit and Wasatch Counties to develop a 
standardized building height measurement. 

Planning Commission requested a visual presentation of the range of possibilities 
afforded by the proposed amendments to maximum building height. In addition, 
Planning Commission asked whether recently approved and/or completed projects 
had been assessed to determine where they fall within the proposed height 
calculations.   The consensus among City Council members was to continue 
investigating items a) through c), but to pursue d) at a later date. 

  2. HR-1 Maximum Building Footprint 
a) Should the proposed maximum building footprint limitation be capped; if so, 
should it be capped at 1,550 (two-lot equivalent) or 1,800 (three-lot equivalent). 

Planning Commission requested additional analysis of the proposed maximum 
building footprint and that the analysis integrate the proposed changes to maximum 
building height.  Planning Commission requested that a visual presentation of the 
information be presented at a future meeting. 

  3. Voluntary Peer Review Process 
a) Should the VPR process be implemented through the necessary code 
amendments.

Planning Commission requested public input on the VPR concept. 

 B. Historic Preservation Design Guidelines 
  1. Design Guidelines or Design Standards. 

a) Should the design guidelines be developed as updated design guidelines or as 
design standards. 
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Planning Commission supported the development of updated design guidelines. 

  2. Two-tiered approach to guidelines. 
a) Do the Planning Commission, City Council, and HPB support a two-tiered 
“Universal” (Secretary of Interior-based) and “Specific” (local district-based) 
approach to the guidelines. 

Planning Commission supported the proposed two-tiered approach. 

3. Historically Significant buildings outside the Historic Districts (H Zones). 
a) Should Historically Significant buildings located outside the H Zones be subject 
to the design guidelines. 

Planning Commission supported the application of the design guidelines to 
Historically Significant buildings located outside the boundaries of the H Zones. 

 C. Historic Preservation Board 
  1. Expanded duties. 
   a) Should the HPB’s duties be expanded to include design review. 

Planning Commission supported investigating the benefits and disadvantages of 
HPB review of Steep Slope CUP applications.  Consensus was to continue this 
discussion with the Planning Commission soon. 

II. Discussion of Reconstruction and Disassembly/Reassembly (panelization) 
 A. Reconstruction. 

1. Should the City allow the accurate reconstruction of historic buildings that once 
existed in Park City? 

RECOMMENDATION: Reconstruction is a nationally-recognized preservation 
treatment and should be an option available to further Park City’s preservation 
goals.

BACKGROUND: The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties are the Secretary's best advice to property owners, contractors, 
plan reviewers, architects, and consultants on how to protect a wide range of 
historic properties.

The four treatment approaches are Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and 
Reconstruction, outlined below in hierarchical order and explained:

The first treatment, Preservation, places a high premium on the retention of all 
historic fabric through conservation, maintenance and repair. It reflects a building's 
continuum over time, through successive occupancies, and the respectful changes 
and alterations that are made.
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Rehabilitation, the second treatment, emphasizes the retention and repair of 
historic materials, but more latitude is provided for replacement because it is 
assumed the property is more deteriorated prior to work. (Both Preservation and 
Rehabilitation focus attention on the preservation of those materials, features, 
finishes, spaces, and spatial relationships that, together, give a property its historic 
character.)

Restoration, the third treatment, focuses on the retention of materials from the 
most significant time in a property's history, while permitting the removal of 
materials from other periods.

Reconstruction, the fourth treatment, establishes limited opportunities to re-create 
a non-surviving site, landscape, building, structure, or object in all new materials. 

The Secretary of the Interior provides further guidance as to when 
Reconstruction should be undertaken.
“When a contemporary depiction is 
required to understand and interpret a 
property's historic value (including the re-
creation of missing components in a 
historic district or site); when no other 
property with the same associative value 
has survived; and when sufficient 
historical documentation exists to ensure 
an accurate reproduction, Reconstruction 
may be considered as a treatment.”

Governor’s Palace, Colonial Williamsburg, VA 
Reconstructed in 1935 
Photo: The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation 

The term “reconstruction” is often used in conjunction with relocating, reorienting, and 
panelizing Historically Significant buildings in Park City.  The use of the term in these 
contexts is misleading and does not accurately reflect what occurs on the site. 

 B. Disassembly/Reassembly (panelization) of Historically Significant buildings. 
1. Project review and approval/denial 

a) Under what circumstances should the City approve the disassembly/reassembly 
of Historically Significant buildings? 

 If building is being moved in order to eliminate a property boundary 
encroachment;

 If building is being moved to eliminate encroachment into required 
setback(s);

 Structural integrity of building is insufficient to accommodate proposed 
changes to interior configuration; 

 Structural integrity of building is insufficient, in general; and/or 
 Addition (rear, side, or basement) is proposed and disassembly/reassembly 

would ease development on the site. 

b) How much of a building’s historic material can be removed before a proposed 
project stops being an extensive rehabilitation and becomes a 
disassembly/reassembly?
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 Roof; 
 Number and/or percentage of exterior walls; 
 Number and/or percentage of floor plates;  
 Number and/or percentage of interior walls; and/or 
 Combination of the above. 

c) Should applications for disassembly/reassembly be subject to a CAD-type 
process?

2. If/When disassembly/reassembly is approved. 
a) Should the project be inspected more often than a project that does not involve 
disassembly/reassembly?  If so, why? 

b) Should the City specify how building components are to be adequately protected 
from the elements and/or vandalism? 

c) If, during disassembly, materials are found to be deteriorated beyond what was 
expected and cannot be reused: 

 Should he project be stopped and required to fulfill the LMC requirements for 
a CAD? 

 Should the applicant be allowed to reconstruct parts or the entire historic 
building in new materials? 

 Should the property remain on the list of Historically Significant buildings? 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff is not providing recommendations at this time, but is 
seeking additional feedback and input from the HPB on these issues. 

BACKGROUND: The HPB discussed disassembly/reassembly at a work session on 
August 6, 2007 and raised the following general issues and concerns: 

 Panelization should be considered only as a last resort; 
 City should develop significant disincentives to panelization; 
 Rely more heavily on documentation of the historic structure when approving a 

panelization;
 “Recreate the original structure” using as much historic material as possible; 
 Original form should be retained; 
 Process should be monitored more closely; and 
 Panelization vs. reusing salvaged materials. 

This discussion provided general direction in preparing a first draft of the 
Disassembly/Reassembly section of the Design Guidelines.  It occurred without active 
participation from Building Department and Planning Department staff members.
Topics initially raised at the August 6 meeting will be reexamined with the benefit of 
Building and Planning Department staff contributions. 

    
Please see the attached matrix prepared by Roger Evans, Plans Examiner with the 
Building Department.  Since Roger began attending the weekly Wednesday design 
review meetings three years ago he has been building the matrix.  It is a work in 
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progress that attempts to identify what Park city has approved since he has been 
meeting with the group.  It is his effort to show what he has observed and not 
recommendations for future actions.

Section 2: Comments on specific sections of the Design Guidelines

On February 25, HPB members received the most recent draft of the Design Guidelines.
“Comments” and “Responses” on the 25 Feb 2008 draft will be provided in the staff report for 
the April 7 HPB meeting. 

Section 3: Timeline & Next Steps

March 17, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – HPB Work Session – return to regular meeting schedule 
Meeting will include: 

1) Brief recap of the joint Council/PC/HPB meeting on February 27; 
  2) Discussion on panelization and reconstruction. 

Roger Evans is scheduled to participate in this discussion in order to bring the perspective 
of the Building Department.

April 7, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – HPB Work Session 
 Meeting will include: 
  1) Continuation, if necessary, of the discussion surrounding panelization;  
  2) Discussion of residential infill; and 
  3) Review of comments on the Design Guidelines received to date 

April 21, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – HPB Work Session 
 Agenda to be determined. 

May 5, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – HPB Work Session 
 Meeting will include: 

1) Review of Design Guidelines with illustrations & photographs; and 
  2) Review of support documents prepared for staff & public: 
   Revised Information Guide for Design Review Process 
   Methodology/approach “instructions” for staff 
   Existing Physical Condition Report, if applicable 
   Revised Application Form, if applicable 

Public Comment Form, if applicable 
   Application Certification Letter, if applicable  

May 19, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – Public Hearing 
 1) Review and take public comment on proposed Design Guidelines. 

June 2, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – Public Hearing 
1) Resolution to recommend adoption of Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic Districts and 
Historically Significant Buildings. 

 Planning Commission review/ adoption scheduled for June 11, 2008 
 City Council review/adoption scheduled for June 19, 2008 
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Historic Preservation Board
Staff Memo 

AUTHOR:  Katie Cattan 
DATE:  March 17, 2008  
TITLE:  1102 Norfolk Avenue  PLANNING DEPARTMENT TYPE OF ITEM: HPB Guidance Request   

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board provide guidance to the owners 
of 1102 Norfolk Avenue in regards to the three concerns raised.

Project Information
Applicant:  Casey and Corey Crawford, Owner  
Location:  1102 Norfolk Avenue 
Zoning:       Historic Residential (HR-1) 

Background
On February 22, 2008, Staff received a letter from the property owners and architects
of 1102 Norfolk Avenue.  The owners requested direction on three items concerning the 
future plans for the existing historic home and new addition.  (Exhibit A)  At this time the 
Planning Department has not received a complete application for a Historic District 
Design Review.  The request falls under the additional duties of the HPB within the 
Land Management Code section 15-11-6(F) “Provide advice and guidance on request 
of the property owner or occupant on the construction, restoration, alteration, 
decoration, landscaping, or maintenance of any cultural resource, and property within 
the Historic District, or neighboring property within a two block radius of the Historic 
District.”

EXHIBITS
A – Letter and Plans from Applicant dated February 19, 2008  

I:\Cdd\Katie\Historic Dist. Design Reviews\2008\1102 Norflolk\1102 Norfolk Avenue 
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Historic Preservation Board
Staff Memo 

DATE:  March 17, 2008  
AUTHOR:  Kirsten Whetstone 
TITLE:  147 Ridge Avenue  PLANNING DEPARTMENT TYPE OF ITEM: HPB Guidance Request   

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board provide guidance to the owners 
of 147 Ridge Avenue in regards to shifting the existing house on the lot.   

Project Information
Applicant:  Jonathan deGray, owner’s representative  
Location:  147 Ridge Avenue 
Zoning:       Historic Residential (HRL) 

Background
On February 20, 2008, Staff received a letter from the owner’s representative of 147 
Ridge Avenue.  The owners request direction on whether the historic house can be 
shifted to the west a distance of about 5’ on the north corner and 12’ on the south 
corner and rotated about 30 degrees to align the building with the lot lines.

On June 23, 2006, the applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review application 
for an addition to the house (Exhibit A). Staff has been working with the applicant on 
the design. Revised plans were submitted on January 30, 2008. A plat amendment to 
create a lot of record from several lots was approved by City Council on August 2, 2007. 
The plat amendment established a maximum footprint for 147 Ridge at 1,500 sf which is 
a reduction from the LMC maximum of 2,631 sf.

The request for guidance falls under the additional duties of the HPB within the Land 
Management Code section 15-11-6(F) “Provide advice and guidance on request of the 
property owner or occupant on the construction, restoration, alteration, decoration, 
landscaping, or maintenance of any cultural resource, and property within the Historic 
District, or neighboring property within a two block radius of the Historic District.”

EXHIBITS
A –Plans from Applicant dated February 19, 2008
B- Letters from Applicant  
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ACTION ITEMS 
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HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT EXTENSION APPLICATION

DATE:    March 17, 2008 
DEPARTMENT:  Planning Department   
AUTHOR:   Jeff Davis 
TYPE OF ITEM:  Grant Extension Application 
APPLICANT:   Tina Smith  
LOCATION:   1135 Park Avenue Planning Department ZONING:   Historic Residential (HR-1) 
ADJACENT LAND USES: Low Density Residential   
DATE OF APPLICATION: January 22, 2008 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY
The applicant is requesting an extension of the grant money previously awarded 
to help fund the cost of major renovations to the existing historic house. 
Specifically, the grant money was requested for porch repair (soffit and deck), 
cornice repair, exterior trim, foundation, concrete floor, excavation, and costs 
associated with raising the house. 

On November 6, 2006 the applicant was awarded a grant of $20,525 allocated in 
the following manner: 

Soffit, decking, cornice & exterior trim repair $2,757 
 Raise the house     $5,750 
 Excavation      $5,250  
 Foundation      $5,850 
 Concrete floor under the house   $975 

Total    $20,525

A condition of the awarded grant was that the grantee had to complete the 
approved rehabilitation work within nine (9) months from the date of building 
permit issuance, which took place on October 18, 2006. If the rehabilitation work 
couldn’t be completed within the nine (9) months a written request for an 
extension must be submitted to, and approved by, the Historic Preservation 
Board. The written request for an extension was received by the Planning 
Department on January 22, 2008 (Attached as Exhibit B) and the applicant is 
asking for an exemption from the nine (9) month rule.  

According to the applicant, she is making progress, but the delay is due to “unforeseen 
problems and time to correct the problems. The primary item of incompletion is the front 
deck which my contractor advises me not to install until the sub contractors are mostly 
off the property.”

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Board review the request for a historic district grant 
extension and award the applicant an extension to complete the renovation and 
stabilization of the historic house located at 1135 Park Avenue. 

Historic Preservation Board - March 17, 2008 Page 41 of 60



HISTORIC DISTRICT GRANT EXTENSION APPLICATION

EXHIBITS
A. Original Letter from Applicant 
B. House Plans 
C. Copy of Original Grant 
D. Applicant’s written request for an extension 
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