

















































































































































































































Historic Preservation Board Meeting
May 3, 2017

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that there could be conditions of approval
on this type of request. Planner Tyler agreed that the Staff could add conditions
of approval. She pointed out that the purpose of this meeting is to determine
whether or not the criteria is met. The Historic District Design Review application
typically has the conditions of approval for relocation because those issues are
addressed in the HDDR.

Ms. Morrison had drafted eight conditions of approval to be considered. One
would be that relocation is conditioned on the agreement with United Park City
Mines that the structure would be restored.

Chair Stephens understood that the HPB was only dealing with the issue of
whether or not this application meets the LMC with regards to moving the
structure. Once that determination is made, it then goes through the entire
process with the Planning Department. It will be subject to HDDR review, and
the Building Department will add their criteria to abate the condition. Chair
Stephens pointed out that there is another level of protection that the HPB does
not address. He clarified that the Board would not get into design issues or any
other issues because this meeting is about the criteria and whether it meets the
criteria.

Ms. Morrison read through some of her criteria: 1) that a separate application
should be submitted for HDDR review; 2) there needs to be additional
engineering as determined in the Engineer's letter outlining the stabilization
efforts that need to happen before it is lifted off the ground; 3) there needs to be
a guarantee that it will be moved intact and not dismantled or disassembled; 4)
that it will get restored and stabilized after moving, including repairing anything
that happened during the move and that it will get a proper foundation; 5) that the
building permit for 336 Daly is dependent on the completion of this restoration
project.

Ms. Morrison urged the Board to put conditions in place right now so they could
be assured that what they think is going to happen will actually be what the
applicant strives to achieve.

Chair Stephens believed that by the end of the planning process there would be
many sufficient conditions of approval. He did not think the Board had the
expertise to know what needed to be done, and he preferred to leave it to the
HDDR process. Chair Stephens clarified that if the HPB approves the relocation,
they would only be giving approval for this to continue through the rest of the
process. He thought a further complication is that the Notice from the City went
to United Park City Mines and not the applicant. If the applicant decided not to
deal with this issue because an agreement could not be reached with United
Park City Mines, the applicant would still have the ability to redesign her home
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with the building intact on site. For that reason, Chair Stephens was hesitant to
place a condition on the building permit unless an agreement is reached.

Ms. Morrison clarified that she was not suggesting that the conditions be for
moving the building. It was for restoring the building after it was moved. Ms.
Morrison believed the HPB had the opportunity to place some conditions that
would relate to their approval.

Chair Stephens remarked that the HPB approval was not to restore the building.
Ms. Morrison understood, but suggested that they could make restoration a
condition of the approval.

Board Member Hodgkins thought Ms. Morrison had a valid concern because they
were dealing with two different properties. He understood that Ms. Morrison was
saying that if something happens during the moving process and the building is
damaged or destroyed, it would resolve the problem for the applicant who wants
to build the new house and she would never have to deal with continued
maintenance and the other things she was agreeing to do in order to move the
structure. Ms. Hodgkins thought it was a reasonable request to tie the issuance
of a building permit to a successful move. He agreed with Ms. Morrison that they
should provide an incentive to make sure what they think will happen really
happens. Without that he was not sure the incentive was 100% there because
the building would not be moved on to the property of the person who is willing to
move it.

Chair Stephens pointed out that similar circumstances in the past were handled
through bonding. Assistant City Attorney McLean replied that there would be a
financial guarantee as part of the preservation plan for the square footage. She
explained that the restoration goes through the HDDR; and the building did not
have to be brought to the level of habitation. However, the exterior shell needs to
be stabilized and moved in an appropriate manner. Ms. McLean understood
that the applicant was willing to do that.

Ms. Melville stated that Ms. McLean, the attorney for Talisker, and her attorney,
Todd Jenson, met recently and she did not believe that United Park City Mines
has an interest or any motivation to keep either of these structures intact. Ms.
Melville remarked that in the negotiations with Talisker, she was hoping to own
the 34’ x 64’ space that encompasses the new landing spot for the garage and
for the cabin. She checked with Salt Lake County and found that it was a 12-1/2
acre parcel that is owned by United Park City Mines. This is where she wants to
build her home and she does not want a pile of sticks laying on the ground like
the chicken coop. Ms. Melville stated that the cabin is unsafe, the garage is
unsafe. Over time, demolition by neglect has been taking place. She also
understood there was discussion about a bond and that United Park City Mines
might have to take care of this. However, she felt that the corporation has no
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vested interest in Park City. Ms. Melville clarified that currently she does not live
in Park City, but she has owned property in Park City and lived in Park City from
1998 to 2013 when she sold her home thinking that she could commence
construction on a new home in the Old Town neighborhood. She also wants it to
be a positive experience for the neighbors.

Chair Stephens stated that they needed more certainties. He thought it was a
catch-22 because Ms. Melville could not make contractual arrangements with
United Park City Mines until she has approval from the HPB to move forward, but
the HPB is considering asking for approvals that Ms. Melville does not have. He
explained that they were trying to deal with issues from the past where people
made promises but never kept them. He thought they also needed to look at the
downside. Chair Stephens wanted to know what would happen to those two
structures as it relates to United Park City Mines if an agreement is not made.

Director Erickson stated that if nothing happened the City would enforce the
Notice and Order. The City would abate and send the bill to the property owner.

Director Erickson remarked that based on comments from the Board and the
public, he was having difficulty trying to relate conditions of approval to the
findings of fact to make sure they would align correctly and would not convey to
future applicants that they could buy a relocation if they promise something.
Director Erickson referred to page 43 of the Staff report, Item 3, iii, and noted that
the Staff was recommending a finding that the integrity and significance of the
historic structure will not be diminished by relocation and orientation. They could
make that a Finding of Fact. Director Erickson found nothing irregular in the
conditions of approval proposed by Sandra Morrison, and the Board could
consider adding those conditions of approval to this action. The only concern
was that the applicant had not had the opportunity to review it.

Mr. Jenson addressed some of the concerns Ms. Morrison had expressed. He
stated that initially, the historic building movers looked at the project and as he
expected, they said it was an old garage and it would be difficult to move. As a
building mover they were not willing to insure it or promise that it would be moved
without being damaged. The mover would not agree to accept any liability
associated with moving the garage. Mr. Jenson understood why the mover
would not want to make any promises. He explained that they also sought an
opinion from a structural engineer, JR Richards, who has experience in moving
historic structures. His opinion was that it is feasible and the building could be
moved. Mr. Jenson stated that the applicant has confidence in JR Richards and
his assessment of the move, and she was confident that it could be done. The
attorney understood Ms. Morrison’s comments and he believed her concerns
were valid.
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Ms. Morrison clarified that her point was the disconnect between what the
applicant was saying and the letter from Mr. Jenson indicating that they were not
guaranteeing anything. It appeared from the letter that the extent of their intent
was to move the garage and cut down trees in the process. However, Ms.
Melville was saying something different, and Ms. Morrison thought it would be
wonderful if that was her intent because it was a good opportunity to preserve the
structure. Ms. Morrison stated that because the two scenarios were so different,
and as a Board representing a community that loves its historic district, she
would prefer more assurances.

Chair Stephens understood that the issues raised are addressed in the HDDR
process. Planner Tyler explained that this project already has an active HDDR
application, which is how it came to the HPB. An HDDR application was also
submitted for Ms. Melville's single family dwelling. She pointed out that these
were two separate applications. Planner Tyler remarked that the Historic District
Design Review needs to be approved before the garage can be moved, which
then requires the Building Department to look at the engineering documents and
the preservation plan. She explained that the interior work has not yet been
done to look at the engineering of these buildings because that is done on-site.
Therefore, the Staff conditions the HDDR to address those items. If the HPB
finds compliance with the criteria to move the structure, the Chief Building Official
and the Planning Director together address some of the structural issues and the
concerns raised with moving the structure itself. Planner Tyler stated that
conditions could be added to the HPB approval, but in the past they were always
added with the HDDR to avoid the applicant having to spend additional money on
the building analysis prematurely.

Chair Stephens pointed out that in this case, the applicant might not be moving
the building if they are unable negotiate an agreement with United Park City
Mines.

Ms. Melville noted that she had already spent a lot of money on this project. She
had architectural blueprints drawn up of the garage, she had engineers look at i,
she paid the historic building movers to come and look at it. In addition, every
time something is submitted to the Planning Department a new survey is done
and a new title report. Ms. Melville reiterated that originally permission was
obtained to demolish the building. She believed she has shown good faith in
wanting to work with Park City to relocate a building that does not belong to her
at this point, although she was hoping it would become her building through
negotiations with Talisker, and that the land underneath it would become hers as
well. Ms. Melville stated that she has tried to comply with all of the rules set
forth through the Planning Commission. She pointed out that at one point, Park
City believed that the City owned the adjacent property and they volunteered to
move the structure onto their property. However, it was later discovered that the
property line was unclear and the building was not moved. Ms. Melville
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remarked that this has been a long process and she has borne the expense; not
United Park City Mines.

Chair Stephens closed the public hearing.

Board Member Holmgren stated that she came to this meeting with the
understanding that all he arrangements had been made and the agreement to
move the building was already in place.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that it was difficult to get United Park City
Mines to meet with the applicant. She understood that the applicant attempted to
talk with United Park City Mines several times, and the minimum they could get
was the Affirmation of Sufficient Interest. Ms. McLean believed the applicant was
between “a rock and hard place” because an agreement cannot be made with
Talisker without knowing whether it was even possible to move the home. She
pointed out that this was the first step, and if an agreement cannot not be
reached, the approval would expire. Ms. McLean suggested that if the Board
chooses to approve, they should add a sunset clause stating that if the building is
not moved within a certain amount of time, the approval will expire. She stated
that until they know whether it is allowed to be moved, there is no reason to
negotiate an agreement.

Board Member Holmgren reiterated her earlier comment that moving the
structure and keeping it intact was a benefit for everyone.

Board Member Beatlebrox believed this was a good opportunity. The applicant
has their heart and their money in the right place. If all of the conditions Ms.
Morrison proposed are addressed in the HDDR process, she thought the move
meets the criteria of a unique situation. Ms. Beatlebrox favored trying to resolve
the issues by allowing the structure to be moved so negotiations can move
forward.

Board Member Hodgkins understood that the HDDR was on the United Park City
Mines property. He asked for clarification between that and building the new
house on 336 Daly. Planner Tyler stated that 336 Daly Avenue was Ms.
Melville's property and 360 Daly was the adjacent United Park City Mines
property. The building is located on 336 and 360, with the majority of it sitting on
360 Daly. This application was for 360 Daly, which is why they needed Talisker
to sign the Affirmation of Sufficient Interest, because technically it is not their
property. Planner Tyler stated that Talisker owns the land, but they did not want
to be listed as the owner of the garage. She clarified that the application before
the HPB was for the Talisker property.

Board Member Hodgkins understood that the applicant had two options. One
would be to successfully relocate the garage based on the HDDR to build a
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larger home. The second would be to build a smaller structure with a setback
and leaving the garage in its current location. If the garage is not moved, the City
could enforce the Notice and Order and stabilize the garage in its current
location. The City would not relocate the garage. Planner Tyler replied that he
was correct. Mr. Hodgkins thought the applicant had incentive to actually
negotiate appropriately with Talisker to successfully relocate the garage. He
wanted to know what would happen if the garage is demolished during the move,
and whether it would revert to a required panelization. Planner Tyler stated that
there were questions over whether or not the applicant would be required to have
a financial guarantee, and she clarified that the City has no intentions of
relinquishing that requirement. Mr. Hodgkins asked how they could require a
financial guarantee from the owner of 336 Day, when it is actually subject to 360
Daly. Planner Tyler stated that for the purposes of the HDDR, the City does not
care which party signs the financial guarantee, but a building permit will not be
issued to move the garage until the City has secured a signed financial
guarantee. Mr. Hodgkins clarified that Ms. Melville would not be able to get a
building permit for the larger house on her site without a building permit for
relocating the garage. He believed there were financial backups in place to
make sure the garage is successfully moved. Otherwise, Ms. Melville would
have to go with the second option and build a smaller structure on her property.
Planner Tyler replied that this was correct.

Director Erickson reviewed the proposed conditions.

Chair Stephens stated that historically these types of conditions have been left to
the HDDR process. He has faith in the HDDR process, and without being able to
study the proposed conditions more closely and consider the ramifications of
what might happen, he preferred to leave the conditions totally to the HDDR
process and not add them to this approval.

Director Erickson agreed, however, he was erring on the side of additional rigor
because of the visibility. He believed that some of the conditions were HDDR
issues. He only intended to reiterate the ones that would be addressed in the
process, and to identify which ones were actually findings of fact. He wanted to
make sure the HPB was getting what they wanted without adding additional
conditions to their approval.

Director Erickson stated that Board Member Hodgkins was correct in saying that
the building has to be relocated before construction can start on the new home.
The condition of approval was structured such that the City would not issue a
building permit until the permit on 360 Daly is completed. Director Erickson
thought the discussion about requiring an agreement with United Park City Mines
was appropriate. He also favored the recommendation by Assistant City
Attorney McLean to place an expiration on the approval. He questioned whether
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one-year was adequate or whether the Board should discuss a different
timeframe.

Assistant City Attorney McLean stated that the Notice and Order was issued a
while ago, but the Staff was waiting on a decision by the HPB. However, once
this moves forward, she assumed that the Building Department would require the
building to be stabilized at a minimum if it is not moved within a certain amount of
time. The minimum might be just enough to make sure it does not fall down, but
the Building Department would have to make that determination.

Planner Tyler commented on the sunset clause and noted that the HDDR is only
good for one year. Since nothing can be done until the HDDR is approved, she
believed a timeline was already set. She did not believe it was necessary to
place a deadline on this approval. Chair Stephens thought a deadline could
complicate the negotiations with United Park City Mines. Assistant City Attorney
McLean reiterated her recommendation for an expiration to keep things from
being in perpetuity. She pointed out that if the approval is close to expiring, the
applicant could come back prior to the expiration and request an extension.

Board Member Hewett thought they should be concerned that the building itself
was eroding daily. For that reason, she did not think they should allow too much
time to pass. Ms. McLean believed a year was adequate. She recalled from
discussions with the Building Department that the building made it through the
winter and it would probably be fine. She thought the Notice and Order would be
valid again in September, and if the building is not moved, it would have to be
stabilized before winter.

Chair Stephens asked if the year timeframe would be for the successful
completion. He pointed out that a Certificate of Occupancy would not be issued
which is usually the gauge. Ms. McLean stated that normally it starts when the
building permit is pulled and the applicant has six months to move it. She
suggested that within one year the applicant has to pull the building permit and
begin active work on the relocation process.

Mr. Jenson addressed some of the tactical aspects of the move. Itis difficult to
schedule time with the building movers because they are limited to mostly the
summer months. If it cannot not take place this summer and the approval only
last a year, it puts them back to May 2018 after the winter. He thought 18
months was a reasonable timeframe for the move. Chair Stephens disagreed.
He was not sure what would preclude moving the building during the winter. Mr.
Jenson stated that it was not his expertise and he was only repeating what he
was told by the building movers.

Ms. Melville understood that because Daly is up from Main Street, there are
certain times when heavy equipment or builders may not traverse that area, and
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certain conditions apply in snowy conditions. Chair Stephens questioned
whether that would apply in this case because they were not moving large
structures. He was more comfortable with a one-year frame.

Based on the discussion, Director Erickson stated that a motion would be to
approve the relocation of the existing historic garage at 360 Daly Avenue in
accordance with the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as found in the
Staff report, and as amended to add a Condition of Approval stating that the
Building Permit shall be issued within one year of the action letter for this
approval and a successful agreement with United Park City Mines.

Assistant City Attorney McLean suggested adding a Finding of Fact stating that,
“Restoration of the structure shall be in compliance with the HDDR”.

MOTION: Board Member Holmgren made a motion to APPROVE the relocation
of the existing historic garage at 360 Daly Avenue as stated above by Director
Erickson and with the additional Finding of Fact suggested by Assistant City
Attorney McLean. Board Member Hodgkins seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion passed unanimously.

Findings of Fact — 336 (360) Daly Avenue

1. The property is located at 360 Daly Avenue.

2. The historic site is listed as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory.

3. The applicant is proposing to relocate the Historic single-car garage and
chicken coop on the Significant Site.

4. Development on this property occurred during the Mature Mining Era (1894-
1930) and the Mining Decline and Emergence of Recreation Industry Era (1931-
1962).

3. According to Summit County Tax Records, a historic cross-wing cottage
located at 332 Daly Avenue was built c. 1896. The cross-wing cottage first
appears on the 1900 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. This historic cross-wing
cottage was later demolished in 1984.

6. The single-cell cabin first appears on the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps in
1907. The single-cell cabin was constructed between 1900 and 1907.

7. This single-car garage accessory structure does not appear on the Sanborn
Fire Insurance Maps until 1941.

8. Although the HSI report and previous staff concluded that the garage was built
between 1900 and 1907. Current staff's additional research and analysis of
construction techniques include evidence which supports that the single-car
garage was constructed sometime in the 1930s as part of the overall
development of the site at 332 Daly Avenue. The single-car garage and chicken
coop embody the characteristics of accessory buildings built between 1900 and
1907. There is the presence of reused timbers and the form is typical of the era.
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9. It was associated with a historic cross-wing cottage constructed in ca. 1896
and was likely built to accommodate the new need to store the family’s private
automobile. The history of the building can be interpreted the same at the
existing site or the proposed site.

10. The single-car garage and chicken coop are originally associated with the
demolished ca. 1896 cross-wing cottage which had an address of 332 Daly
Avenue. The site has now been re-addressed to 360 Daly Avenue which is used
for the HIS Form.

11. The chicken coop structure located behind the existing single-car garage is
not designated as historic on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory, and does not
require any additional review for relocation by the Historic Preservation Board.
12. The single-cell cabin to the south is also designated as “Significant” on the
City’s Historic Sites Inventory and is not proposed to be relocated at this time.
13. The single-car garage straddles the property line between 360 Daly Avenue
(owned by Talisker) and 336 Daly Avenue (owned by Sharon Stout Melville,
Manager of Sock Monkeys LLC, Silver Queen Gunslinger, LLC). The Talisker-
owned single-car garage encroaches 5 to 6 feet across the shared property line
and into the property of Sharon Stout Melville.

14. Sharon Stout Melville is proposing to relocate the single-car garage to the
south side of the single-cell cabin. This will allow her to develop her property
without the impediment of the single-car garage.

15. If the historic single-car garage were to remain on the property, Ms. Melville
would need to provide a minimum of three foot (3’) separation between the
exterior wall of the historic single-car garage and the exterior wall of her new
house in order to avoid having to eliminate windows and install additional fire-
resistant rated construction as required by the International Building Code (IBC).
16. The Engineer’s Report by J.R. Richards of Calder Richards Consulting
Engineers states that the single-car garage can be relocated in whole. The
engineer recommends replacing deteriorated elements where lifting points are
anticipated, provide additional supports for stabilizing the roof and walls prior to
lifting the structure, and incorporating additional engineering to ensure no further
damage occurs during the move.

17. The single-car garage is not threatened by demolition.

18. The Park City Building Department issued a Notice and Order to Repair the
garage and single-cell cabin on August 29, 2016. The Notice and Order outlines
issues such as stress in materials due to dead and live loads; members or
appurtenances that are likely to fail, become detached, or collapse; building not
meeting window pressure; wracking, warping and buckling of walls; potential
collapse of entire structure; as well as its poor condition as to constitute a public
nuisance.

19. Staff finds that the single-car garage has largely lost its historic context and
the present setting does not appropriately convey its history. The history of the
building can be interpreted the same at the existing site or the proposed site.
20. The proposed site to the south of the single-cell cabin conveys a character
similar to that of the building's existing site. The neighborhood buildings,
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materials, geography, and age are all similar. The single-car garage will remain
surrounded by a wooded aspen grove, facing east toward Daly Avenue.

21. The existing distance between the single-cell cabin and the single-car garage
will be equal (approximately 8 feet) in the proposed relocation site.

22. The integrity and significance of the historic building will not be diminished by
its relocation and/or reorientation.

23. On August 8, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District
Design Review (HDDR) application for the property located at 360 Daly Avenue.
After working with the applicant on the materials required for their submittal, the
application was deemed complete on September 19, 2016.

24. This application was continued by the Historic Preservation Board (HPB)
continued on December 7, 2016 and February 1, 2017 because the applicant
was seeking the property owner’s consent to pursue the application. The
applicant has since received the property owner’s consent.

25. On January 7, 2015, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed a
Determination of Significance application for the garage and single-cell house
and upheld the “Significant” designation on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.
26. Staff sent a mailing notice to property owners within 100 feet on April 19,
2017 and posted the property on April 19, 2017.

27. The Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application has not yet been
approved, as it is dependent on HPB's review of the relocation of the Historic
single-car garage and chicken-coop on the Significant Site.

28. The applicant could restore and/or stabilize the building at its present setting.
29. The building is being relocated on its existing site. The building currently sits
largely on Talisker-owned property and will remain on Talisker-owned property
following its relocation.

30. Restoration of the structure shall be in compliance with the HDDR.

Conclusions of Law — 336 (360) Daly Avenue

1. The proposal does not meet the criteria for relocation pursuant to LMC 15-11-
13 and/or Reorientation of a Historic Building or Historic Structure.

Conditions of Approval — 336 (360) Daly Avenue

1. The building permit shall be issued within one year of the action letter for this
approval, and with a successful agreement with United Park City Mines.

Board Member Beatlebrox left the meeting.

2. 243 Daly Avenue — Historic District Design Review — Material
Deconstruction on Landmark Site. The applicant is proposing to impact
the following: ¢.1998 front yard landscaping consisting of gathered rocks
and backyard retaining walls; shed-roof addition across the east (rear)
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15-13-4 Guidelines For Relocation And/or Reorientation Of Intact Buildings Or Structures

Whenever possible, a historic structure should be rehabilitated in its original location for the following
reasons:

. The historic integrity of the site, or Streetscape, or character area will be altered by the relocation
and/or reorientation of the structure.

. The relocation and/or reorientation may threaten the historical significance of the structure or site.
. The structure may be damaged or weakened in the process of relocation and/or reorientation.

. Relocation and/or reorientation adds costs not associated with on-site rehabilitation; such as utility
line removal, moving expenses, additional International Building Code requirements, tree
removal/trimming, and possibly traffic control.

Relocation of any structure designated as historic on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory may endanger its
historic designation as defined by LMC 15-11-10(A), therefore, all applications for the relocation and/or
reorientation of historic structures must be reviewed and approved by the Historic Preservation Board.
No historic structure shall be relocated and/or reoriented when its preservation will be adversely
affected.

When a structure is permitted to be relocated and/or reoriented, every effort shall be made to reestablish
its historic orientation, setting, and relationship to the environment.

A. Protection for the Historic Building and Site

1. Relocation and/or reorientation of a historic building shall be considered only after it has
been determined by the Historic Preservation Board that the integrity and significance of
the historic building will not be diminished by such action.

2. Relocation and/or reorientation of a historic building shall be considered only after it has
been determined that the structural soundness of the building will not be negatively
impacted. A professional structural analysis shall be conducted in order to minimize any
damage that may occur during the relocation/reorientation of a historic structure.

3. Hire licensed professional building movers to relocate a historic building.

A historic structure shall be secured and protected from adverse weather conditions,
water infiltration, and vandalism before, during, and after the relocation/ reorientation
process.

5. When rehabilitation of the historic structure is delayed, temporary improvements, such as
roof repairs, secured and/or covered windows and doors, and adequate ventilation shall
be made to the structure to protect the historic fabric until rehabilitation can be
accomplished.

6. A written plan detailing the steps and procedures for relocation or reorientation of a
historic building shall be completed and approved by the Planning and Building
Departments. This plan shall outline, step by step, the proposed work to relocate and/or
reorient the building to ensure that the least destructive method of moving the building will
be employed.

7. Relocating and/or reorienting a historic building of which the location contributes to the
character of the Historic District shall be avoided.
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8. A historic building shall be moved in one piece whenever possible. When problematic
structural or relocation route conditions preclude moving a building as a single unit, then
partial disassembly into large sections may be acceptable. Total disassembly of building
components shall be avoided except under extreme situations.

9. Buildings and their components shall be protected from damage during the moving
process by adding bracing, strapping, and by temporarily infilling door and window
openings for structural rigidity.

10. The setting for a relocated historic building shall be selected for compatibility with the
character of the structure and with the character of the original site.

11. A relocated/reoriented historic building shall be sited in a position similar to its historic
orientation. The relocated/reoriented historic building shall maintain its relationship with
the street and shall have a relatively similar setback. Relocating a historic structure to the
rear of a parcel to accommodate a new building in front of it is not appropriate.

12. When a historic building is relocated to a new site, the building shall be placed on the new
lot with the same orientation and (if consistent to the District) with the same setbacks to
the street as the placement on the original site.

B. Panelization
1. Disassembly & Reassembly of All or Part of a Historic Structure

a. Disassembly of a historic building shall be considered only after it has been
determined by the Historic Preservation Board that the panelization is necessary
as outlined by Land Management Code 15-11-14.

b. Disassembly/reassembly of a historic building is not a common practice in the
preservation field. When disassembly/reassembly must be undertaken, it shall be
done using recognized preservation methods.

c. Measured drawings of the structure or element to be disassembled/reassembled
shall be completed.

d. A thorough photographic survey of the interior and exterior elevations as well as
architectural details of the structure shall be completed, including site and location
views from all compass points, exterior elevations, interior elevations of each
room, and elevations of each basement and attic wall. Standards for photographic
documentation are provided in the Design Review Process section of these
Design Guidelines.

e. Written plans detailing the disassembly and reassembly steps and procedures
shall be completed and approved by the Planning and Building Departments.

f. In order to minimize loss of historic fabric, structures shall be disassembled in the
largest workable pieces possible.

g. To ensure accurate reassembly, all parts of the building, structure, or element
shall be marked as they are systematically separated from the structure.
Contrasting colors of paint or carpenter wax crayons should shall be used to
establish a marking code for each component. The markings shall be removable
or shall be made on surfaces that will be hidden from view when the structure is
reassembled.

h. Important architectural features of a historic building or structure shall be removed,
marked, and stored before the structure or element of the structure is
disassembled.
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i. The process of disassembly of a historic building or structure shall be recorded
through photographic, still or video, means.

j- As each component of a historic building is disassembled, the physical condition
shall be noted, particularly if it differs from the condition stated in pre-disassembly
documentation. When a component is too deteriorated to remove, it shall be
carefully documented— with photographs and written notes on its dimensions,
finish, texture, color, etc.---to facilitate accurate reproduction.

k. Wall panels and roof surfaces shall be protected with rigid materials, such as
sheets of plywood, when there is risk of damage during the
disassembly/storage/reassembly process.

|. Disassembled components—trim, windows, doors, wall panels, roof elements,
etc.-- shall be securely stored on-site in a storage trailer or off-site in a
garage/warehouse/trailer until needed for reassembly.

2. Reassembly

a. When reassembling a historic structure, the original orientation and siting shall be
replicated as closely as possible.

b. New foundations and additions shall follow the Design Guidelines established in
earlier sections of these Design Guidelines.

3. Reconstruction

a. Reconstruction of a historic building or structure is allowed when the Chief
Building Official determines the structure to be hazardous or dangerous, pursuant
to Section 116.5 of the International Building Code, and when the building cannot
be made safe and/serviceable through repair.

b. Reconstruction shall be guided by documentation and physical evidence in order
to facilitate accurate re-creation.

c. Reconstruction should shall not be based on conjectural designs or on a
combinations of different features from other historic buildings.

d. Reconstruction shall include recreating the documented design of exterior features
such as roof shape, architectural detailing, windows, entrances and porches,
steps and doors, and the historic spatial relationships.

e. Reconstruction shall include measures to preserve and reuse any remaining
historic materials found to be safe and/or serviceable.

f. A reconstructed building shall accurately duplicate the appearance of the historic
building in materials, design, color, and texture.

g. A reconstructed building shall duplicate the historic building, and shall reconstruct
the setting, placement, and orientation of the original structure.

h. A reconstruction shall re-establish the historic relationship between the building or
buildings and historic site features.

i. A building may not be reconstructed on a location other than the original site,
unless approved by the Historic Preservation Board pursuant to LMC 15-11-13.

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2019-06 on 5/16/2019
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SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

I, John Demkowicz, certify that | am a Registered Land Surveyor and that | hold
Certificate No. 154491, as prescribed by the laws of the State of Utah, and have subdivided
said tract of land to be hereafter known as THE FIRST AMENDED PLAT OF THE CANYON
JOHN SUBDIVISION and that this subdivision plat was prepared under my direction in accordance

DEMKOWICZ with the requirements of the Park City Municipal Corporation. | further certify that the
information shown on this plat is correct.

%\T‘QM \iAM/@ 3o {!QQ
John Demkowiczb Date

DESCRIPTION

No. 154491

PARCEL 1

LOT A, THE CANYON SUBDIVISION, according to the official plat thereof on file and of record
in the office of the Summit County Recorder. Recorded April 3, 1997 as Entry No. 475974.

PARCEL 2

LOT B, THE CANYON SUBDIVISION, according to the official plat thereof on file and of record
in the office of the Summit County Recorder. Recorded April 3, 1997 as Entry No. 475974.

OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that Dennis Hanlon, the undersigned owner of the
herein described tract of land, to be known hereafter as the FIRST AMENDED PLAT OF THE
CANYON SUBDIVISION, does hereby certify that he has caused this survey to be made and
this Plat to be prepared, and does hereby consent to the recordation of this Plat Also, the
owner or his/her representative, hereby irrevocably offers for dedication to the City of Park
City all the streets, land for local government uses, easements, parks, and required utilities

and easements shown on the plat and construction drawings in accordance with an
irrevocable offer of dedication.

Ma/ CA. , 2006.

/ s iy
LN & /s

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

8S:

FOUND REBAR AND ALUMiNuM cap st @O~e L ¢/ eSO F LSS s S Ontis 2 , 2006, Dennis Hanlon personally appeared
AS CORNER OF THE WASHINGTON MILLSITE

before me, the undersigned Notary Public, in and for said state and county. Having been
duly sworn, Dennis Honlon acknowledged to me that he is the owner of the herein described

tract of land, and that he signed the above Owners’s Dedication and Consent to Record
freely and voluntarily. '

A Notary Public commissioned in w__aj,’
Mary T. Carncy

Printed Name
Residing in: %VK C’fy

My commission expires: ;72‘“6 /51 2'00&

NOTES

-

The street address of Lot A is 336 Daly Avenue.
The street address of Lot B is 330 Daly Avenue.

See record of survey #S—1855, recorded Summit County Utah, for record of survey plat.

N
&
s~ WN

. Only single family structures shall be permitted to be constructed on each lot.
200‘ 30° The floor area ratio shall not include the dedicated portion of Daly Avenue.

o

Fire sprinklers are required in each home in accordance with UBC Section 13d as modified for Park City.

No duplexes, accessory apartments, or lockout uses are aliowed on the property.

7. All conditions of approval of the Canyon Subdivision shall continue to opply.

FOUND REBAR AND ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
AS CORNER OF THE WASHINGTON MILLSITE

FIRST AMENDED PLAT

oo 0w THE CANYON SUBDIVISION

LOCATED IN SECTION 21,
LEGEND: TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
-330 ADDRESS ON DALY AVENUE

PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

JOB NO.: 5-6-05  FILE: X:\ParkCitySurvey\dwg\srv\plat05\050605.dwg
(435) 649-9467 SNYDERVILLE BASIN WATER RECLAMATION DISTRICT PLANNING COMMISSION ENGINEER’S CERTIFICATE APPROVAL AS TO FORM CERTIFICATE OF ATTEST COUNCIL APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE F '1'13“4 RECORDED
REVIEWED FOR CONFORMANCE TO SNYDERVILLE BASIN.WATER APPROVED BY THE PARK %T_‘ ACC(’)RFSQSCEH{;TZU&FE%M%(% on | APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS 234 Mne o Was Anss RECORD PN APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE BY THE PARK CITY STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SUMMIT, AND FILED
RECLAMATION DISTRICT STANDARDS ON THIS _ [4%h PLANNINGaROMMISHON THIS RV N, COUNCIL THIS /7% DAY OF ;. -
bae OF M pee. 2005 A DY | (FIEIN MY OFFICE THIS T oay or Mewch 2006 AD. COUNCIL TS 18T DAy 263450 AT THE REQUEST OF Eqwg_iﬂﬂe_ ________
oav of _Mapmh . 2006 . ' CBov DAY OF PIAES -y 20P6 AD. | oF O0BSA.D. . DATE 3-21- 00 TIME 16'R9emBOOK —— PAGE——
CONSULTING ENGINEERS LAND PLANNERS SURVEYORS /@ , BY _ BY (&3 , CU @@&W e BY 4 B : ‘ o ,
BY T PARK CITY ENGINEER BY kot AARK CITY RECORDER MAYOR AR
323 Main Street P.O. Box 2664 Park City, Utech 840602664 7S.B.W.R.D. PAR CITY ATTORNEY RDER FEE

THE CANYON SUBDIVISION



RECORD OF SURVEY & TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

LOT A OF THE FIRST AMENDED CANYON SUBDIVISION
LYING WITHIN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF
SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 4 EAST
SALT LAKE BASE & MERIDIAN
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

FOUND & ACCEPTED 5/8" REBAR _
W,/ RED PLASTIC CAP STAMPED: P
“ON THE MAP LS 187821°

NARRATIVE:

THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO LOCATE THE BOUNDARY UNES OF
THE SUBJECT PROPERTY & TO OBTAIN GROUND ELEVATIONS FOR A
CONTOUR MAP PRIOR TO DEVELOPMENT BY THE OWNER.

EXISTING SURVEY MONUMENTS IN ADJACENT ROADWAYS AND LoTS
WERE USED TO REESTABLISH THE PRCPERTY CORNERS.

THE BASIS OF BEARING IS SHOWN HEREON. ALL BEARING AND
DISTANCES SHOWN HERECN ARE THE EQUIVALENT OF RECORD. UNLESS

SURVEY COMPLETED: 07/18/2014

SEE SAID OFFICIAL FIRST AMENDED CANYCN SUBDIVISION PLAT FOR
ANY EASEMENTS, SETBACK REQUIREMENTS, BUILDING ENVELOPES AND
BUILDING LOT RESTRICTIONS.

FOUND & ACCEPTED 5/8" REBAR NOTE: OTHERS MAY APPLY.
AND PLASTIC CAP STAMPED:
"ALLIANCE ENG. LS 754491"

THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY SHOULD BE AWARE OF ANY ITEMS
AFFECTING THE PROPERTY THAT MAY APPEAR IN A TITLE INSURANCE
REPORT:; THE SURVEYOR HAS FCUND NO OBVIQUS EVIDENCE OF
EASEMENTS, ENCROACHMENTS, OR ENCUMBRANCES ON THE PROPERTY
SURVEYED, EXCEPT AS SHOWN HEREON.

@ FOUND & ACCEPTED 5/8° REBAR
W/ NO CAP

10.0' PUBLIC UTILUTY & SNOW
STORAGE EASEMENT)

EWVIDENCE FOR THIS SURVEY WAS TAKEN FROM RECORDED DEEDS,
RECORDS OF SURVEYS, PLATS AND PHYSICAL EVIDENCE QBTAINED IN
THE FIELD. ALL FOUND EVIDENCE HAS BEEN CONSIDERED IN THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE S8OUNDARY AS SHOWN HEREON.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
ALL OF LOT A CF THE FIRST AMENDED CANYCN SUBDIVISION, ENTRY

MUMBER 773114, ON FILE AND OF RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE
SUMMIT COUNTY RECORDER.

TRAIL

FOUND & ACCEPTED 5/8" REBAR[
AND PLASTIC CAP STAMPED: /‘
< "ALLIANCE ENG. LS 1544317 /‘
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SET 5/8" REBAR W/ ORANGE
PLASTIC CAP STAMPED:
"C.HRAUN FLS 5152604"

®

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
@ FOUND REBAR W/ CAP (AS DESCRIBED)
@®

|, CHRISTOPHER BRAUN, OF QAKLEY UTAH, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVETOR
WATER MANHOLE AS PRESCRIBED BY THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH, HOLDING LICENSE NO. 5152604, | FURTHER CERTIFY |

HAVE PERFCRMED A SURVEY GN THE HEREON DESCRIBED PROPERTY AND THAT TO THE BEST OF MY
KNOWLEDGE IT IS A CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE LAND SURVEYED.
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DATE:
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Historic Preservation Board
Staff Report
Subject: 1304 Park Avenue

Application: PL-21-05028

Author: Rebecca Ward

Date: November 2, 2022

Type of Item: Disassembly and Reassembly | Material Deconstruction

Recommendation

(I) Review the Final Action Letter denying Disassembly and Reassembly (panelization)
of the Landmark Historic Structure at 1304 Park Avenue, and approving Material
Deconstruction to remove Panel D and the non-historic siding material from the south
facade to facilitate the lifting of the entire Historic Form, including the 1885 form and the
1929/1941 form, for the construction of a basement addition, new foundation, and rear
addition, (Il) conduct a public hearing, and (lll) consider ratifying the Final Action Letter
according to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval
outlined Exhibit A.

Description
Applicant: David and Malu Schuelke
Location: 1304 Park Avenue
Zoning District: Historic Residential-Medium Density
Historic Designation: Landmark Historic Site
Reason for Review: The Historic Preservation Board reviews and takes Final
Action on Disassembly and Reassembly of Historic
Structures.! The Historic Preservation Board reviews and
takes Final Action on Material Deconstruction.?2
Summary

On May 4, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed the Applicant’s proposal to
Disassemble and Reassemble (panelize) the Landmark Historic Structure at 1304 Park
Avenue to construct a basement addition, a new foundation, and a rear addition. The
Chief Building Official and Planning Director visited the site and determined the
structure was not hazardous or dangerous as defined in the International Building Code
and the Landmark Historic Structure could be temporarily lifted to accommodate a
basement addition. The Board denied panelization. (Agenda Item 6.B; Meeting
Minutes).

The Applicant modified their proposal to partially Disassemble and Reassemble the
Landmark Historic Structure. On July 6, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board denied
the partial Disassembly and Reassembly, but approved removal of Panel D and the

1 Land Management Code Section 15-11-14
2 Land Management Code Section 15-11-12.5
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https://granicus_production_attachments.s3.amazonaws.com/parkcity/f90d52955a8c3ca81e6ec518fd4ceaa60.pdf
https://parkcity.granicus.com/panes/EmptyTemplate.php?template_id=
https://parkcity.granicus.com/panes/EmptyTemplate.php?template_id=
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-11-14_Disassembly_And_Reassembly_Of_A_Historic_Building_Or_Historic_Structure
https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-11-12.5_Historic_Preservation_Board_Review_For_Material_Deconstruction

non-historic siding material from the south facade to facilitate the lifting of the entire

Historic Form at 1304 Park Avenue, including the 1885 form and the 1929/1941 form.

(Agenda Item 6.B; Meeting Minutes).

Staff requests the Board review the draft Final Action Letter that outlines the July 6,
2022 Board action, as well as proposed Conditions of Approval, make any desired
modifications, and consider ratifying the Final Action Letter.
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PARK CITY

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH

RE: DENIAL OF PANELIZATION AND
APPROVAL OF MATERIAL DECONSTRUCTION

The Historic Preservation Board of Park City, Utah, met on November 2, 2022, for a
duly noticed meeting. The Board formed a quorum and conducted its scheduled
business.

ACTION

Project Address: 1304 Park Avenue
Project Number: PL-21-05028

Type of Item: Material Deconstruction
Hearing Date: November 2, 2022

The Historic Preservation Board conducted a public hearing, denied panelization
(disassembly and reassembly) of the Landmark Historic Structure at 1304 Park Avenue,
and approved removal of Panel D and the non-historic siding material from the south
facade to facilitate the lifting of the entire Historic Form at 1304 Park Avenue, including
the 1885 form and the 1929/1941 form, and Material Deconstruction for the construction
of a basement addition, new foundation, and rear addition, based on the following
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of Approval:

Findings of Fact
Background

1. 1304 Park Avenue is a one-story T/L cottage with a gabled roof that was
constructed in ¢.1885 and is a Landmark Historic Site on Park City’s Historic
Sites Inventory.

2. The home was originally constructed as a hall and parlor type house. A wing
addition was constructed in c. 1907.

3. 1304 Park Avenue was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1984
as part of the Park City Mining Boom Era Residences Thematic District. The
Historic Site was built within the historic period, defined as 1872 t01929 in the
district nomination, and retains its historic integrity.
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4. On October 14, 2021, the Applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review
Pre-Application for a basement addition and foundation upgrade and to construct
a rear addition.

5. The Design Review Team provided input on the Pre-Application on November
17, 2021, December 1, 2021, and January 19, 2022.

6. On March 29, 2022, the Applicant submitted a complete Historic District Design
Review Application for 1304 Park Avenue to panelize the structure to
accommodate a basement addition and foundation upgrade, and to construct a

rear addition.

7. The Design Review Team provided input on the Historic District Design Review
Application on April 6, 2022.

Panelization

8. On March 30, 2022, a licensed structural engineer visited 1304 Park Avenue and
completed a Physical Conditions Report.
9. The report determined the following:

Vi.

Vil.

The main roof existing joists are 2x4 at 24” on center spanning
about 8’-0” to 12’-0”. The 12’-0” roof joists are 12% capacity of the
code. The 8’-0” roof joists are 16% capacity of the code. They need
to be upgraded or replaced with new roof joists. We suggest
reframing roof ridge and valley beams and installing new 9 2" min.
TJI roof joists.

. The existing roof deck is 1x wood plank installed perpendicular to

the existing joists. It doesn’t have any capacity of shear diaphragm
value. Suggest installing new 5/8” plywood or OSB with 10d @ 6”
on center nailing.

The existing crawl space floor joists are 2x4 @ 24” on center
spanning 12’-0. Most of them were totally rotted out. They have to
be replaced. On the north portion of the house, the crawl space
floor joists are kind new 2x6 @ 16” o.c.

. All the existing headers need to be upgraded. We will review each

one of them when design is available.

The exterior and interior walls are actual 2x4 @ 16” o.c. with 1x12
planks horizontally. They have capacity for gravity loads but no
capacity for wind, seismic. The exterior walls need to be re-
designed with new OSB/plywood sheathing and new holdowns for
lateral complying with the new building code.

The whole existing building is supported by loose sand-stone or no
footing at all. We suggest removing the existing foundation
sandstone and frame walls. New reinforced concrete footing and
foundation walls need to be poured for supporting the existing
building and forming the frost depth of 40” minimum.

Considering the existing roof, floor and wall condition plus the age,
rotted condition of building as well as the bad differential settlement
and particularly the house is rested on dirt, we strongly suggest
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panelizing the existing building so we can re-build the entire house.
If not to panelize the existing building, the big concern is that the
safety is not guaranteed when the construction crews are working
inside of the existing building with jacking or vibrating to the
building. To panelize the existing building, the construction crews

may only need to work from the outside of the building most of time.

10.0n April 26, 2022, the Chief Building Official, Planning Director, and Building and
Planning staff visited 1304 Park Avenue.

a. The Chief Building Official and Planning Director determined that the
Landmark Historic Structure is not in a state of disrepair that merits
demolition.

b. The Chief Building Official and Planning Director determined that the
Landmark Historic Structure is not hazardous or dangerous pursuant to
International Building Code Section 116.1.

c. The Chief Building Official and Planning Director visited the site and
determined that the Landmark Historic Site and structural conditions will
not preclude lifting or moving the Structure; the physical conditions of
existing materials will not prevent temporarily lifting the Structure.

11.0n May 4, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed the Applicant’s
request to Disassemble and Reassemble (panelize) the Landmark Historic
Structure, conducted a public hearing, denied the full panelization, and requested
the Applicant modify their proposal.

12.The Applicant modified their proposal to bring the structure back to its 1941
appearance through a mix of lifting and panelizing. The Applicant proposed lifting
the 1929 building form and panelizing the three walls of the 1941 addition.

13.0n July 6, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board reviewed the Applicant’s
modified proposal and denied partial panelization. The Board, however,
approved removal of Panel D and the non-historic siding material from the south
facade to facilitate the lifting of the entire Historic Form at 1304 Park Avenue,
including the 1885 form and the 1929/1941 form.

Material Deconstruction

14.The Historic Preservation Board reviews and takes Final Action on Material
Deconstruction involving any property designated on the Park City Historic Sites
Inventory pursuant to Land Management Code Section 15-11-12.

15.The Historic Preservation Board reviews removal of historic material to
accommodate additions, new construction, or structural upgrades.

16.0n July 6, 2022, the Historic Preservation Board denied panelization of 1304
Park Avenue, but approved removal of Panel D, shown below in green:
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17.The Historic Preservation Board also approved removal of non-historic siding
material from the south fagade to facilitate the lifting of the entire Historic Form at
1304 Park Avenue, including the 1885 form and the 1929/1941 form.

Conclusion of Law

1. The proposal does not meet the criteria outlined in Land Management Code Section
15-11-14 Disassembly And Reassembly Of A Historic Building Or Historic Structure.

2. The proposal meets the criteria outlined in Land Management Code Section 15-11-
12.5 Historic Preservation Board Review For Material Deconstruction.

Conditions of Approval

1. The applicant is responsible for notifying the Building and Planning Departments
prior to proposing any changes to this approval.

2. The Applicant shall submit in writing any changes, modifications, or deviations from
the approved scope of work for Planning Director review and approval/denial in
accordance with the applicable standards prior to construction.

3. Where the Historic exterior materials cannot be repaired, they shall be replaced with
materials that match the original in all respects: scale, dimension, texture, profile,
material and finish. Prior to removing and replacing Historic materials, the applicant
shall demonstrate to the Planning Director and Historic Preservation Planner that the
materials are no longer safe and/or serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe
and/or serviceable condition. No historic materials may be disposed of prior to
advance approval by the Planning Director and Historic Preservation Planner.

4. An encroachment agreement may be required prior to issuance of a building permit
for projects utilizing soils nails that encroach onto neighboring properties.

5. A Soils Report completed by a geotechnical engineer as well as a temporary shoring
plan, if applicable, will be required at the time of building permit application.



6. The Historic Structure shall be returned to original grade following construction of a
foundation.

7. When the original grade cannot be achieved, no more than six inches (6”) of the new
foundation shall be visible above final grade on the primary and secondary facades.

8. The site shall be re-graded so that all water drains away from the Historic Structure
and does not enter the foundation. A plinth, or trim board at the base of the Historic
Structure, shall be added to visually anchor the Historic Structure to the new
foundation.

9. A plinth or trim board at the base of the Historic Structure shall be added to visually
anchor the Historic Structure to the new foundation.

10.The form, material, and detailing of a new foundation shall be like foundations of
nearby historic structures.

11. Historic foundations shall not be concealed with masonry, block, plywood panels,
corrugated metal, or wood shingles.

12.The applicant shall submit a cribbing and excavation stabilization shoring plan
reviewed and stamped by a State of Utah licensed and registered structural
engineer prior to issuance of a building permit. Cribbing or shoring must be of
engineer specified materials. Screw-type jacks for raising and lowering the building
are not allowed as primary supports once the building is lifted.
13. Historic Structures which are lifted off the foundation must be returned to the
completed foundation within 45 days of the date the building permit was issued.
14.The Planning Director may make a written determination to extend this period up to
30 additional days if, after consultation with the Historic Preservation Planner, Chief
Building Official, and City Engineer, they determine that it is necessary. This would
be based upon the need to immediately stabilize an existing Historic property, or
specific site conditions such as access, or lack thereof, exist, or to reduce impacts
on adjacent properties. The applicant is responsible for notifying the Building
Department if changes are made. If the cribbing and/or shoring plan(s) are to be
altered at any time during the construction of the foundation by the contractor, the
structural engineer shall submit a new cribbing and/or shoring plan for review. The
structural engineer shall be required to re-inspect and approve the cribbing and/or
shoring alterations within five (5) days of any relocation or alteration to the cribbing
and/or shoring.

15.The applicant shall also request an inspection through the Building Department
following the modification to the cribbing and/or shoring. Failure to request the
inspection will be a violation of the Preservation Plan and enforcement action
through the Historic Preservation Financial Guarantee or ACE could take place.

16.The Applicant shall complete a Historic Preservation Plan—subject to Chief Building
Official and Planning Director approval—prior to issuance of a building permit.

17.The Applicant shall provide the City with a financial Guarantee to ensure compliance
with the conditions and terms of the Historic Preservation Plan prior to issuance of a
building permit.

18.The addition shall be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future the
essential form and integrity of the Landmark Historic Structure could be restored.

19.The addition shall be visually subordinate to Historic Structures when viewed from
the Right-of-Way.
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20.The Applicant shall complete Historic District Design Review and approval prior to
issuance of a building permit.

21.Where the addition abuts the Historic Structure, a clear transitional element between
the old and new must be designed and constructed.

22.In-line additions shall be avoided.

If you have any questions, concerns, or comments regarding this letter, please email
planning@parkcity.org or call 435-615-5060.

Sincerely,

Historic Preservation Board Chair

CC: Gretchen Milliken, Planning Director
Aiden Lillie and Rebecca Ward, Project Planners
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