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PARK CITY MUNICPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 4, 2020 
 
BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Chair Doug Stephens, Lola Beatlebrox, 
Puggy Holmgren, Jack Hodgkins, John Hutchings, Randy Scott, Tony Toly   
 
EX OFFICIO:  Bruce Erickson, Caitlyn Barhorst, Mark Harrington 
 
The Historic Preservation Board meeting was conducted virtually via Zoom. 
The public was able to submit eComments during the meeting.  
 
ROLL CALL 
Chair Stephens called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. and noted that all Board 
Members were present.   
 
Determination of the Health and Safety Risk under the OPMA 
 
Chair Stephens read the Determination of Health and Safety Risk under OPMA.  
Notice of electronic meeting and how to comment virtually.  The meeting will be 
an electronic meeting without an anchor location as permitted by Utah Code 
Open and Public Meetings Act Section 52-4-207(4) as amended June 18, 2020, 
and Park City Resolution 18-2020 adopted March 19, 2020.  The written 
determination of a substantial health and safety risk, required by Utah Code 
section 52-4-207(4) attached as Exhibit A.   
 
The Historic Preservation Board Members will connect electronically.  Public 
comments will be accepted virtually.  To comment virtually, use eComment or 
raise your hand on Zoom. eComments submitted before the meeting date will be 
attached to the packet as appendices. eComments submitted on HPB meeting 
days will be read aloud.  For more information on participating virtually and to 
listen live, please go to www.parkcity.org    
 
Chair Stephens read from Exhibit A, Determination of Substantial Health and 
Safety Risk.  On October 7, 2020, the Board Chair determined that conducting a 
meeting with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and 
safety of those who may be present at the anchor location.  Utah Code Section 
52-4-207(4) requires this determination and the facts upon which it is based, 
which include Summit County has extended its emergency declaration and public 
health emergency declaration through January 8, 2021.  Statewide Covid cases 
and hospitalizations are increasing.    
 
This determination is valid for 30 days and is set to expire on November 7, 2020.   
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ADOPTION OF MINUTES  
 
Board Member Holmgren referred to page 6, 5th paragraph, and inserted the 
word was in the first sentence to correctly read “Vice-Chair Scott replied that Mr. 
Alter was correct”.  
 
MOTION:  Board Member Beatlebrox moved to APPROVE the minutes of 
October 7, 2020 as corrected.  Board Member Scott seconded the motion.  
 
VOTE:  The motion passed.  Chair Stephens abstained since he was absent 
from the October 7th meeting.     
 
PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
No eComments were submitted and no hands were raised on Zoom. 
 
STAFF/BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES                       
 
Director Erickson reported that Doug Stephens had chosen to resign from the 
position of HPB Chair.  The Board would need to elect a new full-time Chair at 
the next meeting.   Director Erickson expressed appreciation for Mr. Stephens 
time and service.  He will remain on the HPB but not as the Board Chair.     
 
Board Member Stephens stated that because he has not been able to attend 
HPB Meetings, he thought it was best for Randy Scott to conduct the meeting for 
1128 Park Avenue this evening, since Mr. Scott has been chairing the meetings 
in his absence and was familiar with the project.   
 
Director Erickson stated that because Mr. Stephens had resigned his position as 
Board Chair, Randy Scott would chair the remainder of the meeting this evening 
in his role of Vice-Chair.      
   
REGULAR AGENDA 
 
5.A. 1128 Park Avenue – Historic District Design Review Historic Preservation 

Board Review for Material Deconstruction of a Landmark Historic Site – 
The Applicant is Proposing Material Deconstruction for the Landmark 
Historic Site.    (Application PL-20-04484) 

 
Planner Barhorst reported that this was the third HPB meeting regarding Material 
Deconstruction on the Landmark site at 1128 Park Avenue.   
 
Planner Barhorst provided a brief overview of the prior discussions and what 
needed to be decided this evening based on the site visit with the Board 
yesterday.   
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Planner Barhorst stated that the per the Code under the Material Deconstruction 
Section, the HPB reviews the removal of historic material to accommodate new 
additions, new construction, or structural upgrades.  She noted that the review 
authority reviews the proposed plans for compliance with the LMC Design 
Guidelines.   
 
Planner Barhorst remarked that this meeting would have two parts.  The first is to 
focus on the contributing status of the shed addition, which has been a major part 
of the discussion since the September HPB meeting.  She noted that the Staff 
had done a full review of the three proposals.  Based on the direction given at the 
last meeting, the Staff wanted the ability to make final action of approval or denial 
based on the applicant’s proposals.  The exhibits in the Staff report were 
included for all three proposals, which included a draft letter of denial based on 
the Staff’s analysis; and a draft letter of approval which leaves blanks for the 
HPB to make findings for approval for one of the proposals. 
 
Planner Barhorst noted that the shed addition at the rear intersection of the T 
cottage of the site is in question at this point.  The applicant has requested 
determination of the contributing status of this portion of the building with regards 
to constructing the new addition and transitional element required per the design 
guidelines.  She reported that the house was originally a Park Avenue facing 
shotgun house.  Since the first meeting, the Staff determined that the south 
facing cross gable was added at some point between 1907 and 1929 as the first 
phase of the addition.  A shed was added after that time period and shows up in 
the 1929 Sanborn map.  Planner Barhorst had included a series of photos in the 
Staff report that clearly shows the shingles in the cross-T addition.   
 
Planner Barhorst thought it was important to note that this property appears to be 
the only extant example of a cross-T footprint Park City house that was originally 
a shotgun that was added on to with a side cross gable rather than what is 
typically seen.   It was either constructed as an original T or L shape, or it was a 
hall-parlor house with the front facing gable added.  It is a unique property in the 
sense of its construction history.   
 
Planner Barhorst presented a slide showing the original roof of the shotgun 
house and the original chimney.  She pointed out the roof and construction of the 
floor in the shed additional being discussed this evening.  Planner Barhorst noted 
that there was no evidence of a foundation having existed. As previously 
discussed, the Sanborn map has a slight offset in the wall plane on the south 
facade.  There is no real evidence supporting the fact that the Sanborn map 
condition is not the condition that currently exists.  She clarified that the purpose 
of the site visit yesterday was to give the Board the opportunity to look at the 
interior demolition.  Planner Barhorst presented another photo showing the roof 
shingles of the cross-T addition, which puts the shed/kitchen footprint at a later 
date.   
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Planner Barhorst stated that in her analysis of the project, her findings point 
towards the fact that the shed addition is contributing to the historic integrity of 
this Landmark site and should be considered in the footprint of the historic 
structure with regards to the transitional element requirements.   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that the Landmark site criteria in the Land Management 
Code points to three main concepts.  Currently, here analysis is focused on Item 
B, which is in question for retaining the historic integrity in terms of location, 
design, settings, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association as defined by 
the National Park Service.  Planner Barhorst reported that the property was 
nominated in the thematic nomination of 1984 for the Mining Boom Era 
residences in Park City.  It was not listed because the owner objected; however, 
it still qualifies for listing on the National Register.  She noted that the nomination 
form speaks specifically to a shed extension at the rear of a house.  It is 
complimentary to the house in scale and materials.  In period rear extensions are 
part of Park City’s architectural vocabulary.  Although in many cases an 
extension represents a major alteration of the original house, it usually 
contributes to the significance of a house because it documents the most 
common and acceptable method of expansion of the small Park City House.   
 
Planner Barhorst had included a few definitions to help the Board understand 
what they were discussing this evening.  The definition of a contributing building, 
structure, site/area or object is a building which is main, attached, detached, or 
public, accessory building structure site or object that is determined by the 
Historic Preservation Board to meet the specific criteria set forth in LMC 15-11-
10, which is the section regarding the Historic Sites Inventory criteria.  Planner 
Barhorst continued, a portion of an existing building, an accessory building 
structure or object may also be considered contributory to the historical 
significance of a building or site if it reflects the historical or architectural 
character of the site or district as designated by the Historic Preservation Board.   
 
Planner Barhorst commented on the applicant’s proposed treatment of restoring 
the footprint back to the T footprint that existed between 1907 and 1929, as 
evidence by the Sanborn maps and the physical evidence that was found in the 
roof structure.  She noted that it would be reviewed under Approach Number 3, 
Restoration, from the design guidelines document from 2009 that was still be 
updated with the new guidelines.  She stated that restoration centers on retaining 
materials from the most significant period in the property’s history.  Since 
changes in a site convey important information about the development history of 
that site and its structures, restoration is less common than preservation or 
rehabilitation.  Planner Barhorst read the actual definition in the LMC regarding 
restoration, “The act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and 
character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of 
removal of features from other periods in its history, and reconstruction of 
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missing features from the restoration period”.  She pointed to the fact that the 
definition speaks to other periods in its history, and the fact that this property has 
designated its historic era between 1894 and 1930, the Mature Mining Era.  She 
presented a snapshot from the Historic Sites Inventory form for this property. 
 
Planner Barhorst stated that it this specific house is unique in the fact that it was 
originally a shotgun house, it was added on to twice, and it has three phases of 
construction within the historic period as defined in the HSI, which end in the 
1930 date.  Planner Barhorst noted that this was the issue the HPB needed to 
decide this evening.  The applicant was requesting a determination on whether 
the shed addition is considered contributing to the historic integrity of this specific 
property.   
 
Board Member Hutchings asked if the construction of the house was unique.  He 
could think of two other structures that were constructed in the same way as the 
initial 1907 structure and the various additions.  Planner Barhorst explained that 
this structure is specifically unique because the original footprint is a shotgun 
house, rather than the parlor house with a front porch that goes across the entire 
house.  The front gable was added to the shotgun form.  That makes it different 
from the others.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked about 1125 Park Avenue.  Planner Barhorst 
replied that the Staff believes that 1125 Park Avenue was built as the T.  The 
structure at 1128 Park Avenue became a T-cottage by addition; and because it 
was a shotgun form that had a side gable added rather than the front gable.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox understood that the applicant was not proposing any 
demolition or to remove anything regarding the shotgun house or the T-addition; 
and therefore, the uniqueness would remain.  Planner Barhorst replied that the 
T-form would remain, and the structure would still be unique.     
 
Board Member Hodgkins noted that the maps do not suggest that the house ever 
had a front porch.  Planner Barhorst replied that it was difficult to date because 
sometimes the maps show the porch and other times not.  She assumed it 
probably had some type of lean-to but not necessarily a porch with a floor.  She 
pointed out the entrance which she believed was added to the primary facade.  
Based on the Sanborn maps, it was hard to tell what was there exactly.   
 
Kevin Horn, the project architect clarified that the applicant intends to keep the 
shotgun and T-addition to maintain the historic character and uniqueness of the 
property.  Mr. Horn commented on the National Register and noted that Planner 
Barhorst mentioned that the original owner in 1984 declined being on the 
National Register.  As a matter of consistency, he was unsure whether they could 
now add those National Historic requirements when it was already memorialized 
in the HSI that the owner had declined.       
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Board Member Hodgkins asked Mr. Horn to further clarify his comment regarding 
the National Register.  Mr. Horn explained that when all these homes were put 
on the Historic Site Inventory, the owners had an opportunity to either accept 
being part of the National Register or decline to be part of the National Register.  
Planner Barhorst stated that the Historic Sites Inventory was codified as it 
currently exists.  The initial version was in 2007.  At that time the Historic Sites 
Inventory criteria of retaining historic integrity per the National Register is where 
the overlap occurs.  Planner Barhorst clarified that the 1984 nomination form and 
the owner objection was at that level.  The Historic Sites Inventory was codified 
and the owner objection was clarified.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked if Planner Barhorst was saying that it was not 
listed individually, but it was listed as part of the Historic District.  Planner 
Barhorst stated that it is not listed because the owner objected; however, 
because everything is the same as when it was qualified in the 1984 analysis, the 
structure should still qualify today for the National Register per HSI criteria (B).   
 
Mr. Horn understood that by Code the structure is part of the Park City Historic 
Sites Inventory.  If the owner exercises their right to decline, it is not part of the 
National Register of Historic Places.   Board Member Hodgkins thought the only 
difference is that it does not allow the owner to take tax credits.  Board Member 
Toly questioned why an owner would not want the tax credits.  Mr. Hodgkins 
agreed.  He did not understand why that would not be an advantage.  Mr. Horn 
stated that specific requirements come with the tax credits.    
 
Mr. Horn stated that requirements also come with the tax credits and he 
assumed the owner did not want to be limited by those requirements, and 
therefore, declined.   
 
Assistant City Attorney Harrington stated that early in the process there was not 
a list.  It was presumption of historic significance if certain criteria were met.  The 
thematic nomination was part of that presumption of historic significance until the 
City had a consultant prepare the actual list.  It was not uncommon for people to 
opt out of the National Register.  Board Member Hodgkins asked if Mr. 
Harrington was saying that people opted out because of the local requirements 
and not necessarily the national requirements.  Mr. Harrington clarified that 
without knowing anything for sure, this was all speculation.  He remarked that the 
City program was at its infancy at that point and people were weary of any listing 
or designation because they were concerned about voluntarily restricting their 
property.  Mr. Harrington stated that the HSI list is adopted differently than the 
thematic nomination.  He noted that the criteria overlap because they incorporate 
the references specifically in some sections; however, the fact that someone 
declined has no bearing on the application of the criteria if it is incorporated in the 
Code.   
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Board Member Hodgkins had concerns with using the term restrictions, 
especially regarding the National Registry.  He understood that the restrictions 
are set at the local level.  There are only incentives to have it registered at the 
National level.  He wanted that to be clear.   
 
Mr. Horn noted that Planner Barhorst had shown four options on a historic 
project, one being restoration.  He noted that he did 222 Sandridge, 1055 
Norfolk, and he was currently about to finish 158 Main, 1119 Park Avenue, and 
526 Park Avenue.  Mr. Horn stated that a portion of those projects were 
approached with restoration and they maintained the historic portion of the home.  
For example, the home at 1119 Park Avenue had a garage and they added a 
roof on to that garage and made it part of the home.  Mr. Horn stated that they 
upgraded the historic nature of that garage to work with the home because it was 
a 1960s concrete block addition.  He thought 1055 Norfolk was the best example 
of a home that was oddly added on to and refaced, and how they took it back to 
its period of the T-shape and worked from there.  Mr. Horn remarked that they 
have been doing this kind of approach over the past ten years under the same 
guidelines as now.  The difference is Code, but he did not believe the Code was 
meant to throw away or speak against the Guidelines they have been using for 
the past several years.  He pointed out that there were many other projects that 
he did not do that took the restoration approach.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that with that approach, the original thought was to take off the 
shed and focus on the significant T-form that makes the house significant.  Mr. 
Horn noted that the original and the T have rough sawn dimensional lumber.  The 
addition has nominal dimension lumber with a smooth sawcut.  It is a more 
modern construction, which shows that it was not built at the same time.  The 
shingles also indicate it was not built at the same time.  As they pick a time 
period to restore the historic portion to, it is not out of line to restore it to a time 
that pre-dated this shed addition.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that they were directed by the HPB to analyze this as being 
removed as a non-historic element.  The other would be not to do a restoration 
and do a preservation of everything intact as it is, including the shed.  In that 
scenario, he would question that it is contributory to the significance of the 
shotgun with the T-addition, which they will maintain. 
 
Planner Barhorst clarified that the Board was being asked to consider Proposals 
1, 2 and 2(b) outlined in the Staff report. 
 
Vice-Chair Scott noted that the question for the Board is whether the shed 
structure is contributory to the historic significance of the building.   
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Board Member Holmgren stated that at one point in the past there was a 
committee called Save Our Sheds, because they were being quickly and easily 
demolished without notice.  She recalled that the HPB awarded a grant to 
property owners on Hillside because they restored a shed on their property.  Ms. 
Holmgren remarked that the group went through the city because so many sheds 
were falling down, and people were taking the wood to build other things.  She 
felt strongly that the shed is an integral part of this house.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox thought Save Our Sheds was about freestanding 
sheds and outbuildings, not ones that were attached.  She felt they were talking 
about two different circumstances.  Board Member Holmgren replied that it was 
very open and intended to save all historic sheds.  It was at the time when the 
HPB was first started as opposed to the HDC.  There were some contentious 
meetings, but they all agreed on saving the sheds.   
 
Mr. Horn noted that he has participated in shed preservation; specifically, at 222 
Sandridge and 526 Park Avenue.  He believed this was different because the 
type of roof slope is a shed roof.  If it had been a gable addition, he did not think 
they would be calling it a shed.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox commented on how her thinking has evolved since 
they started reviewing this project a few months ago.  She stated that the first 
month they were looking at a plan with a clean line taking it back to the T-shape, 
and keeping the structure Landmark because it was taking it back to a particular 
time in history between 1907 and 1929.  Ms. Beatlebrox thought the transitional 
element made sense, and the massing of the addition appeared to be 
proportionate.  She pointed out that in a later meeting the Board was concerned 
about the shed addition and requested a site visit.  As soon as she climbed the 
ladder and looked at the A-frame from the interior and the roof tiles, she felt that 
was the essence of the house and that the shed was tacked on because 
somebody needed more room.  She did not think it was a great piece of 
architecture.  Ms. Beatlebrox remarked that in the second month she still had the 
same opinion that the first design was a viable design and would definitely from 
the side of going down Park Avenue, accentuate the T-shape and keep the 
facade beautiful and historic right on Park Avenue.  In looking at old pictures, the 
shed is not visible because of shrubbery and cars.                               
 
Board Member Beatlebrox noted that in the third month the HPB looked at the 
interior demo and she could see both sides of the issue.  She could see the 
stone foundation below, which is historic, and very old wood.  However, in her 
opinion, it was not definitive that the shed was old and needed to be preserved.  
Ms. Beatlebrox mentioned Crescent Tram and the Rio Grande as examples of 
projects that were taken back to an earlier year.  She noted that the Star Hotel 
was demolished and will be restored to a year that will be unfamiliar to many 
people, but it will still remain a Landmark building. 
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Board Member Beatlebrox pointed out that this applicant wants to preserve and 
not demolish the main building.  She could vote either way on whether the shed 
is contributory, but personally, she thought the main facade facing Park Avenue 
and the A-line of the T is the most important architectural piece.  It would be a 
dealbreaker for her if that piece was not preserved and restored. 
 
Board Member Hutchings stated that after looking at this, he came to the 
conclusion that the shed is contributory to the significance for all the reasons 
outlined in the Staff report.  He thought the shed addition was common to what 
people were doing with these homes during that historic area.  It did not believe it 
was unique.  Mr. Hutchings remarked that other preservation projects have 
included these types of additions, as well as preserving the original and the T-
addition.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins understood the points about historic significance.  He 
agreed with the other examples where they allowed other buildings to go back to 
a particular period in time.  Mr. Hodgkins was unclear on what year the applicant 
was looking to restore this property.  He also had a difficult time believing that the 
property could be restored to include the L, without including the shed.  Mr. 
Hodgkins did not believe there was much evidence to suggest that they were 
added in much later times.  He understood that they point to the roof and that the 
roofline suggests that the roof on the shed piece was built at a different time.  He 
thought there were many examples of that around Park City, especially in 
buildings as old as the one at 1128 Park Avenue.  Mr. Hodgkins stated that there 
have been years with significant snow loads and plenty of roofs have failed, 
including a theater where the whole roof collapsed.  He did not think it was 
inconceivable to think that the roof was flatter initially and that somebody 
replaced it with a steeper roof that would shed the snow more appropriately.  In 
looking at the floorboards and the foundation, it was evident that someone took 
great effort to build it.  He took exception to the term “tacked on” because 
someone thought through the space and spent time building the foundation.  Mr. 
Hodgkins did not believe it was an afterthought.   
 
In terms of integrity, Board Member Hodgkins stated that removing the last lien-to 
space would be “disneylanding” what they think of as historic for Park City, which 
is the traditionally L-shaped, T-house they are more familiar with that was done in 
a later time period.  He thought it was important to keep in mind that this is an 
1895 house with an addition that was completed by 1907.  Mr. Hodgkins felt 
strongly that the volume in this location is historic and should not be discounted.  
He clarified that he was not suggesting that the owner could not go back and 
remove the whole thing and return to the shotgun house.  However, he found it 
difficult to keep half of the addition rather than whole piece, because from the 
standpoint of integrity it is a combined unit, including all three parts.   
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Board Member Toly stated that she was not able to attend either of the site visits 
and would refrain from commenting.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott stated that he could see both sides.  He thought it was 
interesting that the house started out as a shotgun home.  There are 
imperfections in home construction in Park City and they are challenged with 
keeping those imperfections.  Even the way that rooflines do not lineup is 
beautiful and tells part of the story for the implied T-cottage that is so familiar in 
the community.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott stated that when he was able to look at the addition and the 
difference in lumber, he thought it tells a story of a fairly different time period.  He 
knows that it shows up in the 1924 Sanborn maps, but based on what he saw, he 
thought it was quite a bit later.  Vice-Chair Scott stated that for some reason it 
lost a little bit of its significance yesterday when he walked through it, and it 
caused him to pause.  He was on the fence, and in his opinion, it is most 
important to preserve the visual element that they all recognize.  He understood 
Board Member Hodgkin’s point about the “disneylanding” of Park City because 
they do not want everything to look the same.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott stated that a secondary issue is the addition that was placed on 
this unit prior to 1929.  If they choose to say it is historic, it sets a precedent for 
others.   
 
Board Member Stephens stated that in looking at the 1929 Sanborn map and the 
shed addition off the back, it only goes out as far as the rear gable on the original 
shotgun.  However, when you visit the site, you can see that the shed actually 
goes out further.  Planner Barhorst noted that where the wall breaks is hidden by 
the trees.  Since it does not show up in the Sanborn map as existing in the 
historic period, and per the changes to the material deconstruction Code, the 
Staff can review and approve the removal of non-historic additions.  
 
Board Member Stephens pointed out that the siding is historic.  Mr. Hodgkins 
stated that there is a break in the siding, and it does not follow through.  Mr. 
Stephens replied that his point is that the shed addition is actually two additions.  
He noted that all over Park City, they have historically dealt with the fact that 
these houses may have three or four additions.  The question is at what point do 
they allow removal of additions to properties, and at what point do they not allow 
it.  Mr. Stephens stated that if they go down the path of 50 years old or shows up 
on the Sanborn map, would they need to keep every addition.  He thought that 
would make it difficult for people to redo these historic homes for today’s uses.  
Mr. Stephens clarified that he was not making an argument for keeping or not 
keeping the addition.  His concern was more about the criteria for when an 
addition should be kept and when it can be removed.   
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Vice-Chair Scott thought an addition should be kept when it falls in the same era 
as the main home.  Planner Barhorst stated that this was how she interprets it as 
well.  Board Member Hodgkins agreed that it should be the period that is most 
historic.  In this case they were saying the Mining Era, which ends in the early 
1930s.  He noted that the last addition piece was beyond that period.  Mr. 
Hodgkins stated that if the owner chose to restore it to the 1930s or 1940s and 
wanted to leave it in place, they could.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins stated that in looking at preservation in General, 
buildings are preserved to a certain period in time when someone takes the time 
and effort to preserve them.  They make that decision on what to leave and what 
to remove because buildings have a fourth dimension and pieces keep getting 
added over time.  He pointed out that this house is about to have another 
addition added to it.  Mr. Hodgkins remarked that the question is how to peel 
back to what is essential for the historic piece.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that David Baglino had built all the projects he has designed over 
the last ten years and he was on the line and asking to make comments.  Mr. 
Baglino was unmuted.  Mr. Baglino stated that the majority of the homes have 
had multiple additions similar to the one at 1128 Park Avenue.  He noted that it 
was typical for every home to have two or more additions.  On most of the homes 
they picked the oldest historic period to restore the house back to its original 
configuration.  Mr. Baglino remarked that in many cases, it was not uncommon 
for an exterior shed to be tacked onto the house and used as interior living 
space.  He felt that occurred on this house.  He noted that the low ceiling in 
certain spots does not meet Code.  He did not fully understand why going back to 
the original shotgun was not a good viable option for this project, because it 
restores the original integrity of the home and removes what has been “scabbed” 
on.   
 
Planner Barhorst informed Mr. Baglino that it was already determined that the 
shed was carefully constructed and not just tacked on.    
 
Planner Barhorst explained the different proposals to help the Board get a better 
idea of how the contributing nature will play a role in the transitional element and 
design of the addition, which is part of deciding which proposal is most compliant 
with the design guidelines.  Proposal 1 is whether the shed being removed or if it 
is determined that the shed needs to be preserved.  The applicant put forth 
Proposal 2(a) which uses the shed addition as the transitional element.  Proposal 
2(b) creates a wall offset from the south elevation; however, an addition is 
constructed on to the top of the roof of the historic structure. 
 
Board Member Beatlebrox thought it would all hinge on whether the shed 
addition is contributory.  Board Member Hodgkins agreed.  He did not understand 
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why they were looking at the proposals.  He thought they should be making the 
determination based on the findings of facts. 
 
City Attorney Mark Harrington explained that the threshold determination isolates 
which one the Board can focus on for their options.  The expectation is that if the 
majority agrees it is contributory, they can look at Proposal 2 as the mostly likely 
option to start with their analysis.  He noted that the Board could also go through 
each one and vote them up or down pursuant to the proposed findings.  For the 
sake of efficiency, Planner Barhorst thought it was more logical to first consider 
the determination of contributory and that would take them to the appropriate 
option to consider.   
 
Mr. Horn thought this all hinged on Item 9, the transitional element, which says 
historic or contributory.  If the Board determines it to be historic, the question will 
be whether it is contributory to the significant portion and form of the structure.   
He asked the Board to first address the historic aspect and then whether it is 
contributory because it affects Options 2(a) and 2(b).   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that Design Guideline #9 is the review for each of the 
three proposals.  Under the transitional element guidelines, it states “when an 
existing non-historic or non-contributory addition is used as a transitional 
element, the proceeding guidelines for transitional elements shall not apply”.  
This is where Proposals 2(a) and 2(b) keep the shed addition but have varying 
degrees of using it as a transitional element. 
 
Board Member Stephens thought the Board was only deciding whether or not the 
shed addition is contributory and should remain as part of the house, and to give 
the applicant the parameters for material deconstruction on the shed addition.  
Mr. Stephens stated that the three proposals were fairly architectural, and he did 
not believe the HPB has the purview to do design review.  He thought that would 
fall under the HDDR and the Historic District Guidelines as applied by Staff.  
Planner Barhorst stated that the Design Guidelines compliance regarding the 
transitional element, which is affecting the material deconstruction of the shed 
addition, is the Code that was changed at the beginning of March.  Planner 
Barhorst clarified that the shed proposal for removal needs to comply with the 
design guidelines and be reviewed for compliance.  She noted that the HPB 
could make findings that are different from the Staff’s proposed findings.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox agreed with Board Member Stephens that the crux of 
the matter is whether or not the shed is contributory.  If the Board determines that 
it is contributory, the first proposal will not apply, and the other two proposals 
need to be looked at for compliance with the remaining guidelines.  Ms. 
Beatlebrox thought it was a straightforward decision and she was frustrated that 
in three months the Board has never voted on this application.  The result is a 
frustrated Board and a frustrated applicant.      
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Vice-Chair Scott understood that Proposal 1 was the applicant’s ideal situation.  
If it is considered contributory, then they would like the Board to look at the other 
two proposals.  Kevin Horn reiterated that in his opinion it is either historic or 
contributory because they are not treated the same as they move forward.  In the 
initial proposal, they considered the shed not historic and not contributory.  After 
a previous HPB meeting, if it was deemed to stay, they looked at how they might 
work with it under that circumstance, in which case contributory enters in. 
 
Mr. Alter, the applicant, understood all their points of view; however, he wanted 
to know to what extent precedent applies.  He believed there was significant 
precedent for the approach of going back to a specific period of time and doing 
the restoration approach.  He asked about the Board’s policy on that without any 
change in law or guidelines.   
 
Planner Barhorst replied that the design guidelines were updated in May 2019.  
This was the first application to propose a restoration approach under the 2019 
Design Guidelines and the March 2020 material deconstruction change, which 
allowed Staff review of minor alterations and added a review of the Design 
Guidelines with regards to removing the historic material.  Planner Barhorst was 
unsure whether the precedent question could be answered.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox thought it was an important concept.  She cited three 
precedents this evening, and she did not believe there was anything in the LMC 
that forbids it.  Planner Barhorst stated that the Design Guidelines analysis that 
the Staff completed addresses loss of historic material, etc.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott pointed out that the applicant was going back to a period, not a 
specific year.  He believed the logjam in this application is that the addition was 
still in the same mining boom period even if it was at the very end.  Planner 
Barhorst remarked that this specific house is the shotgun T-addition shed 
additions.  She clarified that this Landmark site is the only one like it that has 
been found in the Sanborn Map studies.   
 
Board Member Hutchings believed his house was another example of an initial 
shotgun house, a T-addition, and a shed that was built after the T-addition by 
1920.  His home is also a Landmark home and another example that is exactly 
like 1128 Park Avenue.  Mr. Hutchings stated that when the Board did the 
analysis on this house, they determined that the shed was historic.   
 
Director Erickson suggested that Vice-Chair Scott do a straw poll on the historic 
nature of the shed, and then move forward to findings of fact and conclusions of 
law per the design guidelines.  
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Board Member Beatlebrox understood that the decision was that the shed was 
contributory, as written in the Staff report.  She previously never heard the word 
historic.  Vice-Chair Scott disagreed because in the packet it is referred to as a 
“historic shed addition” in the Staff report.  Planner Barhorst believed the 
consensus was that the shed addition is very likely historic.  The contributing 
nature to the proposed restoration to the T-cottage is what they need to vote on.  
If it is voted that the shed addition is contributing to the structure, the applicant 
could move forward with it remaining.  If it is not contributing, they will need to 
move forward with removal.  Vice-Chair Scott clarified that the question is 
whether the shed addition is a critical contributing element.   
 
Mr. Alter understood that if they find it non-contributory, it could still remain as a 
different option for the transitional element.  Planner Barhorst replied that he was 
correct.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott called for a straw poll on whether the shed addition is 
contributory.  Board Member Holmgren asked if the answer is either historic or 
contributory.  Board Member Hodgkins clarified that they were saying that historic 
is contributory.   
 
Board Members Holmgren, Hodgkins, Hutchings, and Toly answered yes to the 
shed addition being historic/contributory.   Board Members Beatlebrox, Stephens, 
and Scott answered no.  Board Member Stephens thought the shed addition 
could be removed and still keep the significance of the home.  
 
With the majority believing the shed addition is historic/contributory, the Board 
moved forward to discuss Proposals 2(a) and 2(b).   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that Proposal 2(a) was using the shed addition as the 
transitional element per the #9 Design Guideline.  However, since it has been 
deemed contributory, per her findings Proposal 2(a) is no longer applicable.  
Planner Barhorst suggested that the Board discuss Proposal 2(b) since there is 
some form a transitional element.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox asked if there was no transitional element because 
the applicant was trying to maximize the footprint on the addition, or because 
there is no way to put in a transitional element.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that Proposal 2(a) was considered to accomplish what everyone 
was looking form in terms of compliance with the ordinance, the Board’s desire to 
have it maintained and preserved, and the owners desire to have sufficient 
addition to make the project viable to pay for the preservation of the historic 
portion.  In order for that to be accomplished, they would keep and preserve the 
shed roof addition, but it would need to be deemed non-contributory and they 
would not need a transition element.  Additionally, in his mind, this is not an inline 
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addition because it has a 5-foot offset.  Mr. Horn emphasized that for those 
reasons there is not a transitional element.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox recalled that Planner Barhorst had said that it did not 
comply because there was no transitional element.  Planner Barhorst answered 
yes.  She noted that there are specific guidelines regarding the width of the 
transitional element and that it needs to be set in from the corners of the affected 
historic elevation by a minimum of two feet. There is also a depth requirement.  
Another guidelines states that where the new addition abuts the historic building, 
a clear transitional element between the old and the new should be designed and 
constructed.  Planner Barhorst stated that Mr. Horn was correct in saying that if 
the shed addition was deemed non-contributing, the transitional element 
requirements per exception #9 would not apply. 
 
Board Member Beatlebrox agreed with the offset and that the difference was 
evident, but transitional elements are elegant and definitive in how they present 
the historic home and how they distance themselves from the modern or new 
construction.  In her opinion, transitional elements are extremely important.  
Planner Barhorst noted that very specific guidelines in the LMC address that 
issue.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins thought they needed to be careful not to confuse the 
guidelines of a transitional element as the definition of a transitional element.  He 
stated that the guidelines give specifics, but why it is called transitional is never 
defined.  Mr. Hodgkins stated that when they are not defining terms, they need to 
refer to the National Park Service or other places to understand the definition of a 
transitional element.  He believed a transitional element is a new addition that is 
subordinate to the historic structure and needs to set it apart and make the new 
addition be visually distinguishable from the historic structure.  In his mind, he 
wants to be able see and read the historic building without being distracted by 
the addition.  He believes that gets to the integrity of a historic renovation.  
 
Planner Barhorst reviewed Proposal 2(b).  She noted that this proposal was 
brought forth as a revision to Proposal 2(a).  The Staff was asking for a clearer 
transition from the old and the new and pointed to the Design Guideline 
regarding the wall offset of two feet to create a band of space.  Planner Barhorst 
stated that per her analysis, the addition in this floorplan directly sits above both 
the historic shotgun gable and a portion of the historic shed addition, which does 
not comply with the Design Guidelines.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox asked if anyone wanted to change their vote on the 
straw poll.  She believed there were consequences of saying that this was a 
contributory shed.  One of the consequences is that the first proposal was viable 
and it can come back into play if someone changes their vote.  However, another 
consequence is that the applicant would need to downsize his proposal for the 
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addition.  She pointed out that the HPB does not have the purview to address the 
addition.  Vice-Chair Scott agreed.  The HPB is tasked with determining the 
historic nature of the property.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked why the addition was so close to the old house 
and why the applicant wanted to keep it that close.  Mr. Horn replied that this 
home and the adjacent home are set back an additional amount from Park 
Avenue, which leaves a very small space behind the house for an addition and a 
transition element would take up all the buildable space. 
 
Board Member Beatlebrox stated that yesterday she walked through a large 
portion of the backyard that is owned by Park City Municipal.  There is 10-foot 
setback from that lot line, which leaves a very small area for an addition.  She 
believed that was a unique problem with this particular property.  Ms. Beatlebrox 
emphasized that the HPB is only concerned with the historic nature of the original 
house.  That was the reason for looking at both proposals.  Vice-Chair Scott 
agreed, noting that the conflict is the desire for someone to preserve the home.   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that this property is in the HRM zone, which does not 
have the same footprint restrictions as most HR-1 projects.  She stated that 
design of the addition was not within the purview of the HPB.  She noted that the 
design was still under review because it was contingent on whether or not the 
historic shed was designated as contributing.   
 
Mr. Alter stated that the Board’s decision could potentially leave the property 
sitting for years without being preserved.  Board Member Holmgren pointed out 
that there are rules against neglecting property.  Mr. Alter clarified that he was 
not suggesting neglect, but the property would not be renovated.  He thought one 
of the goals was to work together to encourage people to do these renovations.  
Board Member Hodgkins stated that it is a goal, but it must be done within the 
guidelines and the allotted space.  If the lot size was not changed, you can only 
build so much and still preserve the integrity.  Mr. Hodgkins thought there were 
other avenues for the applicant to pursue such as variances, but he did not 
believe they should sacrifice the historic integrity of a very old home in Park City 
because of the lot line.  
 
Mr. Alter thought there was a lot of precedence and instances where additions 
have not been removed are the minority rather than the majority.  He believed 
precedence was on the side of going back to a historic period and removing the 
shed.  Based on the smooth 2x4s, he believed the shed addition came after the 
1940s.  Planner Barhorst disagreed.  She stated that the 2x4 dimension currently 
seen in Home Depot came about in the 1960s.  Since Park City had very close 
access to railroads, they most likely had building materials early on when the 
lumber mills started to regulate a more consistent dimension for lumber.  There 
was no way to know for sure unless they did some testing of the actual tree rings.   
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Mr. Alter recalled from the last discussion that there was no need to do a site visit 
if they were not trying to determine when it was built because the materials 
appeared to be much later than the other part of the home.  At that time, 
everyone agreed to visit the site to make that determination.  He thought the site 
visit showed that it was very different than the part that it was attached to; 
however, the Board decision is now the same.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott appreciated the three site visits.  He did not believe the second 
visit was impactful enough and the visit yesterday was a rerun from what they 
had previously requested.  He understood Mr. Alter’s comments; however, the 
Board made the decision that the historic shed is significant and contributory to 
the historic structure.   
 
Dave Baglino understood that they would no longer be allowed to tear off any 
portions of the home to take it back to its Mining Era original build, which meant 
that everything historic from here forward on every building will need to be kept.  
He noted that in the past the applicant was allowed to pick the timeframe they 
wanted to put it back to but that would no longer be the case.  Mr. Baglino stated 
that the Board was making a significant decision because it will need to be 
followed forever, which is not what has been followed in the past.   
 
Planner Barhorst understood Mr. Baglino’s concern.  She explained that every 
project is reviewed case by case as to the specific contributing elements.  She 
noted that there are various examples of Significant sites that retain less historic 
integrity automatically because they are not Landmark.  She stated that the HPB 
would be discussing another property with a similar issue following this item.  
Planner Barhorst clarified that the conversation is still site by site and not 
completely off the table.  However, for this specific property at 1128 Park 
Avenue, the decision is that the shed addition is historic and contributing to the 
integrity of the Landmark site.   
 
Mr. Baglino used a property on Norfolk where they ended up doing exploratory 
research and found an octagon looking front porch area that was very unique for 
its historic time period, and everyone agreed they should take it back to that era.  
Mr. Baglino stated that they were allowed to rip off the front of the house and 
take it back to the original date because it was unique.  They lost square footage 
by changing it back to its original existence, but it looked much nicer.  Mr. Baglino 
felt that the decision made this evening would no longer allow them to do that.  
He stated that they were not trying to get square footage in all situations.  For this 
property the intent is to put everything back to its original form and also gain 
square footage to make it a viable project.  He thought there should be set rules 
so when someone buys a historic house they know what is allowed.   
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Board Member Hodgkins pointed out that when the Land Management Code 
changed, the integrity of historic preservation changed with it.  Board Member 
Beatlebrox did not believe the LMC change prevented a homeowner from taking 
a Landmark or a Significant house back to a certain date.  Mr. Hodgkins clarified 
that he was not saying that it did.  He noted that the applicant has not said what 
date it would be restored too.  Ms. Beatlebrox thought it was obvious from the 
picture that they were restoring it to the date before the shed was added, but 
there is no evidence on the exact timeframe.  Mr. Hodgkins did not think they 
could prove that the two never went hand in hand.   He thought the foundation 
appears to continue across from one to the other.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that there is a significant difference in time.  The T and the rear 
shed are very different.  He pointed out that no one would have shingled their 
attic and then added on to it.  Board Member Hodgkins clarified that he never 
said the roofline has always been that way.  He did not think the shingles Mr. 
Horn was pointing to were historic.  Mr. Hodgkins stated that changing the 
roofline to how it was originally is acceptable.   
 
Planner Barhorst asked City Attorney Harrington to direct the HPB on the next 
step.   
 
City Attorney Harrington stated that there were several ways to proceed.  The 
applicant could choose to propose which application proposal he would prefer to 
have voted up or down for purposes of final action.  For potential positive action, 
the first decision regarding the contributing shed pushes the decision to Proposal 
2(a) or 2(b).  From what he heard from the discussion, he thought 2(a) was the 
most acceptable.  Mr. Harrington stated that the only option for a positive action 
on 2(a) would be to fill in the blanks in the proposed findings in a manner that 
references conditions of approval to achieve compliance with the Design 
Guidelines outlined in the Staff report.  The negative action finds no compliance 
on the transition element and a reduction in the dominant form of the setback for 
the adjacent structure.  Mr. Harrington stated that the blanks would be complies 
as conditioned, and they would add two conditions to make it clear to the 
applicant what they want the Staff to consider as they finalize the Design 
Guideline Review.  Other than that option, unless the applicant specifies 
differently, it was best for the Board to deny Proposal 2(a) pursuant to the 
findings of fact proposed by Staff and as modified by anything they want to add 
or delete.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott understood that the Mr. Harrington was suggesting the Board 
choose the option that gets them closest to their action, and then modify the 
action letter of denial with findings of fact and proposed conditions.  Planner 
Barhorst explained that based on the option proposed by City Attorney 
Harrington, if the applicant wants to pursue action of approval based on the draft 
final action letter of approval for 2(a), which is Exhibit J, that would be contingent 
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upon conditions that the HPB can add in approving a version of 2(a) where the 
transitional element will need to come into compliance with the Design 
Guidelines.  Board Member Hodgkins assumed this option would prevent a future 
HPB meeting and put it in the hands of the Staff.  Planner Barhorst replied that 
he was correct.   
 
Board Member Stephens understood that it would go to the Staff anyway through 
the HDDR process.  He was confused as to why they were not doing a proposal 
that only deals with whether or not the shed addition is contributory.  City 
Attorney Harrington replied that the Board did not want to delegate the 
subsequent decision 100% to Staff.  This is a hybrid year for the HPB in terms of 
whether it works.  They want sufficient detail to say the deconstruction complies 
with the design guidelines, but they are not approving all the other features and 
the design behind it.  The Board wants to approve the transition element to know 
that it complies.   Ms. Harrington stated that it would be a bit of a push for the 
Board to say they like what they see except for the transition element and they 
are going to condition it.  He remarked that they were trying to thread the needle 
in terms of not having a circular process where the applicant comes back 
repeatedly for a decision. 
 
Mr. Harrington emphasized that the primary decision is determining what can and 
cannot be removed.  He noted that the Board made the primary decision by a 
four to three determination to keep the shed intact.  The next decision is whether 
the Board wants to see the detail in the transition element, or whether they are 
comfortable with the overall concept and conditioning that with referencing the 
specific language of the applicable design guideline.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox asked if the transition element is the contributory shed 
itself.  Mr. Horn stated that if it were deemed “non-contributory” then yes, it would 
be the transition element.  He thought that was the difficulty because the 
ordinance basically says if it is a bad addition that was done in 1970 or 1980 it 
could remain.  If it looks historic, it needs to either come off to a point or have 
another element tied to it.   
 
City Attorney Harrington explained that the Planning Commission and the City 
Council saw too many things removed too easily, and they wanted to eliminate 
the first option where if it was significant and contributing it should not be 
removed, but it still requires the transition element.  He thought that was where 
this decision was headed unless someone changed their mind.   The question is 
whether the Board wants to condition that or deny these particular applications 
and make the applicant come back with a demonstration of how the transition 
element will occur at the material deconstruction point.   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that the applicant could also decide if they want a denial 
of Proposal 2(a) based on the Staff’s proposed findings of fact and conclusions of 
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law in Exhibit J.  Mr. Horn asked if by denying 2(a) means they are not denying 
Option 1.   City Attorney Harrington stated that the Board can only vote on one 
option.  If the applicant wants a specific proposal denied for purposes of an 
appeal, they should specify which one they want the Board to act.  Otherwise, 
the Board will act on the option most consistent with their determination of the 
contributing nature of the shed.  Mr. Harrington pointed out that normally an 
applicant would only be allowed to bring one proposal to the HPB.  However, 
because of the unique nature of the site visits and the different options, they tried 
to have different options for the Board, depending on what they decided on the 
first option.   
 
Mr. Horn stated that two options were presented.  One was to remove the shed 
the second was to keep the shed and preserve it but consider it non-contributory.  
Vice-Chair Scott informed Mr. Horn that the Board already determined that it was 
contributory.  Mr. Horn understood that the Board was denying both options.   
 
Board Member Stephens pointed out that the Board took a straw poll, but the 
decision was not made by a motion and vote.  He thought they should be looking 
at Proposal 1, which encapsulates the Board Members who did not believe the 
shed addition was contributory.  Mr. Stephens stated that voting on Proposal 1 
would formalize the Board’s position.   
 
Planner Barhorst noted that the Staff’s draft action letters for denial goes back to 
the claim in the Staff’s analysis that the historic shed addition is contributory.  
She thought Mr. Stephens was correct that taking action on Proposal 1 would 
track who were for and against the motion.   
 
Mr. Stephens stated that if Proposal 1 is denied and the applicant appeals to the 
Board of Adjustment, they would be the appropriate Board to look at whether the 
applicant was suffering an economic hardship based on unique circumstances of 
the lot that other property owners did not have.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott called for a motion on Proposal 1.  At the request of Board 
Member Beatlebrox, Planner Barhorst read the Design Guidelines Analysis from 
the Proposal 1 draft Final Action Letter of Denial, beginning with Finding 16 in the 
Findings of Fact, Exhibit F in the Staff report.   She noted an error in Finding #16 
and replaced the word “foundation” with “shed addition”.   
 
MOTION:  Board Member Hodgkins moved to DENY Proposal 1 based on the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law found in the draft action letter, with the 
change to Finding #16 to replace “foundation” with “shed addition”.  Board 
Member Holmgren seconded the motion. 
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VOTE:  The motion passed 4-3.  Board Members Hodgkins, Holmgren, 
Hutchings, and Toly voted in favor of the motion.  Board Members Beatlebrox, 
Stephens, and Scott voted against the motion.  
 
Vice-Chair Scott apologized for not opening the public hearing before the Board 
made a motion and took action.  
 
Vice-Chair Scott opened the public hearing.   
 
No eComments were submitted and no hands were raised on Zoom. 
 
Vice-Chair Scott closed the public hearing.  
 
The Board revoted following the public hearing.                                                       
 
MOTION:  Board Member Hodgkins moved to DENY Proposal 1 based on the 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law found in the draft action letter, with the 
change to Finding #16 to replace “foundation” with “shed addition”.  Board 
Member Holmgren seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed 4-3.  Board Members Hodgkins, Holmgren, 
Hutchings, and Toly voted in favor of the motion.  Board Members Beatlebrox, 
Stephens, and Scott voted against the motion.  
 
Findings of Fact 
1. The property is located at 1128 Park Avenue. 
2. The Legal Description is All Lot 8 & S 1/2 Lot 9 BLK 56 Snyder’s Addition to 
Park City.  Parcel Number SA-365. This Lot is part of the Double H Plat 
Amendment approved by Ordinance 2019-28. Upon recordation of the plat, the 
legal description and parcel number 
with Summit County will be updated to reflect the change. 
3. The property is located in the Historic Residential- Medium Density (HRM) 
Zoning District. 
4. The property at 1128 Park Avenue is designated as Landmark on the Park 
City Historic Sites Inventory. 
5. On July 27, 2020 the Planning Department received a complete Historic 
District Design Review application. 
6. Staff published notice on the City’s website and the Utah Public Notice website 
and posted notice on the property on August 17, 2020. Staff mailed courtesy 
notice to property owners within 100 feet on August 19, 2020 The Park Record 
published notice on August 19, 2020. 
7. For the September 16, 2020 site visit, staff published notice on the City’s 
website and posted notice on the property on September 15, 2020. The Park 
Record published notice on September 12, 2020. For the November 3, 2020 site 
visit, staff published notice on the City’s website, and posted notice on the 
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property on October 30, 2020. The Park Record published notice on October 31, 
2020. 
8. The Historic Single-Family Dwelling was constructed circ. 1895. 
9. The Minimum Lot Area for a Single-Family Dwelling is 1,875 square feet. This 
Lot contains 2,812.50 square feet. 
10.The applicant has submitted a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application (PL-
20-04607) that is currently under review per LMC 15-2.4-6 Existing Historic 
Structures. The request is to construct a basement addition beneath the existing 
historic structure’s footprint that currently does not meet setbacks. This CUP 
application was approved by the Planning Commission on September 23, 2020. 
11.The proposed addition complies with the required Front and Rear Setbacks. 
The minimum Front and Rear Setbacks are ten feet (10’) each; the Applicant is 
proposing a ten-foot (10’) Rear Setback for the addition. 
12.The proposal complies with the Side Setbacks. The south Side Setback is five 
feet (5’) and the north Setback is five feet (5’) with the Conditional Use Permit 
application to approve the construction of the basement addition within the 
Setback. 
13.The proposal complies with LMC 15-2.4-7, with a maximum height of twenty-
seven feet (27’) from Existing Grade. The maximum height of the proposed 
structure is 27 feet (27’).  Per LMC 15-2.4-5(A) Any proposed building height 
exceptions will be reviewed by the Planning Director. No proposed building 
height exceptions are approved with this action letter. 
14.On September 2, 2020, the Historic Preservation Board approved the Material 
Deconstruction for the Landmark Historic Site consisting of removal of the 
Historic foundation including lifting the existing floor elevation by two feet (2’) for 
the construction of a basement. The applicant proposed to lift the Historic 
Structure from its existing USGS elevation of 6925’- 8 ½” to a new elevation of 
6927’- 8 ½” in order to accommodate the new basement foundation. 
15.Per LMC § 15-11-12.5(A)(2) Historic Preservation Board Review for Material 
Deconstruction, The Historic Preservation Board shall review the Removal of 
Historic Material to Accommodate New additions, New Construction, or Structural 
Upgrades. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for any Material Deconstruction 
work, the Review Authority shall review the proposed plans for compliance with 
the Land Management Code 15-13 Design Guidelines For Historic Districts and 
Historic Sites. 
16.The proposed Material Deconstruction of the Historic shed addition has been 
reviewed for compliance with LMC § 15-13-2 Design Guidelines for Historic 
Residential Sites, including the following applicable Design Guidelines: 
A. Universal Guidelines: 
 1. A site should be used as it was historically or be given a new use that 
 requires minimal change to the distinctive materials and features. 
 • Does not comply; the applicant proposes to remove the Historic 

shed addition, a distinctive feature. 
 2. Changes to a site or building that have acquired historic significance in 

their own right should be retained and preserved. 

APPROVED 12
.02

.20
20



Historic Preservation Board Meeting 

November 4, 2020 

 

 

23 

 • Does not comply; the applicant proposes to remove the Historic 
shed addition, a change to a building that has acquired historic 
significance in its own right. 

           3. The historic exterior features of a building should be retained and 
preserved. 

 • Does not comply; the applicant proposes to remove the Historic 
shed addition, a historic exterior feature. 

 4. Distinctive materials, components, finishes, and examples of 
craftsmanship should be retained and preserved. 

 • Does not comply; the applicant proposes to remove the Historic 
shed addition, a distinctive component to the Landmark Historic 
Site. 

 5. Deteriorated or damaged historic features and elements should be 
repaired rather than replaced. 

 • Complies; per the submitted Historic Preservation Plan, the 
applicant proposes to repair rather than replace all deteriorated or 
damaged historic features and elements. 

 6. Features that do not contribute to the significance of the site or building 
and exist prior to the adoption of these guidelines, such as incompatible 
windows, aluminum soffits, or iron porch supports or railings, may be 
maintained; however, if it is proposed they be changed, those features 
must be brought into compliance with these guidelines. 

  • Not applicable; the applicant does not propose to maintain any  
 features that do not contribute to the significance of the building. 

 7. Each site should be recognized as a physical record of its time, place 
and use. Owners are discouraged from introducing architectural elements 
or details that visually modify or alter the original building design when no 
evidence of such elements or details exists. 

 • Complies; the applicant has not proposed to introduce 
architectural elements or details. 

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

 • Complies; the applicant is not proposing to use any treatments 
that cause known damage to historic materials. 

 9. New construction such as new additions, exterior alterations, repairs, 
upgrades, etc., should not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial 
relationships that characterize the historic site or historic building. New 
construction should be differentiated from the historic structure while also 
maintaining compatibility with the historic structure in materials, features, 
size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the 
historic structure, the historic site, and its environment. 
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 • Does not comply; the proposed new construction destroys historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the 
historic building by proposing to remove the Historic shed addition. 

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

 • Complies; the essential form and integrity of the historic property 
and its environment could be restored if the proposed new 
construction were to be removed in the future. 

B. Specific Guidelines: 
 2. Primary Structures 
  a. Exterior Walls 
  (2) Preserve and maintain historic exterior materials including wood 
  siding (drop siding, clapboard, board and batten), frieze boards, 
cornices, moldings, shingles, etc., as well as stone and masonry. Repair 
deteriorated or damaged historic exterior materials using recognized preservation 
methods appropriate to the specific material. 
 • Complies; The applicant proposes to preserve, maintain, and 

repair the historic exterior materials. 
 4. Additions to Primary Structures 
 a. Protection for Historic Structures and Sites 
 (1) Additions to historic buildings should be considered only when it 

is demonstrated that the new use of the building cannot be 
accommodated by solely altering interior spaces. 

  • Complies; the applicant desires to construct an addition to achieve 
                     additional square footage that cannot be accommodated by solely 
                     altering interior spaces. 
 (2) Additions to historic structures shall be considered with caution 

and shall be considered only on non-character defining facades, 
usually tertiary and occasionally secondary facades. Additions shall 
not compromise the architectural character of historic structures. 
Additions to the primary façades of historic structures are 
inappropriate. 

 • Does not comply; the addition is proposed to be located on the 
tertiary façade; however, the removal of the Historic shed addition 
compromises the architectural character of the historic structure by 
removing a contributing Historic feature. 

 (3) Additions should be visually subordinate to historic buildings 
when viewed from the primary public right-of-way. 

 • The Administrative Staff Review of the Historic District Design 
Review will confirm compliance with this Design Guideline. 

 (4) Additions to historic structures shall not be placed so as to 
obscure, detract from, or modify historic roof forms. 

 • Does not comply; the proposed Transitional Element of the 
addition entirely removes the roof form of the Historic shed addition. 
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 (5) Additions to historic structures shall not contribute significantly 
to the removal or loss of historic material. 

 • Does not comply; Based on the submitted information by the 
applicant, significant loss of historic material is proposed with the 
removal of the Historic shed addition. 

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

 • Does not comply; the Transitional Element does not comply with 
the specific guidelines (below) regarding Transitional Elements. 

 (7) Maintain and preserve additions to structures that are significant 
to the era/period of restoration. 

 • Does not comply; Based on the submitted information by the 
applicant, the Historic shed addition contributes to the Historic 
Integrity of the Landmark Historic Site. 

  (8) In-line additions shall be avoided. 
 • Complies; the proposed addition is not in-line with the Historic 

Structure. 
 b. Transitional Elements 
 1. In-line additions should be avoided and generally are not appropriate. 
 • Complies; the proposed addition is not in-line with the Historic Structure. 
 2. A transitional A transitional element shall be required for any addition to 

a historic structure where the footprint of the addition is 50% or greater 
than the footprint of the historic structure. The historic structure’s footprint 
may include additions to the historic structure made within the historic 
period that have gained historic significance in their own right. 

 • Does not comply; the proposal removes an addition to the historic 
structure made within the historic period that has gained historic 
significance in its own right. 

 3. When an addition to a historic structure is less than 50% of the historic 
 structure’s footprint but exceeds the height of the historic structure due to 
 either the greater height of the addition, site topography (e.g., an uphill 
 addition), or both, a transitional element shall be required. 
 • Not applicable; the addition is greater than 50%. 
 4. On a rear addition, the width of the transitional element shall not exceed 
 two-thirds (2/3) the width of the elevation to which the transitional element 
 is connected. The transitional element shall be set in from the corners of 
 the affected historic elevation by a minimum of two feet (2’). 
 • Complies; the width of the Historic elevation is 25’-2” and the transitional 

element is 17’-4” and is set in from the corners by a minimum of two feet. 
 5. In the case of additions to the secondary façade, visible from the 

primary public right-of-way, the transitional element shall be setback a 
minimum of five feet (5’) from the primary façade. All other previous 
guidelines apply. 
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 • Not applicable; no additions to the secondary façade are proposed. 
 6. The depth of the transitional element (i.e., the distance between the 
 affected historic elevation and the addition) shall be a minimum of one-

third (1/3) the length of the least wide historic elevation adjacent to the 
impacted historic elevation. 

 • Complies; the depth of the transitional element on the south elevation 
 is 5’-6” adjacent to the 14’-2” elevation, and the depth of the transitional 

element on the north elevation is 9’-0” adjacent to the 25’-2” elevation. 
 7. The highest point of the transitional element shall be a minimum of two 
 feet (2’) lower than the highest ridgeline of the historic structure. 
 • Complies; the highest point of the transitional element is a minimum of 
 two feet lower than the highest ridgeline of the historic structure. 
 8. Balconies and decks may be attached to the secondary facades of a 
 transitional element; however, no roof deck is permitted on the transitional 

element. 
 • Not applicable; no balcony or roof deck is proposed on the transitional 
 element. 
 9. When an existing non-historic or non-contributory addition is used as a 
 transitional element, the preceding guidelines for transitional elements 
 shall not apply. 
 • Not applicable; the applicant is not proposing to use a non-historic or 
 non-contributory addition as the transitional element. 
17.The Design Review Committee, Development Review Committee, and 
Planning and Legal Departments reviewed this application. 
18.Staff did not receive any public input at the time this report was published. 
 
Conclusions of Law 
1. The proposal complies with the Land Management Code requirements 
pursuant to LMC §15-2.4 Historic Residential Medium Density (HRM) District, 
including § 15-2.4-1 through §15-2.4-5 and § 15-2.4-11 
2. The does not comply with the Land Management Code requirements pursuant 
to LMC §15-2.4-12 Architectural Review. 
3. The proposal does not comply with the Land Management Code requirements 
pursuant to LMC § 15-11-12.5 Historic Preservation Board Review for Material 
Deconstruction. 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
1125 Park Avenue – Historic District Design Review Historic Preservation Board 
Work Session Review for Material Deconstruction of a Landmark Historic Site – 
The Applicant is Proposing Material Deconstruction for the Landmark Historic 
Site.    (Application PL-20-04550) 
 
Planner Barhorst reported that yesterday the HPB visited the site at 1125 Park 
Avenue.  As outlined in the Staff report, the Staff was requesting discussion and 
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direction on the contributing status of both the addition that shows up in 1907 
where the kitchen is currently located, as well as the small rear addition that 
shows up in 1929.  Planner Barhorst requested that the Board try to better date 
when this structure was actually built and discuss the contributing status of the 
two additions. 
 
Planner Barhorst stated that the applicant was prepared to present their thoughts 
this evening and come back with a proposal once they have a better idea of what 
the Board thinks. 
 
Jonathan DeGray, the project architect, stated that the applicant was looking for 
feedback from the HPB on the portions of the house in question.  What stays and 
what goes will affect how the design will be produced.  Mr. DeGray believed that 
the circa 1900 footprint was the original historic form.  A kitchen addition was 
added in 1907.  A second addition was added in 1929 as a back bedroom.  Mr. 
DeGray stated that the back bedroom and the non-historic portion shown on the 
drawing were the main issues.  He asked the Board to discuss the 1907 addition.  
Mr. DeGray noted from the photographs that the 1929 addition abuts the house 
next door at 1129 Park Avenue, which creates a number of issues they preferred 
to avoid.  He stated that removing the gable back closer to the 1929 Sanborn 
would be ideal.  Mr. DeGray remarked that removal of the bedroom would also 
be ideal.  He indicated the break line in the photograph, which shows where the 
addition was put on.  There would still be encroachment on to the adjacent lot but 
eliminating the bedroom would help address building Code issues. 
 
Mr. DeGray stated that the applicant would also like to remove the 1907 addition 
in order to accommodate a garage at the back of the lot.  The intrusion of the 
door in the kitchen restricts the amount of clearance for the driveway.  He 
requested input from the Board regarding removal of that addition.  
 
Wendy Smith, the applicant, was concerned after hearing the long discussion on 
the house across the street at 1128 Park Avenue.  Although this property has 
similar conditions, she believed this situation was different because she was 
talking about taking the house back to its original T-form.  Ms. Smith thought the 
applicant for 1128 Park Avenue was less clear on what time period they were 
going back to.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked if the applicant’s preference was to work with the 
1900 date.  Ms. Smith answered yes.  Mr. DeGray pointed out that it could be 
seen in the Sanborn map.  He pointed out how their plan would give a clearance 
between the two buildings and allow them to incorporate a driveway to a garage 
at the rear of the property.  Mr. Hodgkins thought the only reason for not allowing 
that would be if there were some historic event or owner that happened at a later 
date in time.  He asked if that had been researched.  Mr. DeGray had not done 
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that research.  All they knew at this point is what was on the City’s report for this 
property.   
 
Ms. Smith stated that everything on the ownership was published on the City 
report.  She understood that the people who lived at 1125 were the in-laws of 
Mable, who lived in the 1129 Park Avenue house.  From there it was sold to Joe 
and Sherry Buhler.  Sherry Buhler was the more recent owner who sold it.   
 
Planner Barhorst reported on additional historic documentation that was 
contracted out a few years ago but had not yet been adopted into the HSI.   
 
Planner Barhorst stated that she did not have enough time to include much of an 
analysis in the Staff report.  She suggested breaking the discussion into two 
pieces.  The first is whether the kitchen addition contributes to the historic 
integrity based on its features.  The second is whether the back bedroom 
addition that connects the two structures is contributing.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott asked if this structure was considered Landmark.  Ms. Smith 
answered yes.  Mr. Scott understood the long evening, but he thought this was a 
relevant discussion based on their comments in the previous application.  He 
pointed out that everyone is looking for consistent guidelines, but every home is 
different.  To create one policy that works for all is very difficult. 
 
Vice-Chair Scott clarified that Planner Barhorst was looking for general 
discussion on how the Board feels about the addition that was added prior to 
1907, and how the Board feels about the second addition that was put in prior to 
1929.  Vice-Chair Scott recognized the building code issue with the bedroom 
addition, and he was unclear how that could be resolved.  Planner Barhorst 
stated that there is a separation depending on the lot line, which will dictate how 
the plat amendment goes through.  She noted that there will also be 
conversations of a duplex structure and the existing condition.  Planner Barhorst 
remarked that there are ways to get around it such as sprinkling to meet Fire 
Code, as well as historic exceptions per the Chief Building Official.                          
 
Planner Barhorst gave her preliminary analysis based on some concepts and 
what features she finds to be the most contributing to the character to this site.  
 
Board Member Stephens clarified that the building issues, lot line issues, fire 
separation issues, and the driveway were not issues for the HPB to consider. 
Planner Barhorst replied that he was correct; however, they can be part of the 
conversation.   
 
Planner Barhorst broke it down to the phases of construction.  The structure was 
built in 1900 as one of the original T-cottages that was built as a T rather than a T 
by addition.  The kitchen addition that shows up in 1907 followed the same lines 
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as her analysis for the property across the street.  Those additions characterize 
Park City in its essence during that development period where miners built on to 
their houses when they had more money.  She needed to research the records to 
see whether an actual miner lived in this specific house.  Planner Barhorst stated 
that in concept, those in-period additions make this house unique.  The way it 
was added on and how the siding is in line with the old eave of the original cross 
gable is an interesting construction method.  How it intersects at the roofline is 
still preserved currently.  In her analysis, those little pieces of construction history 
are important to these character defining features.  
 
Planner Barhorst stated that the addition at the rear did not have as much visual 
prominence from the right-of-way, but it does connect the structures.  
Disconnecting the structure removes the potential historic connection between 
the two.  She agreed with Board Member Stephens that the construction issues 
would need to be resolved depending on the Board’s decision as to whether or 
not this addition is contributing to the site. 
 
Board Member Hodgkins believed that if the owner wanted to restore the 
structure historically to a certain date within the mining Era, that they should be 
able to do so.  Planner Barhorst noted that the guidelines allow for that per Staff 
review and analysis.  However, based on her training and background, as well as 
her understanding of Park City history, a restoration approach for every structure 
eliminates a lot of history in Park City.  Mr. Hodgkins agreed that it was an 
interesting dilemma.  He noted that the Code does not necessarily give 
preference the decade of 1910 to 1920, which is probably the height of the 
mining time period in Park City.  The Code only talks about the mining period.  
He agreed that there is history in a lot of additions that get added, but if an owner 
is serious about restoring a home to its original build, he could not understand 
why they would object or overrule it.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott was conflicted with what they had decided for the structure 
across the street at 1128 Park Avenue.  For example, if there had been a 
Sanborn map 1910 image showing the shotgun home with the addition, and then 
in 1929 the historic shed was added.  He asked if Mr. Hodgkins would have 
voted differently on 1128 Park Avenue if the applicant had specifically wanted to 
take the home back to 1910.  Mr. Hodgkins answered yes.  He had argued that if 
they wanted to take it back to 1895 or 1900 and leave the shotgun house in 
place, he was in total agreement with that. 
 
Board Member Beatlebrox thought Board Member Hodgkins was contradicting 
himself.  Mr. Hodgkins did not agree that he was contradicting because the 
Sanborn maps did not tell the history of the house at 1128 Park Avenue.  It went 
from one to another and suddenly both pieces showed up at the same time on 
the same map.  Mr. Beatlebrox did not think that was the applicant’s fault.  Mr. 
Hodgkins noted that the applicant wanted to keep the T addition.  If they wanted 
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to remove it, he was completely fine taking it back to the shotgun form.  Planner 
Barhorst clarified that the difference is an original footprint restoration versus a 
piecemeal version.    
 
Planner Barhorst stated that Board Member Hodgkin’s comments is the feedback 
the Staff and applicant wanted in terms of a clear restoration.  Board Member 
Beatlebrox asked if Mr. Hodgkins was saying that the addition would have a 
transitional element to the right of the shotgun house and then reach back into 
the back lot.  Mr. Hodgkins stated that the LMC has provisions to allow for that.  
In his opinion, it could be allowed as long as the 1895 house can stand and read 
alone, and the additions are in the background.  Based on his reading of the 
National Park Guidelines and transitional elements, it is important to see and feel 
the historic piece, which is why there needs to be a transitional piece.  
 
Board Member Hutchings wanted to know what they should think of as historic.  
He asked if it was the Sanborn map from 1889.  He has always thought of it as 
the era, and what additions to these homes are contributory to the era, which can 
extend all the way to the 1920s time period for this particular house.  He looks at 
these additions as historic from the perspective of that was what people were 
doing with those homes at the time.  In his opinion, tearing off most of these 
additions is removing the historic material.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins agreed.  However, in also looking at the LMC, the way 
it is written does not say the object is to restore the home to 1929, which would 
include all the additions, and that suddenly the story is completely told and they 
want to show the story as 1929.  Mr. Hodgkins thought it was up to the owner’s 
discretion how they want to restore their own home.   
 
Board Member Hutchings stated that he was looking at more from the 
perspective of what the HPB is allowed to permit.  He asked if the applicant tells 
the Board what date they want to restore the home to, and the Board looks at the 
evidence as to how the structure looked in that time period; or whether the Board 
needs to look at it from the era.  He was unclear on the process and was looking 
for an answer.   
 
City Attorney Harrington clarified that the key determination is the contributing 
nature.  If they determine it is not contributing, he agreed with Board Member 
Hodgkins that the owner can pick and choose which non-contributing additions 
they can keep or remove.  However, the Board needs to make that case by case 
determination on each of those additions, whether they contribute to the current 
listing and significance of that structure under the City regulations.  If it is 
contributing, they cannot pick and choose which pieces to remove.  Mr. 
Harrington pointed out that it was the counter argument in the last application 
because their decision was a migration from past applications.  The HPB needs 
to be consistent with how they made the threshold determination.  The same 
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elements that were evaluated in the last application needs to be evaluated with 
this application, unless there is a different baseline determination that the 
additions are non-contributing. 
 
Board Member Hutchings asked if the addition is contributing to the era or to a 
particular date.  Using this property as an example, he might suggest that the first 
addition is contributing to the era, but not to the 1889 date because the Sanborn 
maps shows it did not exist at that time.   
 
Vice-Chair Scott liked the clarity of Board Member Hodgkin’s approach because 
it is easy to support.  However, he was stuck on the contributing factor of where it 
starts and where it stops.  Mr. Hodgkins thought the question was about the 
history.  He believed they were talking architectural history.  He did not think they 
could say Kearns bought the house in 1910, and if they discover he did, they 
could go back to 1900 because it is contributing in a different way being a historic 
owner.  In terms of historic preservation of architecture, going back to the original 
design is preferable in looking at how preservation is viewed around the world.                                                                                    
                                                      
Board Member Stephens stated that they were not contributing to a period as 
much as contributing to a specific structure.  That is the reason for evaluating 
each structure under each application.  Mr. Stephens thought it goes back to Mr. 
Hodgkins’ comments.  If they look at it as contributing to a structure, the property 
owner has the opportunity to say this is the year of the architectural structure that 
they want to restore it back to.  In this case, Mr. DeGray had mentioned the 1907 
Sanborn map, which clearly shows the original mass of the structure.  The 
question is whether it would contribute to the 1907 building, and in this case, he 
believed it would not.  If the applicant wanted to take it back to 1929, then it does 
contribute to the 1929 building.  Mr. Stephens pointed out that it does not 
contribute to the 1900 building because the addition was not there to begin with.    
 
Board Member Toly asked why every applicant would not go back to the date of 
the very first original structure.  It is the smallest footprint, it is easier to develop, 
and there are less restrictions and issues.  Mr. Stephens replied that it is not 
always the easiest.  For example, in this particular application there are setback 
issues and encroachments.  Once the additions are removed, they cannot go 
back into the setback.  Mr. Stephens believed that most times the applicant will 
go back to a form of the structure that is easier to work because it gives the 
architect and the applicant the opportunity to do an appealing addition that meets 
the types of goals Mr. Hodgkins referenced where there is a clear read between 
the historic structure and the additions.   
 
Board Member Toly asked if the Board ever gets a say in the decision on what 
the applicant is actually designing.  She understood that the Board decides on 
the historic preservation aspects and not in what the structure will look like.  Mr. 
Stephens pointed out that the HPB can say there needs to be a transition 
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element to distinctly separate the old from the new.  Mr. Stephens stated that 
every time they give an architect the ability to have a more significant transitional 
element, they are helping to preserve the historic structure and how it reads from 
the street.  
 
Vice-Chair Scott understood that the HPB can still give feedback toward the 
material deconstruction of whatever area is going to be connected to the 
transition element.  Planner Barhorst replied that he was correct. 
 
Board Member Hodgkins thought it would be helpful for the HPB to only see the 
parts of the house that they have jurisdiction over, rather than the design of the 
whole house.  He asked if it was possible for the Staff to only bring forth the 
design of the transitional element.  Planner Barhorst stated that she had that 
same thought with previous proposals.  If there is consensus among the Board 
members to change the requirements, she would support that direction.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox strongly objected to that idea.  She thought the mass, 
scale, and proportion of the addition next to the historic structure is definitely part 
of the HPB purview.  Ms. Beatlebrox believed the Board made that very clear 
when they reviewed the house next to the Library and in their due diligence when 
they went through photographs of additions that loomed over and dwarfed 
historic buildings.  Planner Barhorst thought Ms. Beatlebrox concerns had been 
addressed in the work sessions when the design guidelines were being 
developed.                    
 
Board Member Hodgkins stated that the Board is usually told that the review has 
not been completed and the Board does not have the purview to talk about the 
design.  Ms. Beatlebrox recalled that the Board definitely made their opinions 
known.  Planner Barhorst stated that the reason for seeing the addition in a 
previous proposal was because it did not have a transition element.  The Staff 
waits to complete their review until the HPB approves the transitional element, or 
determines whether the house can be lifted, etc.  The Staff has preliminary 
design discussions, but it is not finalized because things could change depending 
on the HPB decision.   Planner Barhorst suggested the possibility of having the 
design of the addition approved by Staff first so the HPB has clear direction on 
what is being presented.   
 
Board Member Stephens agreed more with Board Member Hodgkins.  The Board 
has always left it to the Staff to go through the HDDR process and handle the 
massing and design details.  It is important for the HPB to see how the transition 
will be handled if they approve the removal of historic material.  Mr. Stephens 
understood that the design review process still goes through the Staff and the 
Board only looks at it to give the architect and the owner some guidance to start 
the design review process.               
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Ms. Smith requested an up or down vote from the HPB even though it was not 
binding just to have an idea of where the Board stands.  Director Erickson stated 
that the Board could not do a straw poll because the Staff had not completed the 
analysis.  However, each Board member could give their opinion, or Planner 
Barhorst could summarize the comments from this evening and write a report. 
 
The majority of Board members were comfortable with Planner Barhorst writing a 
report.  Board Member Hodgkins reiterated that he was comfortable with the 
1907 or 1900 restoration provided that the Staff review can prove that the 
structure was not owned at a later date by someone who is historic, or some 
event occurred at the location at a later date.  He stated that the event does not 
necessarily have to be in the mining period.  When they look at preservation, 
they are talking about 50 years or older.   
 
Director Erickson summarized that the question is whether both additions 
contribute to the Landmark status of the house.  Planner Barhorst noted that 
Historic Sites form lists three options for a structure: historic era, persons or 
architecture.  For this particular property, the HSI form shows it is under the 
Mature Mining Era, 1894-1930.  She read from the Historic Sites Inventory.  
“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 19th and early 20th 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 settlement patterns, building materials, construction techniques, 
and socio-economic makeup.  The residences also represent the State’s largest 
collection of 19th and early 20th century frame houses.  They contribute to the 
understanding of a significant aspect of Park City’s economic growth and 
architectural development as a mining community”.  Planner Barhorst noted that 
the HSI form does not designate a historic event or persons living there as 
significant to the history.    
 
Board Member Beatlebrox stated that she was amazed when they went into the 
kitchen and looked at all the roof lines and all the old wallpaper.  To her it reeks 
history.  The fact that it touches the other building is tremendously quirky and 
very unique.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins agreed with Board Member Beatlebrox.  He loves the 
house as it exists today, and he loves the addition that is non-historic and can be 
removed.  The house tells a great story as it is.  Unfortunately, Park City is not 
trying to create Williamsburg and they need to take that into consideration.  He 
noted that people will be able to see what the home looked like in 1900 versus 
1929, and that might be as telling historically as the building across the street 
that will reflect a decade or two later.  Mr. Hodgkins thought there would be a 
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hodge-podge of preservation dates and each one will tell its own story to a 
certain date.  It has to be that way unless they make all of Old Town a historic 
museum. 
 
Board Member Stephens agreed with Mr. Hodgkins as he described it.  He 
believed they could give clear direction to the applicant as to which period they 
were trying to bring it back to, and the applicant can show the nature of the 
historic house, the additions, and what was done later.  Mr. Stephens liked Mr. 
Hodgkins comment about getting an eclectic historical pattern of built structures 
in the City that will show what structures were like in different years and different 
periods.  All would be authentic to the point in time that the architect and the 
applicant brought to the Planning Department and the HPB to make their case.  It 
helps give everyone clarity on what they were trying to do.   He thought that was 
the frustration for the last applicant.   
 
Board Member Stephens pointed out that for 1125 Park Avenue, the applicant 
and Mr. DeGray have stated that they were looking to bring this back to the 1907 
structure.  Even if they wanted to do the 1929 structure, the HPB would evaluate 
what they present and determine whether the addition is contributory to the 1907 
structure or to the 1929 structure. 
 
Ms. Smith clarified that she was requesting to go back to the 1900 year.  Board 
Member Hodgkins stated that based on the Sanborn map, the 1907 footprint was 
the same as the 1900 footprint.  Ms. Smith believed it was actually built pre-1900 
which was a very unique time.  She was excited about doing the transition and 
making it clear that the structure in back is different.   
 
Board Members Holmgren and Hutchings lost their Zoom connection and were 
not able to make final comments.                                      
 
 
 
 
 
The Historic Preservation Board Meeting adjourned at 8:20 p.m.    
 
 
 
Approved by   
  Randy Scott, Vice-Chair  
  Historic Preservation Board 
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