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This meeting will include: 

1) Report from HPB members who attended the Commission Mentoring and 
Assistance Program (CAMP) training session held in SLC on April 17 (10-15 
minutes); and 
2) Review of comments on the Design Guidelines received to date (30-40 minutes) 
minutes). 

 
Section 1: Issues/Topics from previous meetings: 
 
I. Residential Infill 

Staff will return at a future meeting to discuss this item. 
 
Section 2: Comments on specific sections of the Design Guidelines 
 
These comments are reprinted from the the April 7, 2008 HPB staff report. 
 
Comment #1 (Martz): I’m excited about the prospect of utilizing these new guidelines.  I 
do think it is going to cause an adjustment reaction to owners and builders.  I think the 
building and planning department should at some point present a detail as to how they 
are going to implement a process to accommodate these new guidelines and how to 
monitor the building process along the way to insure compliance.  I think this has been 
a real problem even with the current program. 

Response: We are planning to provide materials to assist the planning staff.  Note in 
Section 3, we expect to present drafts of these materials to the HPB in May. 

 
Comment #2 (Martz):  Do we need components for façade easements and maybe 
bonding in certain cases. 

Response: At the March 17 HPB meeting, Roger Evans reminded the HPB that the City 
currently requires a bond for historic preservation projects.  Façade easements have not 
been discussed and should not be part of the design guidelines. 

 
Comment #3 (Martz): On the significant properties good documentation of the building 
process should be kept for future reference over the years. 

Response: The draft guidelines call for greater documentation at the application phase 
than is currently required.  Additional requirements—model, perspective drawings—were 
mentioned in conjunction with disassembly/reassembly, but were not discussed in detail.   
 
FYI-Application/permit files are kept in the planning office for five years, after which time 
the entire file is archived in a digital format.    
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Comment #4 (Martz): Membership of the HPB.  I was under the impression that there 
was to be a person selected from the Historical Society as their designate.  I thought 
City Council did pass this about a year ago. 

Response: LMC Chapter 15-11 -2. TERMS AND QUALIFICATIONS OF MEMBERS 
currently reads as follows:  
Members of the HPB shall serve terms of three (3) years. No member may serve more 
than two (2) consecutive terms. The terms shall be staggered. Terms may expire on May 
1, however, members of the HPB shall continue to serve until their successors are 
appointed and qualified.  

(A) The Mayor shall appoint a new HPB member to fill vacancies that might arise and 
such appointments shall be to the end of the vacating member's term.  
(B) It is the first priority of the City Council that the HPB have technical representation 
in Historic preservation. Therefore, when vacancies occur and if appropriate, it shall be 
the first consideration of the City Council to ensure that there is a licensed architect, or 
other professional having substantial experience in rehabilitation-type construction, 
serving on the HPB, and secondly, that there is representation from the Park City 
Historical Society. After being notified by the City of a vacancy, at least two (2) 
nominations shall be rendered to the City Council by the Park City Historical 
Society if it desires to participate in the Application process.  
(C) In addition, the HPB should include members with the following qualifications, or 
representing the following interests:  

(1) A member recommended by or associated with the Utah State Historical 
Society or Utah Heritage Foundation.  
(2) A member living in the Historic District with demonstrated interest and 
knowledge of Historic preservation.  
(3) A member appointed at large from Park City with demonstrated interest and 
knowledge of Historic preservation.  
(4) A member associated with Main Street Business and commercial interests. 

 
Therefore, the LMC makes Historical Society representation a priority during the 
application process, not a mandatory requirement.  Staff does not recommend a change 
at this time.  Does the HPB want to recommend a change?

 
Comment #5 (Ford): Overall, I think we need to rethink some elements of these 
guidelines.  After a more careful review, my overall take is that these guidelines are 
currently VERY weak and far too subjective and offer far too few specifics.  When I 
compare these Guidelines to say Telluride www.town.telluride.co-gov/ I am struck by 
how much information is not in our Guidelines.  I invite you all to review the Telluride 
Guidelines. 

Response: The level of specificity of the current draft is based on 1) direction I received 
from the Planning Director, 2) meetings with members of the local design community, and 
3) negative reactions to the 1995 draft design guidelines (never adopted) being overly 
detailed and prescriptive.  If the HPB wishes to see explanations beneath each guideline, 
we can certainly talk about the issue.  I do not agree, however, that providing lengthy 
examples under each guideline is the best approach.  We can more explicitly state the 
character-defining elements of Park City’s historic resources; thereby providing guidance 
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and examples in a manner that states what is important to Park City without creating a 
“menu” of design solutions to be checked off a list that ultimately do not contribute 
effectively to the character of the community. 
 
Telluride’s guidelines are great for Telluride, so read them with that in mind.  In addition to 
the city’s design guidelines, I would encourage HPB members to review Telluride’s Land 
Use Code.  It is extensive with regard to historic resources.  The two—design guidelines 
and Land Use Code—work in concert and the guidelines should be reviewed in the 
context of the Land Use Code.  It is also important to note that Telluride is a National 
Historic Landmark (less than 2,500 sites in the U.S.) in addition to being listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (more than 80,000 sites in the U.S.), and it utilizes a 
local overlay zone approach, all of which are quite different from the situation in Park City. 
 
If you are interested in other examples of design guidelines go to 
www.uga.edu/sed/pso/programs/napc/guidelines.htm which is the National Alliance of 
Preservation Commissions’ online design guideline page.  It provides access to design 
guidelines from across the country. 

 
Comment #6 (Ford): As the City has more and more designers from out of town, these 
Guidelines really do need to be a GUIDEBOOK for HOW to design a historically 
sensitive structure.  For example, what are historic roof pitches, what are the 
traditional roof materials, how large may street front glass windows be, should the 
second floor have more or less glass than the first, etc?  I am of the opinion that these 
Guidelines must have much more meat on the bones. 

Response: See response to Comment #5. 
 
Comment #7 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Universal Guidelines, no.2, I think this could be 
clarified a bit.  I understand the need to prohibit copy cat design, but one should be 
permitted to emulate certain elements of the existing structure. 

Response: The guidelines do not prohibit new construction that is compatible with historic 
structures, as noted in Universal Guidelines #1, #5 and #6.  The term and concept of 
“emulating” suggests imitation or copying.  If the term “compatible” does not provide 
enough direction, we can add terms like “well-suited”, “attuned”, “similar”, and/or 
“harmonious” as a means of expanding on the concept of “compatible”. 

 
Comment #8 (Ford): Commercial Infill – On Parking, the vehicular access should not 
be permitted on the front.  Parking lots should be to rear or side.  They should be 
heavily screened with historically sensitive fences, walls and or landscaping. 

Response: The commercial infill section applies to all the “H” commercial districts, not just 
the Main Street area where, clearly, vehicular access on the front should not be permitted.  
Some areas in the HCB and the HRC may be able to accommodate vehicular access 
from the front of the property. Providing flexibility and acknowledging that the commercial 
districts include areas like Main Street, but also areas where residential type buildings 
may be adaptively reused for commercial developments is why we included the guideline 
that reads, New parking required in conjunction with new commercial-type construction 
may be appropriately accommodated on site when the design of such parking contributes 
to the overall character of the district and is compatible with surrounding Historically 
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Significant buildings. 
 

Finally, keep in mind that the parking-related sections of the guidelines will likely undergo 
significant modifications following discussions with the Engineering and Planning staff. 

 
Comment #9 (Ford): Commercial Infill – 1.1 A new building constructed behind an 
existing Historically Significant commercial-type building…, Continue to feel that new 
construction should not be forced to be visually distinct.  Why cannot it seem like an 
organic growth of the historic structure.  Should we have all new construction look like 
the new museum addition (which btw, appears to have not instituted any one of our 
many suggestions.)  Much more detail is needed here. 

Response:  We will be discussing this issue in depth at a subsequent HPB work session. 
 
Comment #10 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Roof detail seems very low.  For example 
would a flat roof be permitted.  If so, would it need a parapet? What if the new building 
is next to two other non-historic structures.  Relying on the surrounding shapes etc.  
seems fairly loosey goosey to me. 

Response: So noted, but the flat roof question needs clarification because the answer is 
“it depends”.  Is the building being proposed in the Main Street NR Historic District? Is it 
an infill project on lower Park Avenue?  Its location will likely determine whether or not a 
flat roof would be compatible with the surrounding Historically Significant buildings.   
 
With regard to the parapet—if the proposed flat roof is compatible with surrounding 
Historically Significant buildings then it will likely incorporate a parapet.  Universal 
Guideline 5 reads, Exterior elements of the new development—roof forms, cornices, 
storefronts, entrances, upper façade, etc.—should be of human scale and should be 
compatible with surrounding Historically Significant commercial buildings. 

 
With regard to relying on surrounding roof shapes—the word “surrounding” may be 
defined as “on the same block”, “within 300 feet”, etc… if the HPB feels it is too vague as 
stated.  

 
Comment #11 (Ford): Commercial 
Infill – What is an example of 
“featureless material”?  I think back 
to the new museum, of which I am 
not a fan.  That has large expanses 
of what I would consider featureless 
materials.  In fact, the entire new 
building is featureless. 

Example of featureless material. 
Source: Architectural Guidelines for Corridor Development, Lake County, IL  

Response: This is an area where 
consistency in the decision making 
process is critical.  The best way to 
define this is by being consistent in 
approving and/or denying materials 
that are proposed in the design 
review applications. 
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Comment #12 (Ford): Commercial Infill – What does “used authentically” mean? 

Response: Materials should be used in a genuine way.  I do not have a photograph to 
include here, but I am sure you have all seen stone veneer—wall or bay window--
suspended above the ground.  Stone, even stone veneer, should be grounded and not 
appear to defy gravity.  Also, when a stone or faux stone veneer comes to a corner, it 
should wrap around the corner. 
 
I would like to talk with the HPB about this issue at a later date within the broader context 
of substitute materials.  We will likely discuss this and residential infill together.  It is 
important because substitute and/or imitative building materials are not new—Mt. 
Vernon’s wood siding is chamfered and covered with sand-impregnated paint to make the 
boards look like stones, stucco is often scored to look like stone ashlars, and the addition 
to the Joseph Smith Memorial Building uses fiberglass foam to replicate architectural 
details from the original drawings--and warrant further discussion. 

 
Comment #13 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Could staff please bring in the list of 
appropriate colors for our review? 

Response: Yes.  They will be provided at the meeting. 
 
Comment #14 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Words such as “compatible” and 
“proportional” are used extensively throughout this section.  I think the section relies 
far too heavily on these rather subjective terms. 

Response: So noted. 
 
Comment #15 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Mechanical equipment should be permitted 
on the roof if it is screened from adjacent public ROW.  The screen should be a 
historically sensitive roof feature (perhaps such as a parapet). 

Response: Roof-mounted equipment may be appropriate in some circumstances and we 
can clarify this guideline.  

 
Comment #16 (Ford): Commercial Infill – Loading docks should only be permitted off 
of alleys or back yards.  Heavily landscaped with fences, walls and landscaping.  
Provide examples of appropriate materials. 

Response: Because Park City lacks alleys and easily accessible back yards, this is not 
always possible.  We can emphasize, however, the importance of visually minimizing 
these service areas.  

 
Comment #17 (Ford): Commercial Infill – As a whole we are totally missing urban 
design element.  What about streetscape, alleys, plazas, pocket parks, public art? 

Response: So noted, although—like sustainability—these issues are often tangentially 
related to preservation design guidelines rather than integrally related.  The preservation 
guidelines present an opportunity to reinforce what the parks department, engineering 
department, and sustainability team are trying to accomplish.  Other policy documents 
may speak to these issues and will be reviewed as we compare the guidelines to these 
documents and the LMC for consistency. 
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Section 3: Timeline & Next Steps 
 
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. – HPB Work Session 
  1) Review next draft of the Design Guidelines and prepare for public hearing. 
 
June 2, 2008 @ 10:00-11:00 a.m. – Public Hearing 

1) Review final draft of Design Guidelines for Park City’s Historic Districts and 
Historically Significant Buildings. 
 Planning Commission public hearing scheduled for June 11, 2008 
 City Council public hearing scheduled for June 19, 2008 
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