
Historic Preservation Board 

Staff Report 

 

 
 
 
Author:  Hannah M. Tyler, Planner 
Subject: Material Deconstruction Review  
Address:   1333 Park Avenue 
Project Number: PL-16-03378 
Date:                   March 1, 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative – Material Deconstruction 
 
Summary Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board conduct a public hearing and 
approve the material deconstruction of non-historic materials and repairs to the 
Significant single-family dwelling at 1333 Park Avenue pursuant to the following findings 
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. 
 
Topic: 
Address:  1333 Park Avenue 
Designation: Significant 
Applicant:  Park City Municipal Corporation 
Proposal: Material Deconstruction of the non-historic windows, non-historic 

concrete porch landing and stairs, non-historic rear metal railing, and 
repairs to the structurally compromised concrete foundation.  

 
Background: 
On November 15, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design 
Review (HDDR) application for the property at 1333 Park Avenue.  After working with 
the applicant on the materials for their submittal, the application was deemed complete 
on January 25, 2017.  The Historic District Design Review (HDDR) application is 
currently under review and has not yet been approved, as it is dependent on HPB’s 
Review for Material Deconstruction of the non-historic materials and repair structurally 
compromised concrete foundation on the Single-Family Dwelling. 
 
1333 Park Avenue Developmental History: 
1333 Park Avenue is designated as a Significant Site on the Park City Historic Sites 
Inventory (HSI).  According to Summit County records, the single-family dwelling was 
constructed ca. 1905.  According to the Park City HSI, the single-family dwelling is 
significant to the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930).   
 
The single-family dwelling first appears on the 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map as a 
simple hall-parlor type house with a rear addition, which was likely a shed addition.  The 
1929 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map shows additions to the south and west of the 
structure.  These additions occurred sometime between 1907 and 1929 (during the 
Mature Mining Era).  The single-family dwelling remained unchanged in the 1941 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. Additions and modifications to structures rather than 
demolition during the Historic Period established a traditional development pattern in 

Planning Department 
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Park City that can be seen throughout Old Town.  
 

Figure 1: Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 

  
1907 1929 

 

 

1941  
 

There is no tax photograph for this property from ca. 1940.  According to the Intensive 
Level Survey, the overall form and materiality remains intact, and the structure retains 
its Historic form.  Though alterations to the original form and style have been made, 
such alterations occurred during the Period of Significance, the Mature Mining Era 
(1894-1930).   
 
Analysis: 
The following Material Deconstruction work is proposed for the single-family dwelling at 
1333 Park Avenue: 

 Removal of the non-historic windows.  Non-historic windows were installed in the 
1990s.  Replacement windows will not change the dimensions of the existing 
windows and will be compatible with the historic structure. 

 Removal of the non-historic rear metal railing.  Non-historic rear metal railing was 
installed in the 1990s. 
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 Removal of the non-historic concrete porch landing and stairs.  Non-historic 
concrete porch landing and stairs was installed in the 1990s. 

 Repairs to the structurally compromised foundation.  The existing foundation has 
little to no reinforcement within the concrete.  The applicant is proposing to 
temporarily lift the historic structure in order to repair the concrete foundation and 
replace sections in-kind where necessary.  Where replacements and/or repairs 
occur, the exterior of the foundation will remain historic compatible with the 
existing structure and existing concrete foundation.   

 
The applicant intends to replace non-historic materials with historically compatible 
materials.  Staff finds that the removal of the proposed non-historic materials will assist 
in restoring the single-family dwelling to its Historic Form because the existing non-
historic materials are incompatible and/or beyond repair.  Figure 2 identifies the areas 
that are to removed (red shaded areas) on the single-family dwelling. 
 

Figure 2: Areas (shaded red) that are to be removed from the single-family dwelling 

 
East (Front) Elevation 
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North (Side) Elevation 

 
South (Side) Elevation 

 
West (Rear) Elevation 

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board conduct a public hearing and 
approve the material deconstruction of non-historic materials and repairs to the 
Significant single-family dwelling at 1333 Park Avenue pursuant to the following findings 
of fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. 
 
Finding of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 1333 Park Avenue.  The property is located in the Historic 

Residential Medium-Density (HR-M) Zoning District. 
2. The historic site is listed as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).  
3. According to Summit County records, the single-family dwelling was constructed ca. 

1905.   
4. According to the Park City HSI, the single-family dwelling is significant to the Mature 

Mining Era (1894-1930).   
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5. The single-family dwelling first appears on the 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map as 
a simple hall-parlor type house with a rear addition, which was likely a shed addition.   

6. The 1929 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map show additions to the south and west of the 
structure.  These additions occurred sometime between 1907 and 1929 (during the 
Mature Mining Era).   

7. The single-family dwelling remained unchanged in the 1941 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map. 

8. There is no tax photograph for this property from ca. 1940.   
9. According to the Intensive Level Survey, the overall form and materiality remains 

intact, and the structure retains its Historic form.  Though alterations to the original 
form and style have been made, such alterations occurred during the Period of 
Significance, the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930).   

10. On November 15, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design 
Review (HDDR) application for the property at 1333 Park Avenue.  After working 
with the applicant on the materials of their submittal, the application was deemed 
complete on January 25, 2017.  The HDDR application is still under review by the 
Planning Department. 

11. The applicant is proposing to remove the non-historic windows, the non-historic rear 
metal railing, the non-historic concrete porch landing and stairs, and make repairs to 
the structurally compromised foundation. 

12. Staff finds that the removal of the proposed non-historic materials will assist in 
restoring the single-family dwelling to its Historic Form because the existing non-
historic materials are incompatible and/or beyond repair.   

 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant to 

the HR-M District and regarding material deconstruction. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 
1. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance with 

the HDDR proposal stamped in on November 15, 2016 and December 1, 2016. Any 
changes, modifications, or deviations from the approved design that have not been 
approved by the Planning and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.    

2. 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 Project 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 Project Planner. 

3. Any deviation from approved Material Deconstruction will require review by the 
Historic Preservation Board. 

4. A structural engineer shall be responsible for creating a cribbing plan prior to the 
house being supported from the interior for the installation of the new concrete 
foundation.  Within five (5) days of installation, the structural engineer will inspect 
and approve the cribbing as constructed.  If the cribbing is to be relocated or altered 
at any time during the construction of the foundation, the structural engineer shall 
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create and approve a new cribbing plan.  The structural engineer shall re-inspect 
and re-approve the cribbing within five (5) days of any relocation or alteration to the 
cribbing.  

5. Historic buildings which are lifted must be returned to the completed foundation 
within 45 days of lifting the building.  Failure to do so will be a violation of the 
Preservation Plan and enforcement action through the financial guarantee for 
historic preservation could take place.   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, he 
determines that it is necessary based upon the need to immediately stabilize an 
existing Historic property, or specific site conditions such as access, or lack thereof, 
exist, or in an effort to reduce impacts on adjacent properties.  

6. The Preservation Plan must include a review and stamp by a licensed and 
registered structural engineer on the proposed cribbing or shoring methods.  If the 
contractor makes a revision to the cribbing or shoring plan, the structural engineer 
must approve the change in writing.  Cribbing or shoring must be of engineered 
materials.  Screw-type jacks for raising and lowering the building are not allowed.  
The owner (or through its agent or the contractor) is responsible for notifying the 
Planning Department if changes are made. 

 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A – HPB Demolition Review Checklist 
Exhibit B – Intensive Level Survey Form 
Exhibit C – Park City Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) Form 
Exhibit D – Historic District Design Review Physical Conditions Report 
Exhibit E – Historic District Design Review Historic Preservation Plan 
Exhibit F – Historic District Design Review Historic Preservation Plan Supplemental 

Information 
Exhibit G – Historic District Design Review Existing Plans and Supplemental Information 
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Exhibit A: HPB Demolition Review Checklist 
 

Historic Preservation Board Material Deconstruction Review Checklist: 
1. Routine Maintenance (including repair or replacement where there is no 

change in the design, materials, or general appearance of the elements 
of the structure or grounds) does not require Historic Preservation Board 
Review (HPBR).   

2. The material deconstruction is required for the renovation, restoration, or 
rehabilitation of the building, structure, or object. 

3. Proposed exterior changes shall not damage or destroy the exterior 
architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with 
the character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed 
scope of work. 

4. The proposed scope of work mitigates any impacts that will occur to the 
visual character of the neighborhood where material deconstruction is 
proposed to occur; any impacts that will occur to the historical 
significance of the buildings, structures, or objects located on the 
property; any impact that will occur to the architectural integrity of the 
buildings, structures, or objects located on the property; and any impact 
that will compromise the structural stability of the historic building. 

5. The proposed scope of work mitigates to the greatest extent practical any 
impact to the historical importance of other structures located on the 
property and on adjacent parcels. 

6. Any addition to a Historic Building, Site, or Structure has been found to be 
non-contributory to the historic integrity or historical significance of the 
structure or site.    
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Exhibit B - Intensive Level Survey Form



Researcher/Organization: Daniel Carmen / CRSA Architecture  Date: October 2015 

 HISTORIC SITE FORM (10-91) 
UTAH STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

 1  IDENTIFICATION  
 
Name of Property: George Stonebraker House 

Address:  1333 Park Avenue Twnshp  Range  Section:  

City, County: Park City, Summit, Utah UTM:   

Current Owner Name:  Park City Municipal Corporation USGS Map Name & Date: Park City West   

Current Owner Address:  PO Box 1480 Quad/2011 

 Park City, UT 84068-1480 Tax Number: SA-273-X 

Legal Description (include acreage): see continuation sheet 

 2  STATUS/USE  
 
Property Category Evaluation Use 
  x building(s)   x eligible/contributing  Original Use:  single dwelling 
     structure      ineligible/non-contributing 
     site      out-of-period  Current Use:  single dwelling 
     object 
 
 3  DOCUMENTATION  
 
Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not) 
  x digital: Nov. 2013 (3)   x abstract of title   x city/county histories 
  x prints: 2006, 1995      tax card & photo      personal interviews 
     historic:      building permit      USHS History Research Center 
      sewer permit   x USHS Preservation Files 
Drawings and Plans   x Sanborn Maps      USHS Architects File 
     measured floor plans      obituary index      LDS Family History Library 
     site sketch map      city directories/gazetteers   x local library: Park City Museum 
     Historic American Bldg. Survey   x census records      university library(ies): 
     original plans available at:      biographical encyclopedias 
  x other: survey, 8/20/2004   x newspapers 
 
 
Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.) 

Attach copies of all research notes, title searches, obituaries, and so forth.  
 
Boutwell, John Mason and Lester Hood Woolsey. Geology and Ore Deposits of the Park City District, Utah. White Paper, 

Department of the Interior, United States Geological Survey. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1912. 
Carter, Thomas and Peter Goss. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940.  Salt Lake City: Center for Architectural Studies, 

Graduate School of Architecture, University of Utah and Utah State Historical Society, 1988. 
Hampshire, David, Martha Sonntag Bradley and Allen Roberts. A History of Summit County.  Coalville, UT: Summit County 

Commission,1998. 
National Register of Historic Places. Park City Main Street Historic District. Park City, Utah, National Register #79002511. 
Peterson, Marie Ross and Mary M. Pearson. Echoes of Yesterday: Summit County Centennial History. Salt Lake City: 

Daughters of Utah Pioneers, 1947. 
Pieros, Rick. Park City: Past & Present. Park City: self-published, 2011. 
Randall, Deborah Lyn. Park City, Utah: An Architectural History of Mining Town Housing, 1869 to 1907. Master of Arts 

thesis, University of Utah, 1985.  
Ringholz, Raye Carleson. Diggings and Doings in Park City: Revised and Enlarged. Salt Lake City: Western Epics, 1972. 
Ringholz, Raye Carleson and Bea Kummer. Walking Through Historic Park City.  Self-published, 1984. 
Thompson, George A., and Fraser Buck. Treasure Mountain Home: Park City Revisited.  Salt Lake City: Dream 
 Garden Press, 1993. 
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 4  ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION  
 
Building Style/Type: hall-parlor type No. Stories: 1  

Foundation Material: concrete Wall Material(s): narrow wood clapboard siding   

Additions:     none      minor   x major (describe below) Alterations:     none      minor   x major (describe below) 

Number of associated outbuildings      0       and/or structures    0      . 

Briefly describe the principal building, additions or alterations and their dates, and associated outbuildings and structures.  
Use continuation sheets as necessary. 
 
1333 Park is a hall-parlor type house that has been modified, likely done during the historic era. The hall-parlor is one of the 
three main house types built during the historic Park City mining era, and is the earliest of the three, occurring mostly during 
the beginning of that period. Sanborn maps show that an addition was made on the south corner of the building and several 
other areas filled in or built out sometime between 1907 and 1929. These occurred in the historic period, though it appears 
from photographs that the rear porch may have been built in since the 1941 map was drawn. The house was also raised 
slightly to make room for a concrete foundation. The side gable roof is sheathed with composition shingles and has a small 
gable projecting from the front to cover the porch. The house is clad with narrow wood clapboard siding. The windows are 
flanking the centered door and are double-hung sash type windows. The door is a wood frame and panel door and has a wood 
screen door in front of it. The porch is made of concrete and the roof covering it is supported by square wood posts. A simple 
railing stretches from the house to the posts. The overall form and materiality of the building remains intact and the building 
retains its historic value. 
 
 5  HISTORY  
 
Architect/Builder: unknown Date of Construction: c. 1914 
 
Historic Themes:  Mark themes related to this property with "S" or "C" (S = significant, C = contributing). 

(see instructions for details) 
    Agriculture     Economics C Industry     Politics/ 
C  Architecture     Education     Invention       Government 
    Archeology     Engineering     Landscape     Religion 
    Art     Entertainment/       Architecture     Science 
    Commerce       Recreation     Law     Social History 
    Communications     Ethnic Heritage     Literature     Transportation 
    Community Planning     Exploration/     Maritime History   C Other: Mining 
      & Development       Settlement     Military 
    Conservation     Health/Medicine     Performing Arts 
 
Write a chronological history of the property, focusing primarily on the original or principal owners & significant events.  
Explain and justify any significant themes marked above.  Use continuation sheets as necessary. 
 
A house appears on this lot on the 1907 Sanborn Insurance Map, but the differences between that house and the house shown 
on the 1929 map are major enough that this is believed to be a new construction, though this is not confirmed. The house was 
purchased from the Ontario Mining Company in 1905 by J.L. Sweat. John Lewis Sweat appears on the 1900 census, living 
with his parents on Park Avenue at that time. He was 18 in that year, and worked as a railroad laborer. No other information 
could be found on him. He sold it in 1907 to Rasmus Johnson. 
 
Rasmus Johnson appears on the 1900 census for Oakley, Utah. He lived there with his wife Gustine, and their three children, 
and worked as a farmer. He and his wife were born in Norway and came to the U.S. in 1872. It is unknown if they ever lived 
in this house. It was sold in 1909 to George Stonebraker. 
 
George Stonebraker is the first known occupant of this house. He appears on the 1910 and 1920 censuses, living in this house 
with his wife Carrie and their two daughters. George worked as both a millman, in 1910, and also as an auto mechanic in 
1920. He was also appointed motor inspector for Park City in 1926. He and his family lived in Park City from 1908 until 
1942, though they sold this house in 1925 to Albert Carter. 
 
Albert Carter appears on the 1930 and 1940 censuses, living in this house with his wife Cecilia, and their three daughters. 
Albert worked as a carpenter for a silver mine. No other information could be found on him. He owned the house until 1946. 
The house has changed hands several times, and is currently owned by the Park City Municipal Corporation. 
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1333 Park Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah 

Historic Site Form—continuation sheet 

 

Legal Description (include acreage): BEG AT PT WH IS S 54*01' W 329 FT & S 35*59' E 325 FT FROM NE COR 

BLK 24 SNYDERS ADDITION PARK CITY; RUN TH S 35*59' E 39.8 FT; TH S 54*01' W ALONG A FENCE 

LINE 150 FT; TH N 35*59' W 49.8 FT TO A WOOD FENCE; TH N 54*01' E ALONG SD WOOD FENCE 150 FT; 

TH S 35*59' E 10 FT TO THE PT OF BEG CONT 7470 SQ FT; ALSO BEG AT A PT WH IS 54*01' E 350 FT & S 

35*59' E 222 FT FROM THE NW COR OF BLK 24 SNYDERS ADDITION SD PT ALSO BEING ON THE W'LY 

R/W LINE OF PARK AVE; RUN TH S 35*59' E ALONG SD R/W LINE 92.99 FT; TH S 54*01' W 150 FT; TH N 

35*59' W 91.55 FT; TH N 53*28' E 150.1 FT TO THE PT OF BEG CONT 13.841 SQ FT M/L CONT 0.32 AC 

TOTAL 0.49 AC (SEE DECREE 293-67) 311-547 318-621-A 1873-734-735 (PARK CITY FIRE SERVICE DIST 1873-

734-735 ASSUMED TO BE THE SAME AS PARK CITY FIRE PROTECTION DIST 318-621-A) 

 

 

 
1333 Park Avenue. Northeast oblique. November 2013. 
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1333 Park Avenue. East elevation. November 2013. 

 

 
1333 Park Avenue. Southeast oblique. November 2013. 
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1333 Park Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah

Intensive Level Survey—Sanborn Map history

1907 1929

1889 1900

19411941

19291907

19001889

Outside of extents of 1889 Sanborn Outside of extents of 1900 Sanborn
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1333 Park Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah

Intensive Level Survey—Biographical and Historical Research Materials

Park Record 2/5/1959

1I
Mr
Died After
Lengthy Illnessss

died WedGeorgeGerga
Jan 28 atat the home of aa-

dd Mrs F.Fo V.V Myrtle
Johnson Evanstonlii-EvanstonIII Evanston Wyoming
ofot a heart ailmentaliment artafterr a two
year
HoHe was bornbora July 19 1888 In

Hoytsville tolo Joseph and Eliza
Daniels HelIe married
Caroline Johnson MMarch 17 1997
ShoSha died IFebruary
Therho family resided In Park

City from 1908 to 1912when1912when hemake hismovedmo to toEvanstonV

ark Mr Stonestone-
braker owned and operated the
National Garage on Park Avenue
from 1915 to 19421912
InI In Evanston he wasiilemployedbby the Union Pacific Railroad

mUt the baggage department Helie
retired in 1952
He was a chartchartercharlrr member of

Fark City Kiwanis Club and a
member of the Church
He Is survivedd by two daugh-

ters
daugh

lera Mrs F.F V.V Myrtle Johnson
and Mrslr Max DonnieBonnie Wilson
of EvansEvanstonton a soneon William Salt
Lake City a brother 1Fred Coal-
ville

CoalCoal-
yuleville and 11 grandchildren
Funeral services were held InID

Evanston at the Gilbert O.O DillsBills
Funeral Home Saturday JanJax 31
under the Direction ofot BishopDishop
OttoOlto KennKennedydy
Dedication ofat the grave in
vanston1 Cemetery by Frank
Johnson
TheThe sincere s sympathy of the

many Tark CityCily friends is extend-
ed

extendextend-
edad to the members of his family
In their sorrow
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Exhibit C - Historic Sites Inventory Form



HISTORIC SITE FORM - HISTORIC SITES INVENTORY
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION (10-08)

1  IDENTIFICATION  

Name of Property:  

Address: 1333 Park Avenue AKA: 1327 Park Avenue 

City, County: Park City, Summit County, Utah Tax Number: 

Current Owner Name: Parent Parcel(s):
Current Owner Address:
Legal Description (include acreage):

2  STATUS/USE

Property Category Evaluation*                    Reconstruction   Use
� building(s), main � Landmark Site           Date:      Original Use: Residential 
� building(s), attached � Significant Site          Permit #:     Current Use: Residential 
� building(s), detached � Not Historic               � Full    � Partial 
� building(s), public 
� building(s), accessory 
� structure(s) *National Register of Historic Places: � ineligible � eligible

� listed (date: )  

3  DOCUMENTATION  

Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not) 
� tax photo: � abstract of title      � city/county histories 
� prints:  � tax card      � personal interviews 
� historic: c. � original building permit      � Utah Hist. Research Center 

� sewer permit      � USHS Preservation Files 
Drawings and Plans � Sanborn Maps      � USHS Architects File 
� measured floor plans � obituary index      � LDS Family History Library 
� site sketch map � city directories/gazetteers      � Park City Hist. Soc/Museum 
� Historic American Bldg. Survey � census records      � university library(ies): 
� original plans: � biographical encyclopedias      � other:             
� other:  � newspapers    

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

Blaes, Dina & Beatrice Lufkin. "Final Report." Park City Historic Building Inventory. Salt Lake City: 2007. 
Carter, Thomas and Goss, Peter.  Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940: a Guide.  Salt Lake City, Utah: 
 University of Utah Graduate School of Architecture and Utah State Historical Society, 1991. 
McAlester, Virginia and Lee.  A Field Guide to American Houses.  New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1998. 
Roberts, Allen. “Final Report.” Park City Reconnaissance Level Survey. Salt Lake City: 1995. 
Roper, Roger & Deborah Randall.  “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination.”  National Register of 
 Historic Places Inventory, Nomination Form.  1984.   

4  ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION & INTEGRITY      

Building Type and/or Style: Hall-parlor type No. Stories: 1  

Additions: � none   � minor � major (describe below) Alterations: � none � minor   � major (describe below)

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

General Condition of Exterior Materials: 

Researcher/Organization:  Preservation Solutions/Park City Municipal Corporation         Date:   12-2008                         
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� Good (Well maintained with no serious problems apparent.) 

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

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

� Uninhabitable/Ruin 

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

Foundation: Concrete. 

Walls: Narrow wooden siding. 

Roof: Gable roof form with rear shed extensions sheathed in asphalt shingle. 

Windows/Doors: Double-hung sash type. 

Essential Historical Form: � Retains     � Does Not Retain, due to:  

Location: � Original Location     � Moved (date __________) Original Location: 

Design (The combination of physical elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style. Describe additions and/or alterations
from the original design, including dates--known or estimated--when alterations were made): The one-story frame hall-parlor house 
appears to have been altered, but the alterations may have occurred during the period of historic significance.  The 
1907 Sanborn Insurance map shows a simple hall-parlor type house with rear addition (likely a shed addition).  By 
1995, the house was raised on a concrete foundation, clad in narrow wooden siding and included a small projecting 
entry porch with gable roof supported by square columns.  The siding and concrete suggest that the original hall-
parlor was raised slightly to accommodate the foundation and new siding was applied.  Modifying existing houses 
rather than demolishing and building new is a common tradition in the development history of Park City.  The 
narrow wooden siding was commonly used on homes in Park City during the early 20th century.  Additional 
research should be conducted to determine when the alterations were made.  If they were made during the period 
of historic significance, then this site should be re-evaluated for to determine if it meets the criteria for designation 
as a Landmark Site.  The changes affect the site's original deign integrity, but not significantly. 

Setting (The physical environment--natural or manmade--of a historic site. Describe the setting and how it has changed over time.): The 
setting does not appear to have been significantly modified over time. 

Workmanship (The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during a given period in history. Describe the distinctive
elements.): Much of the physical evidence from the period that defines the typical Park City mining era home has 
been altered and, therefore, lost.  Additional research should be conducted on this site to determine when the 
alterations were made.   

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

Association (Describe the link between the important historic era or person and the property.): The Hall-Parlor house form is the 
earliest type to be built in Park City and one of the three most common house types built in Park City during the 
mining era; however, the extent of the alterations to the main building diminishes its association with the past.

The extent and cumulative effect of alterations to the site render it ineligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. The site, however, retains its essential historical form and meets the criteria set forth in LMC 
Chapter 15-11 for designation as a Significant Site.  Additional research should be conducted to determine when 
the alterations were made to this site.  If they are found to have been completed during the period of historic 
significance, the site may be re-evaluated for designation as a Landmark Site. 

5  SIGNIFICANCE               

Architect: � Not Known � Known:   (source: )  Date of Construction: c. 1905 
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Builder: � Not Known � Known:     (source: ) 

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

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

Park City was the center of one of the top three metal mining districts in the state during Utah's mining 
boom period of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and it is one of only two major metal 
mining communities that have survived to the present.  Park City's houses are the largest and best-
preserved group of residential buildings in a metal mining town in Utah.  As such, they provide the most 
complete documentation of the residential character of mining towns of that period, including their 
settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, and socio-economic make-up.  The 
residences also represent the state's largest collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century frame 
houses.  They contribute to our understanding of a significant aspect of Park City's economic growth and 
architectural development as a mining community.1

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

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

6  PHOTOS                               

Digital color photographs are on file with the Planning Department, Park City Municipal Corp. 

Photo No. 1: East elevation.   Camera facing west, 2006. 
Photo No. 2: Southeast oblique.  Camera facing northwest, 1995. 

1 From “Residences of Mining Boom Era, Park City - Thematic Nomination” written by Roger Roper, 1984.  
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Exhibit D - Historic District Design Review 
Physical Conditions Report
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Exhibit E - Historic District Design Review 
Historic Preservation Plan
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Exhibit F - Historic District Design Review 
Historic Preservation Plan Supplemental Information



Copyright Elliott Workgroup Architecture, LLC    2014
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Exhibit G - Historic District Design Review 
Existing Plans and Supplemental Information



Copyright Elliott Workgroup Architecture, LLC    2014
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EWG Architecture
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BUILDING  DESCRIPTION

The resident located at 1333 Park Avenue in Park City, was built in 
1905 in a relatively flat site with no natural landscape.
The historic House is a "Hall Parlor" form one story structure with 
double pitched gable roof. Many element of the house where altered 
through two rear additions  (See Preservation Package). The porch 
area has it's original form as well as the roof. A new addition on the 
back follows the historic era and improves the interior space.
In response to statutory regulation, all new work or repair, 
replacement, rehabilitation or restoration shall be compliant. Design 
Guidelines intended to secure, compatibility with and provide for visual 
aesthetic complement to the character and function of the community 
shall be paramount to any proposed improvement.
All new design on this house has been design to comply with the 
Design Guidelines regulation. 

Historic District Design Review

Park City Municipal Corporation
445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Box 1480
Park City, UT 84060
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Historic Preservation Board 

Staff Report 
  
 
 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Subject:   Material Deconstruction and Reconstruction Review 
Address:   422 Ontario  
Project Number: PL-15-02819 
Date:                   March 1, 2017 
Type of Item: Administrative – Material Deconstruction and Reconstruction  
 
 
Summary Recommendation:  
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review and discuss the application, 
conduct a public hearing, and approve the material deconstruction of non-historic and 
non-contributory materials at 422 Ontario Avenue pursuant to the following findings of 
fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. This site is listed as Significant on 
the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).   
 
Topic: 
Address:  422 Ontario Avenue 
Designation: Significant 
Applicant:          Hamilton Easter, represented by architect William Mammen 
Proposal: 1. Deconstruction (aka Panelization) of historic c.1906 house  

2. Material Deconstruction of c.2008 concrete retaining wall and non-
historic boulder wall; non-historic wood fence; 1950s concrete walls and 
exterior staircases; c.1941 steel pole and horizontal wood board 
retaining wall; non-historic barbed wire fence; c.1941-1949 additions to 
the original c.1906 cross wing; c.1941-1949 roof forms and original 
c.1906 roof form; post-1950s asbestos and cement shingle siding; 
c.1906 floor structure and rubble stone foundation; c.1941-1949 
porches; c.1970s doors; and c.1970s and 1980s window openings and 
replacement windows. 

  
Background: 
On July 20, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) application for the property at 422 Ontario Avenue.  The application was 
deemed complete on October 17, 2016 and we have been working through design 
issues and preservation methods to this point.  The Historic District Design Review 
(HDDR) application has not yet been approved, as it is dependent on HPB’s Review for 
Material Deconstruction approval.  
 
The property is located at 422 Ontario Avenue on a developed lot.  The site is 
designated as Significant on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI) (See Historic Site 
Form).  The applicant’s request for an exterior exploratory demolition permit fell under 
the August 2015 pending ordinance, and the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) 
reviewed and granted the removal of non-historic exterior asphalt shingle and Bricktex 

Planning Department 
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siding on the north and south facades on October 21, 2015 [Report (page 57)+ Minutes 
(page 7)]. 
 
The Park City Council approved the Sorensen Plat Amendment at this location on 
December 3, 2015, to combine the north one-half of Lot 5, all of Lot 6, the south one-
half of Lot 7, and a portion of Lots 26, 27, and 28, Block 58 of the Park City Survey. The 
plat amendment is still undergoing our internal review has not yet been recorded.  The 
applicant has filed a request for an extension and the City is working with the applicant 
to finalize the plat recordation.   
 
On June 21, 2016 (Report + Minutes), the Board of Adjustment (BOA) granted 
variances for the following: 

1. A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (E), to the required twelve foot (12’) side 
yard setbacks to allow a zero foot (0’) setback to the front property line (due to a 
hardship created by the location of platted Ontario Avenue). 

2. A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-3 (H), to the required five foot (5’) side yard 
setbacks to allow a three foot (3’) setback to the north property lines (due to the 
steepness of the hillside and the need to retain the slope of the existing grade.  
The BOA found that it was necessary to reduce the side yard setback in order to 
place the single-car garage door at a point on the wall where it would create 
sufficient interior height but also allow the garage to be buried below grade.) 

3. A variance to LMC Section 15-2.2-5 (A) to the required maximum height of thirty 
five feet (35’) to allow a maximum height of forty-one feet (41’) measured from 
the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports 
the ceiling joists or roof rafters (due to unique conditions created by the existing 
historic house and its location above the street.  The increased interior height 
allowed the applicant to bury the two-car tandem garage underground and 
reduce the overall bulk and mass of the new addition to the historic house.) 

 
A Steep Slope Conditional Use Permit (SS-CUP) application was submitted on July 20, 
2016, and deemed complete on October 17, 2016. It was approved by the Planning 
Commission on February 11, 2017 (Report, starting on page 87). 
 
History of Development on this Site 
A title search revealed that the property changed hands nearly seven (7) times between 
1882 to 1904.  The Summit County Recorder’s Office lists the date of construction as 
1904; however, the title search shows that H.H. and Betsey M. Kentfield took out a 
mortgage on the property in 1892 for $700 and James J. Conroy took out a mortgage of 
$425 in 1894.  Mortgages typically indicate the construction of a new house.  It is 
possible that previous houses on this site were destroyed by the 1898 fire and this 
house may have been constructed as a replacement.   
 
In 1904, Amelia and Theodore Neimuth purchased the property, and they are credited 
with the construction of the existing cross-wing home.  Theodore worked as a 
blacksmith in one of the mines, and the couple later moved to California in 1921.  The 
Neimuths sold the house to Duncan Willard McKenzie and his wife Anna; Duncan 
worked as a blacksmith for the Silver King Coalition Mining Company.  
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The house at 422 Ontario Avenue first appears on the 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map as a cross-wing with a partial-width front porch and rear addition. Based on 
physical evidence found on-site, the applicant believes the rear addition may have been 
a back porch that was enclosed sometime in the 1930s.  The house remained largely 
unchanged through 1941 on the Sanborn maps. 
 

 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Map Analysis  

 

 
c.1940 Tax Card Photo 
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In 1941, the McKenzies sold the house to Elden ―Shorty‖ (1907-1998) and Ella (1918-
2009) Sorensen.  The Sorensen’s resided in the house for over sixty years and made 
many of the improvements that are visible today, including: 

 An addition to the north side of the house that was added between 1941-1949.  
Based on physical evidence found on-site, the applicant believes that the porch 
on the addition was likely enclosed in the 1970s and a new porch constructed.   

 The applicant also finds that a new roof was constructed over the entire form of 
the house, modifying the 1930s roof form further.  The applicant found evidence 
to support this in his exploration of the attic. 

 Asbestos shingle siding that was first documented in the 1958 tax card and later 
covered with cement shingle siding. 

 Metal handrails and porch posts as well as the concrete porch slab and stairs 
 Metal roof first documented in the 1958 tax card. 

 
The house passed to Ella P. Sorensen’s trustees in 2005 and was sold to the Easters, 
the current owners, in July 2015.   
 
Analysis 1: Disassembly & Reassembly (Panelization) of Historic House 
The applicant is proposing to disassemble and reassemble (panelize) the historic 
house.  The applicant and Engineer Henry Shen have found that lifting the house in 
whole would be risky as the walls and roof do not have the necessary strength to 
support themselves while lifted.  The applicant has also argued that installing a support 
structure in order to support the walls and roof during the temporary lifting would be 
sketchy due to the way in which the structure has settled.  The engineer’s report (Exhibit 
E) finds: 

 The 12’ roof joists are currently at 12% capacity of code and the 8’ roof joists are 
at 16%. Both need to be upgraded or replaced with new roof joists.   

 The existing roof deck is 1x wood plank and does not have any capacity of shear 
diaphragm.   

 The 12’ floor joists are at 22% capacity of code and the 8’ floor joists are at 57%.  
These need to be upgraded.   

 The existing single-wall construction of the exterior walls are not strong enough 
for wind, seismic, or gravity loads or temporary lifting.   

 The building does not have footings and the existing foundation consists of 
railroad ties and some piled up sandstone.  A new foundation is needed. 

 
The Chief Building Official supports the disassembly and reassembly of this structure 
due to the unique conditions of this site (see Exhibit F).  The house currently sits about 
20 feet above the street level on a small, flat area of the lot.  Should it be temporarily 
lifted and supported by cribbing, the house would be elevated even further above the 
street level.  Any severe weather or seismic activities could result in the house falling off 
of its cribbing and into the street.   
 
The applicant has argued that disassembly and reassembly will guarantee the 
preservation of the historic house.  The applicant proposes to construct a new structure 
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and then place the salvaged panels on the exterior.  This will allow the applicant to 
install a proper weather barrier, insulation, and ensure that the reconstructed house 
following reassembly is plumb and square.   
 
The applicant believes he can salvage all eight (8) of the original panels of the historic 
cross-wing house, as depicted in the image below: 

 
 

Staff finds that the proposed disassembly and reassembly complies with the criteria 
outlined in Land Management Code (LMC) 15-11-14 Disassembly and Reassembly of a 
Historic Building or Historic Structure. 
 

A. CRITERIA FOR DISASSEMBLY AND REASSEMBLY OF THE HISTORIC 
BUILDING(S) AND/OR STRUCTURE(S) ON A LANDMARK SITE OR 
SIGNIFICANT SITE. In approving a Historic District or Historic Site design 
review Application involving disassembly and reassembly of the Historic 
Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a Landmark Site or Significant Site, the 
Historic Preservation Board shall find the project complies with the following 
criteria: 
 

1.  A licensed structural engineer has certified that the Historic Building(s) 
and/or Structure(s) cannot reasonably be moved intact; and 
 
Complies. Engineer Henry Shen reported that, as existing, the house 
would not survive temporary lifting.  The exterior walls consist of 
single-wall construction and are not strong enough for wind, seismic, 
or gravity loads.  The existing roof and floor joists are also less than 
the capacity of the code is required and the roof decking provides no 
lateral diaphragm.   
 
In single-wall construction, there is no support framing, no real 
foundation, and the walls are only about 2” thick.  For this reason, this 
type of construction is often referred to as “box construction.”   
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Because there is no framing, the house will only stand if all the major 
structural components (walls, roof, floor) are in place.  The structural 
engineer has found that the walls, roof, and floor of this structure are 
all operating below capacity. 

 
2.   At least one of the following: 

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

 
Complies. Staff finds that the proposed disassembly and 
reassembly would abate demolition of the Historic Building as it 
would allow the applicant to preserve eight panels forming the 
original t-shaped cottage. These panels will be salvaged and 
used to reassemble the building. 
 

b. The Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) are found by the 
Chief Building Official to be hazardous or dangerous, pursuant 
to Section 116.1 of the International Building Code; or 
 
Complies. The building was gutted in 2015 as part of the 
applicant’s exploratory demolition.  The building is currently not 
habitable and meets the definition of a hazardous or dangerous 
building, pursuant to Section 116.1 of the International Building 
Code. 

 
c. The Historic Preservation Board determines, with input from the 

Planning Director and the Chief Building Official, that unique 
conditions and the quality of the Historic Preservation Plan 
warrant the proposed disassembly and reassembly; unique 
conditions include but are not limited to: 

 
1. If problematic site or structural conditions preclude 

temporarily lifting or moving a building as a single unit; or 
 

Complies. As previously noted, the Chief Building 
Official has found that this site has unique conditions 
that preclude the structure from being temporarily lifted 
in whole.  The Chief Building Official has expressed 
concern about site constraints and logistical hardship 
due to the steepness of this site and the historic house’s 
location at the very top of the hillside above Ontario 
Avenue.   

 
2. If the physical conditions of the existing materials 

prevent temporarily lifting or moving a building and the 
applicant has demonstrated that disassembly and 
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reassembly will result in the preservation of a greater 
amount of historic material; or 

 
Complies. The applicant will be able to preserve all 
eight (8) of the walls of the original t-shaped cottage.  
The walls will be braced from the interior prior to 
removing them from the non-historic walls and roof 
structure in an effort to preserve these walls to the 
greatest extent possible.   
 

3. All other alternatives have been shown to result in 
additional damage or loss of historic materials. 

 
Complies. The applicant has argued that disassembly 
and reassembly of this structure will result in the 
preservation of the greatest amount of historic material.  
The applicant believes that eight (8) panels of the 
historic house can be salvaged and reused to 
reassemble the house. 

 
Under all of the above criteria, the Historic Structure(s) and or Building(s) must 
be reassembled using the original materials that are found to be safe and/or 
serviceable condition in combination with new materials; and the building will be 
reassembled in their original form, location, placement, and orientation. 

 
HPB Discussion Requested 
 

Analysis 2: Material Deconstruction 
Staff has analyzed the specific scope of work for the material deconstruction below: 

 

1. SITE DESIGN 
As existing, the historic c.1904 cross-wing house sits above Ontario Avenue on a flat 
portion of the uphill lot.  The house is surrounded by mature trees, including a large 
evergreen tree in the Ontario Avenue right-of-way.  There are also oak, apple, and 
plum trees in the rear yard of the property.  There is currently an old stone retaining 
wall separating the historic house from its neighbor to the south as well as a c. 2009 
concrete and boulder wall at the front of the lot that creates an unsanctioned parking 
pad parallel to Ontario Avenue.  In the rear yard, there is an eight foot retaining wall 
consisting of steel pole and horizontal wood boards; the applicant believes this 
retaining wall was constructed when the addition was built (1941-1949) in an effort to 
retain the hillside directly behind the historic house.  The backyard also features a 
solid wood fence along the south property line, and a barbed wire fence with steel 
and wood posts on the east and north sides of the property.  There are also concrete 
steps leading from the front door down to Ontario Avenue.  These improvements 
have been highlighted in the site plan below: 
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Close-up of survey showing site improvements. 
 

Starting in the front yard, the applicant proposes to remove the non-historic c.2008 
concrete retaining wall; this wall will be rebuilt as the front wall of an underground 
garage off of Ontario Avenue and clad in stacked stone.  Staff finds that the wall is 
non-contributory to the historic integrity and significance of the site.   
 
There is also an existing boulder wall above the concrete wall.  This wall was 
constructed by Mrs. Sorensen in c.2008.  The applicant is proposing to remove this 
wall and introduce a series of terraces above the proposed underground garage 
supported by new stacked stone retaining walls. Staff finds that this wall is non-
contributory to the historic integrity and significance of the site. 
 
The applicant is not proposing to replace the existing concrete stairway in the front 
yard. It is likely that these concrete steps were constructed around the same time as 
the concrete slabs were poured on the two front porches, likely in the 1950s.  The 
applicant believes the excavation will not damage this section of the hillside and the 
steps will remain in place. 
 
In the south side yard, there is an existing stacked stone retaining wall along the 
south property line that curves around behind the house in the backyard.  The 
applicant believes that this stone retaining wall was constructed c.1904 when a 
portion of the lot was leveled to construct the house.  The wall is in fair condition 
and the applicant only proposes to clean up and tuck point the historic wall.  Staff 
finds that any material deconstruction of the wall is necessary for its restoration. 
 
There is also a solid wood fence in the side yard. This fence was likely constructed 
by the Sorensens outside of the site’s historic period of significance.  The applicant 
proposes to remove the fence.  Staff finds that this demolition is acceptable as the 
fence is non-contributory to the historic integrity and significance of the site. 
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In the rear yard, there is also a concrete retaining wall and two sets of stairs that 
climb uphill to the top of the lot.  These concrete improvements were likely 
constructed by the Sorensens in the 1950s in an effort to access the house from the 
east side of the property.  (Historically, the Sorensens parked their car behind the 
house.) The applicant is proposing to demolish these non-historic improvements in 
order to re-terrace the lot and create more useable outdoor space.  Staff finds that 
the demolition of the concrete stairs and retaining walls are acceptable as these 
improvements do not contribute to the historic integrity or significance of the site; 
additionally, the proposed work mitigates any impacts that could occur to the visual 
character of the neighborhood. 
 
There is also a steel pole and horizontal wood board retaining wall that is about 8’ 
taller than the height of the floor elevation of the house.  The applicant believes that 
this retaining wall is from c.1941 when the addition was constructed as it retains the 
grade of the hillside directly behind the house.  The applicant has found that this 
wall is structurally insufficient.  The applicant is proposing to demolish this wall in 
order to accommodate the new addition and site improvements.  Staff finds that the 
proposed work is required for the rehabilitation of the building and the existing wall 
is non-contributory to the historic integrity and significance of the site. 
 
Finally, there is a barbed wire fence in the backyard that wraps the northeast corner 
of the property.  This fence also does not appear to be historic.  Staff finds that its 
removal is acceptable as the fence does not contribute to the historic integrity or 
significance of the site. 
 

2. REMOVAL OF NON-HISTORIC ADDITIONS 
As described in the environmental history of this site, this house had a number of 
alterations made after the 1941 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map.  The Sorensens 
constructed an addition to the north of the original T-shaped cottage that was 
constructed between 1941-1949 and outside of the historic Mature Mining Era 
(1894-1930).  The applicant has chosen to restore the house to its c.1904 
appearance, prior to the improvements made by the Sorensens.  The architect 
believes that a porch was actually enclosed as part of this remodel based on the 
physical evidence.  A new roof was also built over the existing roof form so that only 
the original gable form of the original stem wing is visible.   
 
The applicant proposes to remove the non-historic additions to uncover and restore 
the original T-shaped cross wing.  The diagram below shows the 1941 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map and the conditions that exist today: 
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Sanborn Fire Insurance map shows the 
original L-shaped cottage with a one-story 
addition across the back.  A partial-width 
front porch is adjacent to stem wing. 

The area shaded in red is the original 
cross-wing house.  The remainder of 
the building depicted in this floor plan 
was added between 1941-1949. 

 
Staff finds that these additions do not contribute to the historic integrity or historic 
significance of the structure or site.  The material deconstruction is necessary in 
order to restore the original c.1906 cross-wing form. 

 
3. ROOF 

The existing roof consists of corrugated galvanized metal roof panels over plywood 
sheathing.  As outlined in the applicant’s Physical Conditions Report (Exhibit C) and 
Engineer’s Report, the roof joists are at 16% capacity of the code.  The original roof 
form of the T-shaped cottage has been covered by the 1941-1949 addition, leaving 
the original roof form intact.  The only portion of the historic c.1906 roof that is visible 
is at the south end of the building where the original gable can be seen. 
 
The applicant is proposing to rebuild the roof structure.  The applicant will use the 
original roof framing beneath the 1941-1949 roof form to accurately depict the 
original roof dimensions.  He will also rely on the geometry of the original gable 
forms to accurately depict the slope of the roof.  The fascia will be replaced at this 
time as it has largely dry-rotted.   
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The blue highlighted roof forms represent the c.1941-1949 new addition and construction of a new 
roof form above the c.1906 original cross-wing form.  The red highlighted roof forms represent those 
portions of the original c.1906 cross-wing that will need to be reconstructed based on physical 
evidence. 
 
Staff finds that the proposed material deconstruction is required for the restoration of 
the original c.1906 roof from.  
 

4. EXTERIOR WALLS 
As discussed earlier in this report, the applicant is proposing to panelize the walls of 
the c.1906 cross wing in order to salvage all eight (8) of the original walls.  These 
walls consist of single wall construction built of 1‖x12‖ interior vertical wood planks 
covered by 1‖x6‖ lap siding on the exterior.  The original drop novelty wood siding 
has been covered with both asbestos siding added in the 1950s and then cement 
shingles added later.   
 
As part of the disassembly, the applicant will brace the interior side of the wall 
panels with new structure.  The walls will then be removed from the structure, 
following demolition of the roof, at the corners to prevent any damage to the historic 
materials.  A new structure will be built and the historic walls will be reinstalled on 
the new structure.   
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the two layers of non-historic siding, dating 
back to the 1950s.  The original wood siding is in poor condition as it has been 
damaged by the nail holes of two layers of non-historic siding.  The applicant 
anticipates restoring the wood siding where it is extant.  New siding will be milled to 
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match and replaced damaged portions of the siding.  Most of the damaged siding is 
on the non-historic additions. 

 
The highlighted red walls show those areas where the asbestos and cement siding will be removed in 
order to restore the original wood drop-novelty siding. 

 
Staff finds that the proposed material deconstruction of the asbestos and cement 
shingle siding is appropriate as these later material changes are non-contributory to 
the historic integrity or historic significance of the structure.  Additionally, their 
removal is necessary in order to restore the original c.1906 cross-wing and its 
historic appearance.  
 
In order to prevent too much historic siding from being lost, staff has added 
Condition of Approval #2 that says, ―Where the historic exterior materials cannot be 
repaired, they will be replaced with materials that match the original in all respects: 
scale, dimension, texture, profile, material and finish.  Prior to replacement, the 
applicant shall demonstrate to the Historic Preservation Planner that the materials 
are no longer safe and/or serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or 
serviceable condition.  The Historic Preservation Planner shall approve the 
replacement in writing.‖   
 
 

5. FLOORS & FOUNDATION 
This house has no foundation and so the floor joists sit both on dirt and stacks of 
sandstone.  The floor joists consist of 2x6s at 24 inches on center, spanning 12 feet.  
These floor joists have rotted due to slumping, warped, bowed, and are irregular in 
shape.  They currently are only supporting 22% of the required floor load.  The floor 
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sheathing is 1x6 planks installed perpendicular to the joists.  There is no shear 
capacity to the floor. 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a new floor structure as part of this renovation.  
Staff finds that the proposed material deconstruction of the floor structure is 
necessary in order to rehabilitate the historic house.  As existing, the historic 
materials are beyond repair and no longer contribute to the structural rigidity or 
stability of the historic building.  

 
The applicant is proposing to remove the materials that make up this makeshift 
foundation and replace it with a new poured concrete basement foundation.  Staff 
finds that the proposed material deconstruction of the foundation elements is 
required for the rehabilitation of the building.  Furthermore, the new foundation will 
further preserve the historic panels and ensure the longevity of this building. 
    

6. PORCH 
There are two front porches on this house—one on the 1941-1949 addition and the 
other on the front of the historic house. 
 
The applicant is proposing to remove the front porch as part of the demolition of the 
non-historic addition that was constructed between 1941 to 1949.  The porch is not 
historic and staff finds that this proposed material deconstruction is acceptable as 
the porch does not contribute to the historic integrity or historical significance of the 
structure or site.    
 
The image below highlights this non-historic porch removal: 
 

 
The second front porch is located on the c.1906 historic cross-wing house. The 
location of the front porch appears to be original; however, the materials are not 
historic.  Staff finds that this porch was likely constructed at the same time as the 
porch on the 1941-1949 addition as it contains the same type of wood posts and 
concrete slab.  The porch roof was also altered at this time as a new roof was 
constructed over the original cross-wing and over the front porch.  The porch rails 
are contemporary and were added sometime after the 2009 reconnaissance survey 
photograph was taken for the Historic Site Form. 
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C.2009 reconnaissance survey photo of the 
house.  Note the metal porch rails that match 
those on the concrete stairs. 

Current photograph of the house showing 
contemporary wood railing.   

 
The applicant is proposing to reconstruct the historic front porch of the c.1906 
cross-wing.  In doing so, the applicant will reconstruct the original porch roof that sat 
beneath the eave of the north-south stem wing.  They will also reconstruct a wood 
porch structure with new wood railings and wood decking materials.  The new porch 
will be reconstructed using materials and details as close to the original design as 
possible. 

 
The image below highlights the removal of the non-historic porch on the front of the 
historic cross-wing house: 

 

 
 

Staff finds that the proposed material deconstruction to remove the non-historic 
porch elements is appropriate as these materials do not contribute to the historic 
integrity or historical significance of the structure.  Additionally, the material 
deconstruction is necessary to restore the front porch to its original c.1906 
appearance.   
 

7. DOORS 
There are only two door openings on the existing house.  One is on the 1941-1949 
addition to the north; the other is on the west elevation of the historic c.1906 cross-
wing house.  Neither of the doors are historic and were likely replaced in the 1970s-
1980s.   
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The partial-glass flush wood door on the addition is not historic and will be removed 
when the addition is demolished (shown as Door #1).  Staff finds that this door is 
non-contributory to the historic integrity or historical significance of the structure. 
 
The door opening on the historic house the only existing one that will remain 
following the demolition of the non-historic addition (shown as Door #2). There is 
currently a flush wood door and an aluminum screen door in this opening.  The 
original door has been lost and the applicant finds that the original door opening was 
reframed in the past.  They are proposing to restore this original door opening and 
install a new door that is consistent with the Design Guidelines.  Staff finds that 
removal of the non-historic flush wood door and aluminum screen door is 
appropriate as these modifications do not contribute to the historic integrity or the 
historical significance of the structure.  Furthermore, the material deconstruction is 
required for the restoration of the historic building.   
 
There is a third door opening on the rear elevation of the structure that was 
uncovered as part of the applicant’s exploratory demolition (shown as Door #3).  
This door opening is currently on the interior of the structure and leads to the 
enclosed porch space on the rear elevation.  The applicant is proposing to restore 
this door opening and introduce a window-door configuration on the rear elevation 
that is similar to what may have existed historically.  The rear elevation is not visible 
from the primary public right-of-way (Woodside Avenue).  Staff finds that any 
changes to this elevation will not damage or destroy the exterior architectural 
features of the subject property which are compatible with the character of the 
historic site.  Additionally, the proposed scope of work will not impact the visual 
character of the neighborhood where the material deconstruction is proposed to 
occur, or impact the architectural integrity of the building. 
 
The following identifies the door openings to be modified: 

  

This plan illustrates the original T-
shape cottage that will be 
preserved following removal of the 
1941-1949 addition to the north 
and back of the original house. 

This façade elevation shows the location of the original 
door opening on the c.1906 T-shape cottage (#1) and 
the door on the 1941-1949 addition (#2). 

 
8. WINDOWS 

There are a total of 10 windows currently in the house as it exists today.  These 
windows are in generally fair to poor condition and are all replacement windows that 
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were likely added in the 1970s and 1980s.  In some cases, the window openings 
have been modified.   
 
Staff has highlighted windows on the original c.1906 T-shape cottage as red and 
clouded those window openings that have been filled in or modified.  The blue 
shaded windows represent those that are on the non-historic additions.  
 

 
The blue highlighted window forms represent the c.1941-1949 new addition/alterations.  The red 
highlighted window forms represent those portions of the original c.1906 cross-wing that will need to 
be restored based on physical evidence. 
 
 
Staff has outlined the modifications to be made to each window below: 

 Window 1:  This is a non-historic window that was likely introduced when the 
house was upgraded between 1941-1949 as large picture windows were 
popularized in post-War housing styles.  The applicant is proposing to remove 
this window and replace it with two new double-hung windows that fit the 
original window opening.  Staff finds that the proposed material 
deconstruction is necessary in order to restore the original c.1906 window 
configuration. 

 Window 2:  This window is also a non-historic picture window that was likely 
added between 1941-1949.  The applicant is proposing to remove this 
window and replace it with a single double-hung window that fits the original 
window opening.  Staff finds that the proposed material deconstruction is 
necessary in order to restore the original c.1906 window configuration. 
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 Window 3: This window is located on the non-historic addition that will be 
demolished. 

 Window 4: This window is located on the north elevation of the original cross-
wing house.  This window was likely added at the same time that the picture 
windows were introduced and the window opening is not original to the 
c.1906 house.  The applicant will be removing the window and re-siding the 
opening.  Staff finds that this material deconstruction is appropriate as this 
window does not contribute to the historic integrity or significance of this 
building. 

 Window 5: This window is located on the non-historic addition that will be 
demolished. 

 Window 6:  There are shadow lines in this location depicting the original 
window opening on the historic house.  The applicant proposes to restore this 
window opening as part of the renovation.  Staff finds that this material 
deconstruction is necessary to restore the original c.1906 window 
configuration. 

 Window 7:  This window or door opening accesses the attic.  The applicant will 
maintain this opening as an attic door as part of the renovation. 

 Window 8: This window is located on the non-historic addition that will be 
demolished. 

 Window 9: This window is located on the non-historic addition that will be 
demolished. 

 Window 10: This window is located on the non-historic addition that will be 
demolished. 

 
9. SHED 

There is a 100 square foot shed on the northeast corner of the property.  This shed 
has not been designated as historic on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory. The shed 
was likely constructed by the Sorensens and it is clad in the same materials as the 
house.  The applicant believes there may be wood lap siding beneath layers of 
asphalt and asbestos shingle siding.  The applicant proposes to remove the siding 
and restore the original wood siding.   
 
Staff finds that the proposed work will not damage or destroy the exterior 
architectural features of the subject property that are compatible with the overall 
character of the historic site.  The work on the shed will enhance the historic 
character of the property. 

 
Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Board review and discuss the application, 
conduct a public hearing, and approve the material deconstruction of non-historic and 
non-contributory materials at 422 Ontario Avenue pursuant to the following findings of 
fact, conclusions of law, and conditions of approval. This site is listed as Significant on 
the City’s Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).   
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Finding of Fact: 
1. The property is located at 422 Ontario Avenue. 
2. The site is designated as Significant on the Historic Sites Inventory.  
3. Based on Sanborn Fire Insurance maps and historic research analysis, the house 

was likely constructed c.1906 by Amelia and Theodore Neimuth.  The house first 
appears on the 1907 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map as a cross-wing with partial-width 
front porch and rear addition.  This rear addition may have originally served as an 
open porch, but was enclosed by 1907.  The overall form of the house remained 
unchanged through 1941. 

4. Elden ―Shorty‖ (1907-1998) and Ella Sorensen (1918-2009) purchased the house in 
1941.  Between 1941 and 1949, they constructed a side-gable addition to the north 
half of the historic cross-wing and relocated the front door from the north-south stem 
wing of the historic house to the addition. When the addition was constructed, a new 
roof form was built over the addition and historic house, so that only the gables of 
the historic c.1906 cross-wing were visible. The Sorensens also clad the house first 
in asbestos shingle siding (prior to 1958) and then later cement shingle siding, 
rebuilt the porches with concrete foundations and metal and wood handrails, and 
installed the metal roof.   

5. On July 20, 2016, the Planning Department received a Historic District Design 
Review (HDDR) application for the renovation of the historic house and construction 
of a new addition at 422 Ontario Avenue; the application was deemed complete on 
October 17, 2016.  The HDDR application is still under review by the Planning 
Department. 

6. The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) approved a request for an exterior 
exploratory demolition permit under the August 2015 pending ordinance on October 
21, 2015. 

7. On June 21, 2016, the Board of Adjustment (BOA) granted variances to (1) LMC 
Section 15-2.2-3 (E), to the required twelve foot (12’) side yard setbacks to allow a 
zero foot (0’) setback to the front property line, is hereby granted; (2) LMC Section 
15-2.2-3 (H), to the required five foot (5’) side yard setbacks to allow a three foot (3’) 
setback to the north property lines, is hereby granted; and (3) LMC Section 15-2.2-5 
(A) to the required maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) to allow a maximum height 
of forty-one feet (41’) measured from the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the 
highest wall top plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters is hereby granted. 

8. On February 11, 2016, the Planning Commission approved a Steep Slope 
Conditional Use Permit (SS-CUP) for this project.   

9. The proposal to panelize the historic c.1906 cross-wing house complies with LMC 
15-11-14 Disassembly and Reassembly of a Historic Building or Structure.    
Structural Engineer Henry Shen has reported that the house, as existing, would not 
survive temporary lifting as the exterior walls will not withhold wind, seismic, and 
gravity loads and the roof and floor joists are operating below capacity; there is no 
laterial diaphragm for the house.  The proposal will prevent the demolition of the 
historic house and the applicant will preserve eight (8) original wall panels of the 
historic c.1906 cross-wing form.  The Chief Building Official has found that the 
building is hazardous and dangerous pursuant to Section 116.1 of the International 
Building Code. Additionally, the Planning Director and Chief Building Official have 
found that there are problematic or structural conditions preclude temporarily lifting 
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or moving a building as a single unit; the physical conditions of the existing materials 
prevent temporarily lifting or moving the building and the disassembly and 
reassembly will preserve a greater amount of historic materials; and all other 
alternatives have shown to result in additional damage or loss of historic materials. 

10. The applicant proposes to remove a c.2008 boulder and concrete retaining wall in 
the front yard in order to rebuild it as the front wall of the new basement-level 
garage; staff finds that this wall is non-contributory to the historic integrity and 
significance of the site.  The applicant will repoint an existing stacked stone retaining 
wall along the south property line that curves behind the house and into the 
backyard; any material deconstruction associated with the wall is necessary for its 
restoration.  The applicant also proposes to remove a non-historic wood fence in the 
side yard as well as concrete and board form retaining walls, two sets of stairs, and 
a barbed wire fence in the backyard that are not historic and do not contribute to the 
historic integrity or significance of the site.   

11. The applicant proposes to remove alterations made by the Sorensens after 1941 
including the 1941-1949 addition to the north of the original cross-wing, an enclosed 
porch along the rear wall of the historic house, and the roof that was constructed 
during the 1941-1949 remodel.   These additions do not contribute to the historic 
integrity or historic significance of the structure or site.  The material deconstruction 
is necessary in order to restore the c.1906 cross-wing form. 

12. The existing roof consists of a non-historic 1941-1949 roof form that was constructed 
over the original cross-wing form.  The roof consists of corrugated galvanized metal 
roof panels over plywood sheathing.  The structural engineer has found that the roof 
joists are at 16% capacity of the code.  The applicant will use the original roof 
structure and historic gables to reconstruct the porch.  The proposed material 
deconstruction is necessary for the restoration of the original c.1906 roof form.   

13. The original cross-wing house was built using single-wall construction.  The exterior 
of the house is covered in both asbestos siding added in the 1950s and then cement 
shingles.  As part of the disassembly, the applicant will brace the interior of the wall 
panels with new structure, remove the panels, and then reinstall them atop the new 
structure.  The applicant will remove two layers of non-historic siding and restore the 
original wood siding. New siding will be milled to match the historic and replaced as 
necessary.  The removal of the non-historic siding materials is appropriate as these 
do not contribute to the historic integrity or historic significance of the structure and 
their removal is necessary in order to restore the c.1906 cross-wing’s original 
appearance. 

14. The house has no foundation and the floor joists sit directly on dirt and stacks of 
sandstone.  The floor joists have rotted due to slumping, warping, bowing, and their 
irregular shape.  They are only operating at 22% capacity of the required floor load.  
There is no shear capacity to the floor. The applicant is proposing to reconstruct the 
existing floor structure and construct a new poured concrete basement foundation.  
The proposed material deconstruction of the foundation elements is required for the 
rehabilitation of the building.   

15. The front porch on the north half of the house was constructed as part of the addition 
between 1941-1949.  The porch is not historic and the proposed material 
deconstruction is acceptable as the porch does not contribute to the historic integrity 
or historical significance of the structure or site. 
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16. The historic front porch was reconstructed between 1941-1949 as part of the larger 
renovation of the house. Though it maintains its original location, the materials of the 
original porch have been replaced by a non-historic concrete slab, wood posts, and 
even new porch rails.  The applicant will reconstruct the original c.1906 wood front 
porch.  The proposed material deconstruction is appropriate as these materials do 
not contribute to the historic integrity or historical significance of the structure and 
their removal is necessary to restore the front porch to its original c.1906 
appearance. 

17. There are two existing door openings on the house—one on the non-historic 1941-
1949 addition and the other on the historic house.  The door on the north half of the 
house will be demolished along with the non-historic addition as it is non-contributory 
to the historic integrity or historic significance of the structure.  The door opening on 
the original cross-wing house will be restored and a new door installed that is 
consistent with the Design Guidelines.  The material demolition of the non-historic 
door opening and door is appropriate as these modifications do not contribute to the 
historic integrity or historic significance of the structure and the material 
deconstruction is required for the restoration of the building. 

18. There is a third door opening on the rear elevation of the original cross-wing that 
was uncovered as part of the applicant’s exploratory demolition.  The applicant is 
proposing to restore this door opening and introduce a window-door configuration 
that is similar to what may have existed historically.  The changes will not damage or 
destroy the exterior architectural features of the subject property which are 
compatible with the character of the historic site.  The proposed scope of work will 
not impact the visual character of the neighborhood where the material 
deconstruction is proposed to occur or impact the architectural integrity of the 
building. 

19.  There are a total of ten (10) non-historic windows currently in the house.  These 
windows are in fair to poor conditions.  The historic wood windows have been lost 
and the openings have been altered, likely during the 1941-1949 renovation.  Staff 
finds that is appropriate to remove the non-historic windows on the 1941-1949 
addition was these windows do not contribute to the historic integrity or historic 
significance of the structure.  The material deconstruction of the non-historic window 
openings on the historic house is necessary in order to restore the original c.1906 
window configuration. 

20.  There is a non-historic shed on the northeast corner of the property.  This shed is 
not designated as historic on the City’s Historic Sites Inventory.  The applicant 
proposes to remove layers of non-historic siding and restore the original wood siding 
on the shed.  The proposed work will not damage or destroy the exterior 
architectural features of the subject property that are compatible with the overall 
character of the historic site.   

 
Conclusions of Law: 
1. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant to 

the HR-M District and regarding historic structure deconstruction and reconstruction. 
2. The proposal meets the criteria for relocation pursuant to LMC 15-11-14 

Disassembly and Reassembly of the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) on a 
Landmark or Significant Site. 
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Conditions of Approval: 
1. Final building plans and construction details shall reflect substantial compliance with 

the HDDR proposal stamped in on October 14, 2016. Any changes, modifications, or 
deviations from the approved design that have not been approved by the Planning 
and Building Departments may result in a stop work order.    

2. Where the historic exterior materials cannot be repaired, they will be replaced with 
materials that match the original in all respects: scale, dimension, texture, profile, 
material and finish.  Prior to replacement, the applicant shall demonstrate to the 
Historic Preservation Planner that the materials are no longer safe and/or 
serviceable and cannot be repaired to a safe and/or serviceable condition.  The 
Historic Preservation Planner shall approve the replacement in writing. 

3. Should the applicant uncover historic window and door openings that were not 
documented at the time of the Historic Preservation Board’s review, the applicant 
shall schedule a site visit with the Planning Department and determine if the window 
or door opening should be restored.  Any physical evidence of lost historic window 
and door openings shall be documented to the satisfaction of the Preservation 
Planner, regardless of plans for restoration.   

 
 
Exhibits: 
Exhibit A – HPB Checklist for Material Deconstruction 
Exhibit B – Updated Plans 
Exhibit C – Physical Conditions Report  
Exhibit D – Historic Preservation Plan 
Exhibit E – Shen Engineering Report  
Exhibit F – Chief Building Official’s Determination Letter, 2.9.17 
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Exhibit A  
 
 

Historic Preservation Board Material Deconstruction Review Checklist: 
1. Routine Maintenance (including repair or replacement where there is no 

change in the design, materials, or general appearance of the elements 
of the structure or grounds) does not require Historic Preservation Board 
Review (HPBR).   

2. The material deconstruction is required for the renovation, restoration, or 
rehabilitation of the building, structure, or object. 

3. Proposed exterior changes shall not damage or destroy the exterior 
architectural features of the subject property which are compatible with 
the character of the historic site and are not included in the proposed 
scope of work. 

4. The proposed scope of work mitigates any impacts that will occur to the 
visual character of the neighborhood where material deconstruction is 
proposed to occur; any impacts that will occur to the historical 
significance of the buildings, structures, or objects located on the 
property; any impact that will occur to the architectural integrity of the 
buildings, structures, or objects located on the property; and any impact 
that will compromise the structural stability of the historic building. 

5. The proposed scope of work mitigates to the greatest extent practical any 
impact to the historical importance of other structures located on the 
property and on adjacent parcels. 

6. Any addition to a Historic Building, Site, or Structure has been found to be 
non-contributory to the historic integrity or historical significance of the 
structure or site.    
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Building and Fire Safety 

445 Marsac Avenue, P.O. Box 1480, Park City, UT  84060 
Tel 435.615.5100    fax 435.615.4900   www.parkcity.org 

 

 

 

February 9, 2017 

 

 

Anya Grahn 

Historic Preservation Planner 

Park City Municipal Corporation 

 

 

RE: 422 Ontario Ave, Park City, Utah 84060 

 

 

 

Dear Ms. Grahn: 

 

Please be advised that the structure located on 422 Ontario Avenue, which is being 

considered for development activity is located at the top of a hill, resulting in a sloped lot.  

In addition, the structure has had interior demolition activity.  As a result, I find this 

structure to be hazardous and dangerous pursuant to Section 116.1 of the International 

Building Code. 

 

As a result of the subsequent site constraints, logistical hardship of lifting the existing 

historic structure and the eminent need to address the current condition, I am supportive 

of allowing the structure to be panelized.  Please note that this recommendation is with 

the intent of conditions of approval being placed on the management of the construction 

activity, including but not limited to requiring a phasing plan which identified the 

timeline of construction, temporary storage location of the historic materials and the 

standard conditions as outlined by the Historic Guarantee. 

 

Feel free to contact me with any questions. 

 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
Michelle Downard 

Interim Chief Building Official 
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
 
Author:  Anya Grahn, Historic Preservation Planner 
Subject:  LMC Amendment- Building Height- Roof Pitch 
Date:                    March 1, 2017 
Type of Item: Legislative—LMC Amendment 
 
Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board review the proposed 
amendments to the Land Management Code for Chapters 15-2.1-5(C), 15-2.2-5(C), and 
15-2.3-6(C) as described in this staff report, open the public hearing, and consider 
forwarding a positive recommendation to the Planning Commission and City Council.  
 
Description: 
Project Name:  LMC Amendment regarding Historic Preservation Board Purposes 

and Historic District or Historic Site Design Review  
Applicant:  Planning Department  
Proposal:   Revisions to the Land Management Code 
 

Reason for Review: 
Amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC) require Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council adoption. The Historic Preservation Board (HPB) 
may also provide comments to City Council regarding LMC changes. 
 
Background: 
As staff has been reviewing and amending the Design Guidelines with the Historic 
Preservation Board, we have been focusing on compatibility and complementary 
design. In the past, the HPB has expressed concerns about modern-contemporary 
architecture for additions and new infill. Staff has found there is increasingly more 
pressure and demand for flat roofs, as well as rooftop decks in the Historic District. 
Each of these presents unique concerns and challenges to our historic district.  
 
Staff first proposed Land Management Code (LMC) changes to the Historic 
Preservation Board on August 3, 2016 [Packet (starting page 121) and Minutes (page 
16). During the meeting, staff heard the following from the HPB: 

 Flat roofs and pitch roofs need to work together to reflect the historic character of 
Old Town.  

 Sustainability is important; however, there may be other ways to reaching our 
goals of sustainability that are not exclusive to flat roofs. 

 Overall, the HPB understood the attractiveness of rooftop decks; however, they 
also found that we needed to maintain the historic character of Old Town.  
Pitched roofs contribute to this character.   

 The HPB requested that staff look for guidance from the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation and also seek ways to better define and limit green roofs 
and rooftop decks. 
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Echoing the public comment received during the meeting, staff has found that there 
were several factors that contribute to the popularity of rooftop decks: 

 Green roofs and rooftop decks are changing the look and feel of Old Town. 
 Flat roofs often become rooftop decks.  We have heard concerns that these 

rooftop decks elevate activity levels so that they are now adjacent private living 
spaces, such as bedrooms.  They become noisy and the visibility of people on 
rooftop detracts from the Old Town experience. 

 As developers maximize footprints, there is no longer sufficient open space in the 
backyards for activity areas. Rooftops become outdoor living areas to 
compensate for the loss of open space.  At that same time, the mass and scale 
of new houses and additions are increasing because outdoor living spaces have 
moved to the roof. 

 There are sustainability advantages of flat roofs, such as water retention, snow 
retention, etc.; however, we need to be cognizant of our national and local 
historic district listings. 

 
Staff has reviewed articles from the National Trust Forum and found the following: 

 Green roofs are not the only way to add sustainability features to a historic 
building.  (See Green Roofs and Historic Buildings: A Matter of Context).   

 National Trust recommends three important review standards for new infill within 
a historic district: characteristics of the property, differentiation of new work from 
old, and compatibility with existing fabric in terms of materials, features, size, 
scale, and proportion or massing.  New construction does not have to replicate 
the existing style of the surrounding architecture, but it should be compatible with 
the surrounding historic district based on: 

o Site placement 
o Height, massing, proportion, and scale 
o Materials 
o Development patterns 
o Architectural characteristics (ornamentation and fenestration) 

 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and National Trust do not say that new 
infill or additions need to be in the same architectural style of the building as this 
allows the new construction to read as ―new‖.  (See Regulating New Construction 
in Historic Districts.) 
 

 The UK promotes paying attention to the ―desirability of preserving or enhancing 
the character of appearance of [conservation areas].‖  New construction should 
be ―of its own time‖ but still preserve and enhance the district by reinforcing local 
distinctiveness (or character); proportions, mass, and scale, height, location, and 
materiality.  (See Contemporary Design in Historic Districts—A UK Perspective.) 

 
On September 21, 2016, staff held a public outreach session with the design community 
to discuss flat roofs.  The luncheon was attended by architects, contractors, and 
designers.  What we heard was: 
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 Need a better explanation of how much of the roof needs to be vegetated in 
order to be considered a green roof 

 Need definitions of deck, roof deck, and roof terrace 
 Better defining the location of the roof deck in relation to streetscape and 

neighborhood. 
 LMC should incorporate height exceptions to incentive pitches. 
 Consider wall heights and compatibility on the streetscape 

 
Flat Roofs  
In 2009, staff brought forward LMC amendments to City Council regarding the criteria 
for Steep Slope Conditional Use Permits (SS-CUP). While the discussion was focused 
on the review criteria for SS-CUP applications, the prosed LMC amendments included 
discussions of roof pitch. Staff had met with the Planning Commission and brought 
forward language requiring a 7:12 to 12:12 roof pitch. This roof pitch was established to 
be consistent with existing historic structures in order to promote compatible infill. City 
Council chose to also allow for flat roofs in the historic district so long as they were 
Green Roofs [Packet (page 32) and Minutes (page 2)].  
 
Per the Land Management Code (LMC), the Historic Residential Low-Density (HRL), 
Historic Residential (HR-1), and Historic Residential (HR-2) state that the primary roof 
pitch must be between seven: twelve (7:12) and twelve: twelve (12:12); a Green Roof 
may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch as part of the primary roof design. The 
remaining historic zoning districts—Historic Residential Medium District (HRM) and 
Historic Recreation Commercial (HRC) do not provide requirements for roof forms. 
 
Applicants who favor flat roofs argue that the flat roof reduces the overall volume and 
mass of the structure, compared to a gable roof, and provide much-needed ceiling 
height in upper stories. They also find that green roofs offer sustainability benefits such 
as they provide a roof-level habitat, control storm water run-off, reduce energy costs 
and provide a space for solar panels, as well as provide green space in dense 
developments.  
 
As currently written, the LMC allows flat and gable roofs to have the same height. A 
street-facing gable has less mass and bulk at the height of 27 feet above existing grade 
than the neighboring flat-roofed box at the same height. Staff finds that it would be 
better for the flat roof to be consistent with the neighboring wall heights to reduce its 
mass and bulk. 
 
The renderings below illustrates this point. House A and House B have less mass and 
relate more to the historic streetscape as they follow the pattern of neighboring wall 
heights; House B has more mass and bulk at the streetscape. This three-dimensional 
(3D) drawing assumes that the houses are all two stories and are not built to the 
maximum height of 27 feet. 
 

HPB Packet February 21, 2017 Page 311 of 329

http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=1807&Inline=True
http://parkcityut.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=15&ID=1305&Inline=True


 
 

House A (front facing gable with flat roof) 

 

  

House B (side facing gable with flat roof) 

  

House C (flat roof structure) 
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Discussion requested. Staff finds that wall height impacts the visual compatibility 
of flat roofs in the historic district. Does the HPB agree?  
 
Rooftop Decks 
Staff finds that new infill largely uses flat roofs for rooftop balconies and decks. Decks 
are not defined by the LMC; however, the Dictionary of Architecture and Construction 
define them as: 
1.The flooring of a building or other structure. 2. A flat open platform, as on a roof. 3. 
The structural surface to which a roof covering system is applied. 4. The top section of a 
mansard or curb roof when it is nearly flat. 
 
Decks differ from porches, which are more consistent with the Design Guidelines. The 
LMC does not define a porch; however, the Dictionary of Architecture and Construction 
does. It defines it as: 
1. An exterior structure that shelters a building entrance. 2. An exterior structure that 
extends along the outside of a building; usually roofed and generally open-sided, but 
may also be partially enclosed, screened, or glass-enclosed; it is often an addition to the 
main structure; also called a veranda, gallery, or piazza; if set within the building 
structure, it is said to be an integral porch. 
 
Porches are generally smaller than decks, located at an entrance to a house, and 
covered by a roof. 
 
Staff finds that there is a growing trend to construct decks above living areas. These 
decks are not the primary roof form of the structure; however, they do consume a 
significant proportion of the overall roof. As houses step up or down the hillside, these 
decks become a series of outdoor living spaces. In addition to threatening neighbors’ 
privacy and creating noise pollution, these spaces are not consistent with traditional 
patterns of development in Old Town. As green roofs are difficult to maintain, staff finds 
many are being converted to rooftop decks illegally without permits. 
 
The Design Guidelines, as existing, provide limited direction on roof shapes and height. 
For new construction, the Guidelines say: 

#3. A style of architecture should be selected and all elevations of the building 
should be designed in a manner consistent with a contemporary interpretation of 
the chosen style. Stylistic elements should not simply be applied to the exterior. 
Styles that never appeared in Park City should be avoided. Styles that radically 
conflict with the character of Park City’s Historic Sites should also be avoided. 

 
B.1.4 Taller portions of buildings should be constructed so as to minimize 
obstruction of sunlight to adjacent yards and rooms. 
B.1.5 New buildings should not be significantly taller or shorter than surrounding 
historic buildings. 
B.1.6 Windows, balconies and decks should be located in order to respect the 
existing conditions of neighboring properties 
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B.2.2 Roofs of new buildings should be visually compatible with the roof shapes 
and orientation of surrounding Historic Sites. 
B.2.3 Roof pitch should be consistent with the style of architecture chosen for the 
structure and with the surrounding Historic Sites. 
B.2.4 Roofs should be designed to minimize snow shedding onto adjacent 
properties and/or pedestrian paths. 

 
Flat roofs are called out on page 47 of the Design Guidelines as a typical roof form seen 
in the Historic Districts; however, staff finds that flat roofs were generally limited to 
historic commercial structures. There are cases when a historic shed addition to a 
house has a roof pitch of less than 7:12 or may even appear to be flat; however, these 
shallow-pitched roofs are not the primary roof form of historic residential structures. 
 
To solve the issue of incompatible flat roofs and significant usage of rooftop decks, staff 
proposes the following amendments to the Land Management Code (LMC): 

 A flat roof may be the primary roof structure only if it is a green roof. Hot tubs, 
outdoor cooking areas, or heated seating areas are not allowed on Green Roofs. 

 Decks over enclosed living space are roofs. These roofs may not be part of the 
primary roof structure and may not exceed 30% of the total roof area for the 
structure. 

 Decks may not be above the second level of the structure. 
 Decks over garages are permitted for up to one floor level above Existing Grade. 

 
Staff requests that the Historic Preservation Board review and provide input on the 
following proposed Land Management Code (LMC) changes. As the Historic 
Residential Low-Density (HRL), Historic Residential (HR-1), and Historic Residential 
(HR-2) all share the same roof pitch requirements, staff has chosen to only include our 
revisions for the HRL District below; however, the amendments to all three sections are 
outlined in the attached ordinance. 
 
Additionally, Green Roof is defined in the LMC and staff believes the definition 
addresses how much of the roof needs to be vegetated.  It defines it as ―a roof of a 
Building that is covered with vegetation and soil, or a growing medium, planted over a 
water proofing membrane.  It may also include additional layers such as a root barrier 
and drainage and irrigation systems.  This does not refer to roofs which are colored 
green, as with green roof shingles.‖ 
 
Staff is proposing the following revisions: 
 
15-2.1-5 Building Height 
No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from 
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) 
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of 
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following 
height requirement must be met: 
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A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from 
the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports the 
ceiling joists or roof rafters.  

B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required unless 
the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of the 
Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty 
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of 
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story 
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall 
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building 
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance 
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.  

C. ROOF PITCH. The primary roof pitch must be between seven: twelve (7:12) and 
twelve: twelve (12:12). A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch 
as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the primary 
roof design may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch. 
 

1. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five 
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate 
that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green 
Roof, including the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed 
twenty four inches (24‖) above the highest top plate mentioned above.  

 
2. Green Roofs must meet the definition outlined in LMC 15-1.120.  No hot 

tubs, outdoor cooking areas, or seating areas are permitted on Green 
Roofs. 

3. On the Front Facade, the flat roof may not exceed more than thirty percent 
(30%) of the total length of the Front Façade width.  The pitched roof shall 
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extend for minimum length of twelve feet (12’) on the side elevation before 
becoming a flat roof. 

4. Roof Decks shall not be located more than twenty-three feet (23’) above 
Existing Grade, including the height of any required parapets, railings, or 
similar features.  The total square footage of the Roof Deck(s) shall not 
exceed more than 500 square feet of the overall square footage of the roof 
plan. 

 

 
 

D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply: 
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to 

five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with 
International Building Code (IBC) requirements. 

2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when 
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of 
the Building. 

3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height 
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA) 
standards. The Applicant must verify the following: 

a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator. 
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved. 

b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on 
the Site. 
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c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American 
Disability Act (ADA) standards.  

4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow 
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot 
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking 
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA 
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and 
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the 
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s) 
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building 
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade. 

 
Additionally, staff is proposing to add a definition for decks and rooftop decks: 

1.75 Deck: 
A. Deck: an open structure at least twelve inches (12‖) above the ground 

that is located in the front yard, rear yard, or side yard of a property. 
B. Deck, Rooftop: an open structure located above the roof framing of a 

building and above enclosed gross floor area.  
 
Process  
Amendments to the Land Management Code require Planning Commission 
recommendation and City Council adoption. City Council action may be appealed to a 
court of competent jurisdiction per LMC § 15-1-18. 
 
Department Review  
This report has been reviewed by the Legal Department. 
 
Notice  
Legal notice of a public hearing was posted in the required public spaces and public 
notice websites on February 11, 2017, and published in the Park Record on February 
11, 2017, per requirements of the Land Management Code.  
 
Public Input  
Public hearings are required to be conducted by the Planning Commission and City 
Council prior to adoption of Land Management Code amendments. Public input was 
taken at the August 3, 2016, HPB meeting as well as at the Planning Department’s 
public outreach to the design community. Staff has noticed this item for public hearing 
on March 1, 2016 with the HPB.  
 
Recommendation  
The Planning Department requests the Historic Preservation Board open a public 
hearing, review the possible Land Management Code amendments, and forward a 
positive recommendation to the Planning Commission and City Council.  
 
Exhibits  
Exhibit A – Draft Ordinance 
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Exhibit A—Draft Ordinance  
Ordinance No. 17-  
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LAND MANAGEMENT CODE OF PARK CITY, 
UTAH, AMENDING SECTION 15, CHAPTERS 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, AND 2.5 REGARDING 

ROOF PITCHES AND LIMITING THE USE OF FLAT ROOFS TO 25% OF THE 
TOTAL ROOF STRUCTURE 

 
WHEREAS, the Land Management Code was adopted by the City Council of 

Park City, Utah to promote the health, safety and welfare of the residents of Park City; 
and  

 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the community to periodically amend the 

Land Management Code to reflect the goals and objectives of the City Council and to 
align the Code with the Park City General Plan; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the proposed changes to the Land 

Management Code are necessary to supplement existing zoning regulations to protect 
Historic structures and the economic investment by owners of similarly situated property 
(currently Historic); and  

 
WHEREAS, Park City was originally developed as a mining community and 

much of the City’s unique cultural identity is based on the historic character of its mining 
era buildings; and  

 
WHEREAS, these buildings are among the City’s most important cultural, 

educational, and economic assets;  
 
WHEREAS, individual members of the Historic Preservation Board, (―HPB‖) the 

official body to review matters concerning the design of buildings within the City, have 
made recommendations to City Council to encourage compatible design;  

 
WHEREAS, the pending amendments to the Land Management Code (―LMC‖) 

and the Historic District Guidelines and any revisions to the Historic Building Inventory 
are expected to be completed within the next six months;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Park City, Utah, 

that:  
 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 2.1 (Historic Residential-Low Density (HRL) District). The recitals above are 
incorporated herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.1 of the Land Management Code of 
Park City is hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit A).  

 
SECTION 2. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 2.2 (Historic Residential (HR-1) District). The recitals above are incorporated 
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herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.2 of the Land Management Code of Park City is 
hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit B). 

 
SECTION 3. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15- LAND MANAGEMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 2.3 (Historic Residential (HR-2) District). The recitals above are incorporated 
herein as findings of fact. Chapter 2.3 of the Land Management Code of Park City is 
hereby amended as redlined (Exhibit C).  

 
SECTION 4.  AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 15-LAND MANAGEMENT CODE 

CHAPTER 15 (Definitions).  The recitals above are incorporated herein as findings of 
fact. Chapter 15 of the Land Management Code of Park City is hereby amended as 
redlined (Exhibit D).  

 
 
SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be effective upon 

publication.  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of 
________, 2017  

 
PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION  
 
_________________________________  
Jack Thomas, Mayor  

 
 
Attest: 
 
 ___________________________  
Michelle Kellogg, City Recorder  
 
 
Approved as to form:  
 
__________________________  
Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
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Exhibit A- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.1 (Historic 
Residential-Low Density (HRL) District), Section 5 (Building Height) 
 
15-2.1-5 Building Height 

No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from 
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) 
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of 
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following 
height requirement must be met: 

A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from 
the lowest floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports the 
ceiling joists or roof rafters.  

B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required unless 
the First Story is located completely under the finish grade on all sides of the 
Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty 
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of 
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story 
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall 
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building 
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance 
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.  

C. ROOF PITCH. The primary roof pitch must be between seven: twelve (7:12) and 
twelve: twelve (12:12). A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch 
as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the primary 
roof design may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch. 
 

1. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty-five 
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plan to the highest wall top plate 
that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the green roof, 
including the parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty 
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four inches (24‖) above the highest top plate mentioned above.  

 
2. Green Roofs must meet the definition outlined in LMC 15-1.120.  No hot 

tubs, outdoor cooking areas, or seating areas are permitted on Green 
Roofs. 

3. On the Front Facade, the flat roof may not exceed more than thirty percent 
(30%) of the total length of the Front Façade width.  The pitched roof shall 
extend for minimum length of twelve feet (12’) on the side elevation before 
becoming a flat roof. 

4. Roof Decks shall not be located more than twenty-three feet (23’) above 
Existing Grade, including the height of any required parapets, railings, or 
similar features.  The total square footage of the Roof Deck(s) shall not 
exceed more than 500 square feet of the overall square footage of the roof 
plan. 

D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply: 
 

1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to 
five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with 
International Building Code (IBC) requirements. 

2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when 
Screened or enclosed, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of 
the Building. 

3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height 
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA) 
standards. The Applicant must verify the following: 
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a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator. 
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved. 

b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on 
the Site. 

c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American 
Disability Act (ADA) standards.  

4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow 
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.1-5) on a downhill Lot 
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking 
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA 
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and 
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the 
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s) 
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building 
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade. 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013 
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 
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Exhibit B- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.2 (Historic 

Residential (HR-1) District), Section 5 (Building Height) 

15-2.2-5 Building Height 

No Structure shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from 
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height. Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) 
of Existing Grade around the periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of 
approved window wells, emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The following 
height requirements must be met: 

A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from 
the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports 
the ceiling joists or roof rafters.  

B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required unless 
the First Story is located completely under the finish Grade on all sides of the 
Structure. The horizontal step shall take place at a maximum height of twenty 
three feet (23’) from where the Building Footprint meets the lowest point of 
existing Grade. Architectural features, that provide articulation to the upper story 
façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) setback but shall 
be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the width of the building 
encroaching no more than four feet (4’) into the setback, subject to compliance 
with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic Districts.  

C. ROOF PITCH. The primary roof pitch must be between seven:twelve (7:12) and 
twelve:twelve (12:12). A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch 
as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the primary 
roof design may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch.  

1. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty five 
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall top 
plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the green 
roof, including parapets, railing, or similar features shall not exceed twenty 
four inches  

HPB Packet February 21, 2017 Page 323 of 329

https://parkcity.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=15-2.2-5_Building_Height


(24‖) above the highest top plate mentioned above.  

 
2. Green Roofs must meet the definition outlined in LMC 15-1.120.  No hot 

tubs, outdoor cooking areas, or seating areas are permitted on Green 
Roofs. 

3. On the Front Facade, the flat roof may not exceed more than thirty percent 
(30%) of the total length of the Front Façade width.  The pitched roof shall 
extend for minimum length of twelve feet (12’) on the side elevation before 
becoming a flat roof. 

4. Roof Decks shall not be located more than twenty-three feet (23’) above 
Existing Grade, including the height of any required parapets, railings, or 
similar features.  The total square footage of the Roof Deck(s) shall not 
exceed more than 500 square feet of the overall square footage of the roof 
plan. 

 
D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply: 

 
1. Antennas, chimneys, flues, vents, or similar Structures, may extend up to 

five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with 
International Building Code (IBC) requirements.  

2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when 
enclosed or Screened, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of 
the Building. 

3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height 
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA) 
standards. The Applicant must verify the following: 
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a. The proposed .height exception is only for the Area of the elevator. 
No increase in square footage is being achieved. 

b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on 
the Site. 

c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American 
Disability Act (ADA) standards. 

4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow 
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.2-5) on a downhill Lot 
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem Parking 
configuration; to accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA 
elevator; and to accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and 
front porch that provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the 
garage may not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s) 
as dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional Building 
Height may not exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from Existing Grade. 

Adopted by Ord. 00-15 on 3/2/2000 
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013 
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HPB Packet February 21, 2017 Page 325 of 329

https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/00-15.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/06-56.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/09-10small.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/09-14.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/09-40.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/13-48.pdf
https://s3-us-west-1.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com/parkcity/ordinances/documents/2016-44%20LMC%20Code%20amendments1.pdf


Exhibit C- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 2.3 (Historic 
Residential (HR-2) District), Section 6 (Building Height) 
No Structure shall be erected to a height   greater than twenty-seven feet (27') from 
Existing Grade. This is the Zone Height.   
 
Final Grade must be within four vertical feet (4’) from Existing Grade around the 
periphery of the Structure, except for the placement of approved window wells, 
emergency egress, and a garage entrance. The Planning Commission may grant an 
exception to the Final Grade requirement as part of a Master Planned Development 
within Subzone A where Final Grade must accommodate zero lot line Setbacks. The 
following height requirements must be met: 

A. A Structure shall have a maximum height of thirty five feet (35’) measured from 
the lowest finish floor plane to the point of the highest wall top plate that supports 
the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The Planning Commission may grant an 
exception to this requirement as part of a Master Planned Development within 
Subzone A for the extension of below Grade subterranean HCB Commercial 
Uses. 

B. A ten foot (10’) minimum horizontal step in the downhill façade is required unless 
the First Story is located completely under the finish Grade on all sides of the 
Structure. The Planning Commission may grant an exception to this requirement 
as part of a Master Planned Development within Subzone A consistent with MPD 
requirements of Section 15-6-5(F).  The horizontal step shall take place at a 
maximum height of twenty three feet (23’) from where Building Footprint meets 
the lowest point of existing Grade.  Architectural features, that provide articulation 
to the upper story façade setback, may encroach into the minimum ten foot (10’) 
setback but shall be limited to no more than twenty five percent (25%) of the 
width of the building encroaching no more than four feet (4') into the setback, 
subject to compliance with the Design Guidelines for Historic Sites and Historic 
Districts.  

C. ROOF PITCH. The primary roof pitch must be between seven:twelve (7:12) and 
twelve:twelve (12:12).  A Green Roof may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch 
as part of the primary roof design. In addition, a roof that is not part of the primary 
roof design may be below the required 7:12 roof pitch. 

1. A Structure containing a flat roof shall have a maximum height of thirty five 
feet (35’) measured from the lowest floor plane to the highest wall top 
plate that supports the ceiling joists or roof rafters. The height of the Green 
Roof, including the parapets, railings, or similar features shall not exceed 
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twenty four (24‖) above the highest top plate mentioned above.  

 
2. Green Roofs must meet the definition outlined in LMC 15-1.120.  No hot 

tubs, outdoor cooking areas, or seating areas are permitted on Green 
Roofs. 

3. On the Front Facade, the flat roof may not exceed more than thirty percent 
(30%) of the total length of the Front Façade width.  The pitched roof shall 
extend for minimum length of twelve feet (12’) on the side elevation before 
becoming a flat roof. 

4. Roof Decks shall not be located more than twenty-three feet (23’) above 
Existing Grade, including the height of any required parapets, railings, or 
similar features.  The total square footage of the Roof Deck(s) shall not 
exceed more than 500 square feet of the overall square footage of the roof 
plan. 
 

D. BUILDING HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS. The following height exceptions apply: 
1. An antenna, chimney, flue, vent, or similar Structure, may extend up to 

five feet (5') above the highest point of the Building to comply with 
International Building Code (IBC) requirements. 

2. Water towers, mechanical equipment, and associated Screening, when 
enclosed or Screened, may extend up to five feet (5') above the height of 
the Building.  

3. ELEVATOR ACCESS. The Planning Director may allow additional height 
to allow for an elevator compliant with American Disability Act (ADA) 
standards. The Applicant must verify the following: 

a. The proposed height exception is only for the Area of the elevator. 
No increase in square footage of the Building is being achieved. 
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b. The proposed option is the only feasible option for the elevator on 
the Site. 

c. The proposed elevator and floor plans comply with the American 
Disability Act (ADA) standards. 

4. GARAGE ON DOWNHILL LOT. The Planning Commission may allow 
additional Building Height (see entire Section 15-2.3-6) on a downhill Lot 
to accommodate a single car wide garage in a Tandem configuration; to 
accommodate circulation, such as stairs and/or an ADA elevator; and to 
accommodate a reasonably sized front entry area and front porch that 
provide a Compatible streetscape design. The depth of the garage may 
not exceed the minimum depth for internal Parking Space(s) as 
dimensioned within this Code, Section 15-3. The additional height may not 
exceed thirty-five feet (35’) from existing Grade. 

Adopted by Ord. 00-51 on 9/21/2000 
Amended by Ord. 06-56 on 7/27/2006 
Amended by Ord. 09-10 on 3/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-14 on 4/9/2009 
Amended by Ord. 09-40 on 11/5/2009 
Amended by Ord. 10-14 on 4/15/2010 
Amended by Ord. 13-48 on 11/21/2013 
Amended by Ord. 2016-44 on 9/15/2016 
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Exhibit D- Amendments to Title 15- Land Management Code Chapter 15 

(Definitions) 

1.75 Deck: 
A. Deck: an open structure at least twelve inches (12‖) above the ground that is 

located in the front yard, rear yard, or side yard of a property. 
B. Deck, Rooftop: an open structure located above the roof framing of a building 

and above enclosed gross floor area.  
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