
 

PARK CITY HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING 
SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
May 1, 2024 

The Historic Preservation Board of Park City, Utah, will hold its regular meeting in person at the 
Marsac Municipal Building, City Council Chambers, at 445 Marsac Avenue, Park City, Utah 
84060. Meetings will also be available online and may have options to listen, watch, or 
participate virtually. 
  

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 5:00PM 

2. ROLL CALL 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 3.A. Consideration to Approve the Historic Preservation Board Meeting Minutes from 
April 3, 2024 

4. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 

5. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 

6. WORK SESSION 

 6.A. Lift and Panelization Standards – The Historic Preservation Board Will Conduct a 
Work Session and Review Proposed Standards for Material Documentation, 
Maintenance, and Storage in LMC 15-13-6 when a Historic Structure is Lifted or 
Deconstructed. PL-24-06003 

 6.B. 81 Daly Avenue – Relocation and Reconstruction of a Historic Structure – The 
Historic Preservation Board Will Hold a Work Session and Review a Proposal to 
Relocate and Reconstruct a Significant Historic Structure in the Historic 
Residential-1 (HR-1) Zoning District. PL-23-05683 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
 
Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations 
during the meeting should notify the Planning Department at 435-615-5060 or 
planning@parkcity.org at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. 
 
*Parking is available at no charge for meeting attendees who park in the China Bridge 
parking structure. 
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PARK CITY MUNICIPAL CORPORATION 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD MEETING 
MARSAC MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
445 MARSAC AVENUE 
PARK CITY, SUMMIT COUNTY, UTAH 
MINUTES OF APRIL 3, 2024 
 
BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Randy Scott-Chair, Puggy Holmgren, Douglas 
Stephens, Jack Hodgkins, John Hutchings, Alan Long, Lola Beatlebrox 
 
EX OFFICIO MEMBERS:  Rebecca Ward, Planning Director; Caitlyn Tubbs, Senior Historic 
Preservation Planner; Mark Harrington, City Attorney 
 
1. ROLL CALL 
 
Chair Randy Scott called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. and conducted a roll call.  All 
Board Members were present, with Board Members Long and Beatlebrox attending virtually.   
 
2. MINUTES APPROVAL 
 

A. Consideration to Approve the Historic Preservation Board Meeting 
Minutes from March 6, 2024. 

 
MOTION:  Board Member Stephens moved to APPROVE the Historic Preservation Board 
Meeting Minutes from March 6, 2024.  Board Member Holmgren seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Board.  
 
3. STAFF AND BOARD COMMUNICATIONS AND DISCLOSURES 
 
Planning Director, Rebecca Ward, reminded the Board Members that on Tuesday evening 
in the Park City Library, there will be the final meeting held for the Bonanza Park Small Area 
Plan.  The consultant presentation will take place from 5:30 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.   
 
Senior Historic Preservation Planner, Caitlyn Tubbs, reported that the Second Quarter 
Historic District Grant Cycle is now open.  Applications will be accepted until May 15, 2024, 
at 5:00 p.m. and the applications will be brought to the Board at the June meeting. 
 
Planner Tubbs noted that a Work Session was originally scheduled for panelization and lift 
standards.  However, that Work Session item has been moved to the next meeting. 
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Chair Scott asked how grant cycle information is shared with the community.  Planner Tubbs 
explained that work is done with the Communications Department, which shares information 
on social media.  Information is also added to the Park City website.  Additionally, flyers can 
be printed off and handed out to residents.  Board Member Puggy Holmgren suggested 
posting a flyer in the Post Office, as many read notices there. 
 
4. PUBLIC COMMUNICATIONS 
 
There were no public communications. 
 
5. REGULAR AGENDA 

 
A. 2465 Doc Holiday Drive – Material Deconstruction – The Applicant 

Requests the Historic Preservation Board Determine Whether a Second 
Story Rear Deck on a Significant Historic Structure, Located in the 
Single-Family (“SF”) Zoning District, May be Removed.  PL-23-05940. 

 
Planner Tubbs presented the Staff Report and explained that the application is for Material 
Deconstruction at 2465 Doc Holiday Drive.  She reported that a site visit was conducted both 
in person and virtually ahead of the Historic Preservation Board Meeting.  Board Members 
met at the site at approximately 4:00 p.m. to look at the house, specifically the section of the 
house where the second-story deck has been removed.   
 
The application came before the Historic Preservation Board at the last meeting on March 
6, 2024, where the Board requested a site visit and asked to table the item to the current 
meeting.  Planner Tubbs shared background information about the structure.  It is 
designated as a Significant Historic Site on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory.  It was 
originally built in Coalville, Utah, in 1911.  The home was relocated to its current site in 1978.  
She explained that the home sits at the corner of Buffalo Bill Drive and Doc Holiday Drive.  
As a result of that placement, both the front and rear facades are visible from the public right-
of-way.  Both facades are contributory to the historic structure.  An image of the structure 
from 2013 was shared, which shows the second-story deck that existed prior to its removal.  
A more recent image was shared as well, which shows the structure after the deck was 
deemed unsafe by the applicant engineer and was removed.   
 
Staff found multiple historic photographs of the structure, which show elements of the 
second-story rear deck.  Additionally, a copy of the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map from 
Coalville, Utah, was found.  It sat adjacent to the Summit County Courthouse and was circled 
in red on the map shown.  Planner Tubbs reviewed the details of the map.   
 
Based on Staff research, there was no indication that the porch had been removed 
previously or that the materials had been exchanged.  Staff is forwarding the same 
recommendation as before, which is for the Board to review the Material Deconstruction 
application and consider denying the request to not be required to reconstruct the second 
story deck.   
 

PENDIN
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Board Member Jack Hodgkins wanted to know how this matter falls under the jurisdiction of 
the Historic Preservation Board.  The house was built in 1911, but it is not a Park City historic 
site.  It has not been in the community for 50 years and it is not in a location that would be 
typical for a house of that age.  In addition, the style is not what would normally have been 
seen in Park City at the time.  Planner Tubbs appreciated the points made by Board Member 
Hodgkins.  This is a four-square architectural style, which is not one of the main styles seen 
in Old Town.  It was also relocated from Coalville to Park City.  However, it has been 
reviewed by several consultants as well as prior Boards and Commissions and has been 
officially designated a Significant Historic Site.  It is codified in the Land Management Code 
on the Historic Sites Inventory.  Any modification to the form or removal of materials falls to 
the Historic Preservation Board for consideration.   
 
Board Member Douglas Stephens agreed with the comments shared by Board Member 
Hodgkins.  In the Meeting Materials Packet, there was a narrative about whether or not the 
house was significant.  One of the last paragraphs stated that because the structure had 
been moved, it could not be listed as significant within the National Park Service.  
 
Board Member Lola Beatlebrox asked City Attorney, Mark Harrington, to weigh in on this 
issue.  Attorney Harrington stated that it is listed on the Historic Sites Inventory for Park City, 
which is adopted by ordinance.  If the Board wants to revisit that, it needs to be done by 
looking at the ordinance and listing.  However, it is not appropriate to do so as part of this 
application.  Staff is applying this section of the code because it is already listed.   
 
Board Member Stephens asked to see a photograph of the structure when it was moved.  
The applicant, Randy Clark, shared the requested image with the Board.  The photograph 
illustrated the roof line.  He pointed out how much the roof line matches the front of the 
house.  The intention is to follow the original design of the roof line on the lower level.   
 
Mr. Clark explained that the house was purchased a few years ago.  There is a desire to 
maintain the historic value to whatever degree possible.  That being said, the request is for 
Material Deconstruction to replace the lower section only.  Since the structure arrived in the 
Prospector Park Subdivision, a separate garage was built on the north side of the house.  
The porch is on the north side of the house, so it faces the garage.  With the upper level of 
the patio built, there is a severely limited view out of the north-facing windows.  The view will 
be of the garage and a small section of the mid-level trees rather than the sky.  He is entitled 
to the same enjoyment of the view as his neighbors and asked that this be taken into 
consideration as part of the Material Deconstruction request.   
 
Board Member Beatlebrox referenced the photograph that was shared.  It showed the 
structure being moved.  She assumed that the porch was moved intact with the rest of the 
building.  Mr. Clark confirmed that it was moved with the structure.  Board Member Stephens 
pointed out that the photograph clearly shows the second level was moved with it, but the 
main level porch was removed.  Chair Scott noted that the earlier site visit was to determine 
whether the materials were historic.  There was difficulty clarifying that because the applicant 
had a contractor remove the second-story portion.  He asked about a permit to remove the 
upper-level deck.  Mr. Clark reported that a permit was applied for. 
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Board Member Holmgren referenced Page 11 of the Meeting Materials Packet.  She pointed 
out the location of the upper deck.  Board Member Hodgkins noted that it was not 
constructed after the structure arrived, as it came that way from Coalville.  Planner Tubbs 
reported that one of the Building Permits that had been filed for on the property since the 
relocation to Park City was the installation of a railing on the upper story to address life/safety 
concerns.  Board Member Stephens noted that the porch was brought to Park City.  As a 
result, it has the same historical significance as the house.  Board Member Hodgkins added 
that there was nothing to suggest it was not there from the start.  Mr. Clark reiterated that 
his ability to enjoy the views from his property is impacted.  
 
Chair Scott explained that it is the responsibility of the Historic Preservation Board to review 
each application as it relates to historic materials and to make judgments about the materials 
and the impact on the character of the home.  Planner Tubbs reported that the applicant 
engineer determined that the second-story deck was structurally unsound, so the material 
was removed.  A permit was applied for, but when the permit was under review, the Planning 
Department flagged the request and indicated that it needed to proceed through the Historic 
District Design Review (“HDDR”) process before the permit could be issued.  However, after 
the permit was flagged, the engineer made the determination that the structure was not safe.  
The materials were then removed.   
 
Board Member Stephens expressed some confusion about the engineer.  It seemed that 
Epic Engineering drew the plans for the Building Permit, but there was no report from them 
on the status of the materials that were removed.  Mr. Clark clarified that a contractor 
removed the materials.  The contractor had an engineering team.  He offered to find out 
whether the engineer responsible for the determination was licensed and provide those 
credentials to the City.  Board Member Hodgkins wondered what an Engineer’s Report 
would provide at this point since the materials were already removed by the contractor.  
 
Additional discussions were had about the determination made by the engineer and the fact 
that materials were removed without a permit.  Mr. Clark noted that the Inspection Report 
said the structure was suspect.  There were sources for the determination.     
 
Chair Scott opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
MOTION:  Board Member Hutchings moved to DENY the Material Deconstruction request 
at 2465 Doc Holiday Drive for the second-story rear deck based on the following: 
 
Findings of Fact 
 

1. The property is located at 2465 Doc Holiday Drive (2465 Doc Holliday Drive) 
in the Single Family (SF) Zoning District. 
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2. The Site is also known as the William and Emma Carruth House and is 
designated a Significant Historic Site on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory. 

 
3. The house was constructed in Coalville, UT in 1911. 

 
4. The Structure was moved to its current location in 1978. 
 
5. On August 28, 2023, the Applicant’s representative submitted Building Permit 

#PLAN23-1144 to remove the upper deck on the rear of the Significant Historic 
Structure. 

 
6. On August 30, 2023, the Planning Department flagged the Building Permit and 

notified the applicant a Historic District Design Review application approval 
would be required before the permit could continue. 

 
7. At some point, the Applicant’s contracted engineer determined the deck was 

unsafe and the deck was promptly removed. 
 
8. On December 11, 2023, the Applicant submitted a Historic District Design 

Review (HDDR) application to the Planning Department requesting the 
permanent Material Deconstruction of the second-story deck structure be 
allowed. 

 
9. LMC § 15-15-1 defines Historic Integrity as: 

 

• “The ability of a Site to retain its identity and, therefore, convey its Significance 
in the history of Park City.  Within the concept of Historic Integrity, Park City 
Municipal Corporation recognizes seven (7) aspects or qualities as defined by 
the National Park Service, that in various combinations define integrity.  They 
are as follows: 

 
o Location – The place where the Historic Site was constructed, or the 

Historical event took place; 
o Design – The combination of physical elements that create the form, 

plan, space, Structure, and style of a Site.  The design includes such 
considerations as the structural system, massing, arrangement of 
spaces, pattern, and fenestration, textures and colors of surface 
materials, type, amount, and style of ornamental detailing, and 
arrangement and type of plantings in the designed landscape; 

o Setting – The physical environment, either natural or manmade, of a 
Historic Site, including vegetation, topographic features, manmade 
features (paths, fences, walls), and the relationship between 
Structures and other features or open space; 

o Materials – The physical elements that were combined or deposited 
during a particular period of time in a particular pattern or configuration 
to form a Historic Site; 
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o Workmanship – The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular 
culture or people during any given period of history, including methods 
of construction, plain or decorative finishes, painting, carving, joinery, 
tooling, and turning; 

o Feeling – A Site’s expression of the aesthetic or Historic sense of a 
particular period of time.  Feeling results from the presence of physical 
features that, taken together, convey the Property’s Historic 
character; 

o Association – The direct link between an important Historic era or 
Person and a Historic Site.  A Site retains association if it is in the 
place where the activity occurred and is sufficiently intact to convey 
that relationship to an observer.” 

 
10. LMC § 15-15-1 defines Material Deconstruction as: “[t]he disassembly of 

structures for the purpose of salvaging and reusing as many of the construction 
materials or building components.  In some cases, deconstruction or 
dismantling may be used to remove non-historic materials from a historic site 
or structure or to remove those historic construction materials or building 
components that are beyond repair.” 

 
11. The second-story deck was removed before the materials were demonstrated 

to be irreparable or unsafe. 
 
12. Following a public hearing held on March 6, 2024, the Historic Preservation 

Board continued the Material Deconstruction of the second-story rear covered 
deck at 2465 Doc Holiday Drive (2465 Doc Holliday Drive) item to April 3, 2024, 
requesting a site visit before the meeting. 

 
13. LMC § 15-11-12.5 requires Historic Preservation Board review and approval 

for all Material Deconstruction of Historic Materials prior to the issuance of a 
Building Permit for any Material Deconstruction work. 

 
14. The Significant Historic Structure has had a second-story rear deck since its 

construction in c. 1911. 
 
15. The second-story rear deck was removed prior to the issuance of a Building 

Permit and prior to the Historic Preservation Board reviewing and approving 
the Material Deconstruction. 

 
16. Following a public hearing held on April 3, 2024, the Historic Preservation 

Board denied the Material Deconstruction of the second-story rear covered 
deck at 2465 Doc Holiday Drive (2465 Doc Holliday Drive).  
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Conclusions of Law: 
 

1. The loss of the second-story rear deck results in an adverse impact to the 
Historic Integrity of the Significant Historic Structure. 

 
Order 
 

1. The Material Deconstruction request is denied, and the Applicant is required 
to reconstruct the second-story rear deck. 

 
2. The removal of the second-story deck has resulted in a modification to the 

Design of the Structure as well as a net loss of materials and workmanship 
items. 

 
Board Member Holmgren seconded the motion. 
 
VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Board.  
 
Chair Scott suggested that Mr. Clark work with the Planning Department to determine the 
best way to reconstruct the second-story rear deck.  Mr. Clark asked about an appeal 
process.  Director Ward explained that City Staff will follow up with him about that.  
 
Board Member Stephens agreed with the decision made but pointed out that this was a 
house that was brought into Park City.  It seems this should never have been included on 
Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory.  If it was not considered significant by the National Park 
Service, he is not sure why it was included in the Park City inventory.  It was noted that the 
applicant can go through a process to remove the structure from the list.   
 
Discussions were had about structures on the Historic Sites Inventory that are outside of the 
Historic District.  Director Ward confirmed that there are a few outside of that area.  Board 
Member Stephens asked whether it is appropriate to look at the few outside the Historic 
District to determine whether any of those structures were moved and when.  Planner Tubbs 
confirmed that Staff can put together that information for a future meeting.   
 
6. WORK SESSION 

 
A. Land Management Code Amendment – Discussion Regarding Materials, 

Paint, and Stain Opacity in Historic Districts – The Historic Preservation 
Board will Conduct a Work Session to Discuss Existing Standards in the 
Regulations for Historic Districts and Historic Sites Regarding 
Permitted/Prohibited Materials and Opacity Minimums for Paint and 
Stains.  PL-24-06041. 

 
Planner Tubbs presented the Staff Report and explained that the Work Session item is a 
discussion about materials, paint, and stain opacity in Historic Districts.  Last June, the 
Historic Preservation Board conducted a Work Session regarding opacity requirements.   
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As part of that conversation, the Board discussed the idea of removing the opacity 
requirement from non-historic structures or additions to historic structures but leaving the 
opacity requirement for the historic structures in order to make sure those visually stood out 
in the district.  More recently, in December 2023, the Historic Preservation Board held a 
second Work Session.  After further discussion, it was requested that there be an additional 
Work Session scheduled to take a closer look at permitted and prohibited materials in the 
Historic Districts as well as the paint and stain opacity requirements. 
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked for more information about what was driving these 
discussions.  Planner Tubbs reported that the conversation began with some input from 
members of the public.  It was clear that there is a strong interest in incorporating some non-
opaque finishes into the Historic District, but that is currently not permitted.  As that 
conversation evolved, there were some additional comments made about other materials.   
 
As currently enacted, building materials shall be compatible in scale, proportion, texture, 
finish, and color to materials used on Historic Structures in the Historic District.  The Historic 
District regulations also state that synthetic building materials, such as fiber cement or 
plastic-wood composite siding, shingles, and trim cannot be used unless the materials are 
made of at least 50% recycled and/or reclaimed materials and if the applicant can 
demonstrate that the use of these materials will not have an adverse impact on the character 
of the Historic District.  The materials specifically called out as prohibited in the district are 
vinyl and aluminum.  Vinyl and aluminum windows are not permitted, and vinyl siding is not 
permitted.  She noted that aluminum-clad wood windows are permitted.   
 
Planner Tubbs shared physical examples of different materials with the Historic Preservation 
Board.  The materials were currently allowed under the provisions.  She noted that aluminum 
is allowed as a roofing material as long as it complies with the solar reflectivity requirements 
and is a durable material.  Composites are allowed as long as the applicant is able to 
demonstrate that they have a minimum of 50% recycled content.  It is also required that the 
composite materials be painted or finished to be fully opaque.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked about the environmental impact of materials.  Planner Tubbs 
reported that the City has a focus on sustainability.  Currently, the regulations encourage 
sustainably sourced materials.  However, the composite materials are only required to be a 
certain percentage recycled.  The City wants to encourage homeowners to incorporate more 
sustainable materials into their design and building methods.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins pointed out that the issue with some composite materials comes 
from cutting the materials on-site.  The dust can get into the environment.  He wanted to 
know whether that impact has been considered.  Planner Tubbs stated that once the 
recycled material actually arrives on site, beyond the standard limit of disturbance and 
necessary mitigation of noise, odor, and dust, there are no additional requirements.   
 
Planner Tubbs reviewed the opacity requirements.  As enacted, materials such as wood, 
that are traditionally painted shall have an opaque rather than transparent finish.  Rustic, 
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unfinished wood siding is generally not appropriate on houses but may be appropriate on 
accessory structures or additions to historic buildings.  The reasoning behind that was 
referenced in the Staff Report where there is a link to a 2022 memo from SWCA.  It details 
how historically in Park City, paint was utilized as a fireproofing material on wooden 
structures in addition to being used to make the City appear vibrant, clean, and colorful.  
Traditionally, paint was opaque on the exterior of the structure, and non-opaque finishes 
were inside the building.  Accessory structures were historically left unpainted.   
 
When Planning Staff is reviewing proposed materials for new construction, additions, or 
rehabilitation of historic structures, there is work done with the applicants to determine the 
amount of opacity required.  The general rule is to look at the grain of the material.  If it is 
possible to see the texture of the grain, but not the color difference of the grain, it is generally 
thought to be opaque enough.  She shared physical examples of materials that would pass 
that opacity rule of thumb and some examples that would not pass.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins had a question about the amount of grain texture in the example 
materials.  Planner Tubbs explained that historic siding materials are usually slightly 
smoother than the samples currently being passed around.  It would depend on the quality 
of wood and the species of wood.  With the Land Management Code requirements, some 
additional flexibility is allowed with the grain patterning, because it does evoke the same 
characteristic and appearance as wood, although it might not be as smooth as other historic 
grain patterns would have been.  Board Member Hodgkins felt it should look like the historic 
material.  Director Ward explained that there is a provision that the new infill should not 
imitate the historic structures but should complement them instead.  She stressed the 
importance of clarifying what some complementary materials would be.  
 
Based on the previous Work Session discussion, it seemed there was a desire to have 
historic structures be opaque.  However, there was also discussion about potential flexibility 
for additions to historic structures and new infill within the Historic Districts.  Planner Tubbs 
believed applicants are looking for some flexibility when it comes to the opacity of the finish.  
There is generally a good understanding of the materials that are permitted or not permitted 
in the district, but the final appearance is where there is a desire to have some more 
flexibility.  Board Member Hodgkins referenced the metal sample that was passed around.  
He expressed some concerns about how that would be used.  It is a matter of the size and 
shape of the panels rather than the material in that case.  
 
Planner Tubbs asked if there is a preference to place a limitation on the amount of metal 
that can be put on a structure in the district as opposed to the amount of wooden siding or 
composite siding.  Board Member Hodgkins was not sure if it would be a percentage of total 
aluminum siding but suggested limiting the size of the panels themselves.  Board Member 
Holmgren thought with the metal, there should be some openness for artistic endeavors.  
Board Member Stephens noted that the panels could be used for a transition between a 
historic house and a new addition.  He wondered whether those kinds of details should be 
codified or if they can be handled through the design review process.  He does not want to 
see a lack of creativity in an effort to move through the process quickly. 
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Board Member Stephens asked about the existing code language for opacity.  He wondered 
whether it was adequate for the design review process.  Board Member Hodgkins pointed 
out that non-opaque finishes are not currently allowed.  Planner Tubbs confirmed this unless 
it is on an accessory building.  There has been feedback from several homeowners and 
members of the design community that there is interest in some additional flexibility when it 
comes to the opacity requirement.  If the Historic Preservation Board wants to move in that 
direction, there would need to be an amendment to the Land Management Code.  The Board 
discussed reclaimed wood.   
 
Board Member John Hutchings discussed a house located in his neighborhood.  It has a 
lower level of opacity, and he does not feel it is compatible.  That being said, under the right 
circumstances, having a lower opacity could be compatible.  Planner Tubbs posed a 
question to the Historic Preservation Board and asked for additional feedback: 
 

• Are there materials the City should prohibit on Historic Structures or on new 
structures/infill that are within the Historic District?  

 
Board Member Hodgkins did not believe copper was used much and asked if it should be 
prohibited because it is not a historic material for the area.  Planner Tubbs noted that there 
have been some applicants who have utilized copper in gutters and trim.  The copper tends 
to oxidize fairly quickly, so it generally does not trigger reflectivity concerns.  Board Member 
Hodgkins pointed out that copper is not necessarily part of the historic look here.  The Board 
discussed the difference between copper and aluminum materials.   
 
Planner Tubbs explained that if there is a material currently prohibited under the regulations 
that the Historic Preservation Board does not feel should be prohibited, that is something 
that can be communicated to Staff.  Board Member Hodgkins stated that it is not necessarily 
the material itself, but the look of the material.  There has been a lot of talk about 
compatibility, which has more to do with how the material actually looks.  Board Member 
Hodgkins stressed the importance of considering whether the material itself has PFAS 
contaminants.  It is important to think about this if non-natural materials are used. 
 
Planner Tubbs posed another question to members of the Historic Preservation Board: 
 

• Should the City consider removing the paint and stain opacity requirement from non-
historic structures and/or new builds in the Historic District? 

 
Board Member Hutchings thought it was possible to relax the opacity requirement, but there 
needed to be some design element that fit in with the district.  There was agreement that 
there needed to be some level of compatibility.  For instance, there could be a historic shape 
and then there could be allowance for different materials and finishes.  Board Member 
Stephens pointed out that removing the paint and stain opacity requirements would not 
necessarily mean an owner could do whatever they wanted, but there would be another tool 
to make sure a new addition or infill project was compatible in the district.  Instead of 
removing the requirements entirely, the intention is to allow more flexibility.   
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Planner Tubbs explained that Staff can look into some different options based on the 
comments shared by the Historic Preservation Board.  Director Ward noted that applications 
are considered in the context of the full code, which includes the roof forms, windows, and 
so on.  If there is some flexibility with the opacity requirement, several community members 
would appreciate that change.  Board Member Stephens noted that compatibility has been 
mentioned a lot by Board Members.  Chair Scott wants to make sure that whatever the 
Historic Preservation Board suggests is helpful to the process. 
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked if brick and stone cladding is allowed.  Planner Tubbs 
reported that it is to some degree.  It is recommended that there be a limitation on the amount 
of stone that is utilized on residential structures.  As for the size of the stone, it is 
recommended that it be limited to the size of the stone that a miner would have been able 
to carry and place by hand since traditionally, stone was seen in retaining walls and 
foundations.  Brick tends to be seen more often in commercial rather than residential.  Board 
Member Hodgkins asked if there are limitations on brick colors, which was denied.   
 
Planner Tubbs posed one last question to members of the Historic Preservation Board: 
 

• Should the City consider removing the paint and stain opacity requirement from 
historic structures?  

 
Planner Tubbs did not believe the Board would be supportive of removing the requirement 
from historic structures, based on the conversation so far.  Director Ward asked about 
additions to historic structures.  Board Member Hodgkins believed an addition to a historic 
structure was a non-historic structure.  Director Ward stated that according to the Board 
Member discussions, the historic structure itself would be opaque, but any new infill that 
went through the review process could have some flexibility so long as it was compatible.   
 
Board Member Hodgkins pointed out that people will interpret the code in a certain way and 
compatibility is difficult to define.  Board Member Stephens thought there should be some 
flexibility through the design review process.  Board Member Hodgkins understood that but 
noted that flexibility does not give Staff anything to point to when a homeowner wants to do 
something that does not seem compatible.  Board Member Stephens explained that when 
there is too much regulation, a lot of the projects all look the same.  Board Member Holmgren 
liked the idea of having some flexibility for homeowners.   
 
Planner Tubbs appreciated the input received from Board Members about this matter.   
 

B. Land Management Code Amendment – Historic District Regulation 
Illustrations – The Historic Preservation Board will Review Draft 
Illustrations of the Historic District Requirements and Provide Feedback 
to Staff.  PL-23-06002. 

 
Planner Tubbs presented the Staff Report and explained that the next Work Session item 
relates to a Land Management Codde amendment for Historic District Regulation 
Illustrations.  She shared some background information about the Historic District 
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Regulations.  In 1983, Park City first published the Guidelines for Historic Districts.  It was 
52 pages in length and included illustrations.  In 2019, the City Council adopted the 
guidelines into the Land Management Code.  It was approximately 81 pages and did not 
include illustrations.  In June 2023, the Historic Preservation Board held a Work Session and 
discussed multiple proposed Land Management Code amendments, which included 
illustrating the regulations for the Historic Districts and Historic Sites.  Staff has returned with 
some proposed illustrations for the requirements and is looking for feedback. 
 
The timeline for next steps was reviewed.  Planner Tubbs explained that after the comments 
from the Historic Preservation Board discussion are incorporated, there will be a Work 
Session with the Planning Commission in May 2024.  In June 2024, there will be Historic 
Preservation Board review and recommendation.  At the end of June 2024, there will be 
Planning Commission review and recommendation.  Planner Tubbs referenced Exhibit A in 
the Meeting Materials Packet, which includes the proposed illustrations.  She clarified that 
the illustration is on the left and the enacted requirement is on the right. 
 
The first requirement stated that “Additions should be visually subordinate to historic 
buildings when viewed from the primary public right-of-way.”  Planner Tubbs noted that the 
illustration shows the historic structure and a proposed addition.  The proposed addition was 
a little bit more translucent, which gives the visual appearance that it has been offset further 
back from the front of the structure to reduce the visual impact.  Board Member Beatlebrox 
thought the illustration looked more like a garage than an addition.  Planner Tubbs stated 
that the illustration can be revised to look more like an addition.   
 
The second requirement stated that “Windows with vertical elements are encouraged.  The 
general rule is the height shall be twice the dimension of the width (commonly referred to as 
a 2:1 ratio).  Double-hung, vertically proportioned windows similar to those used historically 
are particularly encouraged.  Windows with traditional depth and trim are preferred.”  Planner 
Tubbs noted that the illustration was of a window that was twice as tall as it is wide.  Board 
Member Stephens was unable to see the vertical casing trim going down each side.  He 
thought that element needed to be added to the illustration.   
 
The next requirement stated that “Garages featuring a side-by-side parking configuration 
shall maintain a 2-foot horizontal offset in the front wall plane.”  Planner Tubbs explained 
that the requirement is there to make sure that there is not just one large wall of garage at 
the street front.  She pointed out the front entry and garage on the proposed illustration.  
Board Member Stephens suggested that those elements be clearer on the illustration.  He 
also felt that the scale of the illustration was off and asked that it be looked at again.   
 
Planner Tubbs shared illustrations for more recently enacted requirements.  The first was, 
“A maximum 12-foot-wide curb cut and 12-foot-wide driveway is allowed within the Front 
Setback.  Beyond the Front Setback, the driveway may achieve a 22-foot maximum width 
to access the two-car garage.”  Another requirement was listed and stated: 
 

• “One maximum 10-foot-wide curb cut and one maximum 10-foot-wide driveway is 
allowed to access each of the two garages.  The two driveways: shall be separated 
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with at least 18 inches of landscaping and shall include a vertical element at least 18 
inches in height, 18 inches of width, and in a length to be approved by the Engineering 
Department, depending in right-of-way encroachments, turning radii, and sight 
distance triangle.”   

 
Board Member Beatlebrox asked about the landscaping.  Planner Tubbs noted that there 
had been discussions about that when the requirements were enacted.  There was work 
done with the Engineering Department and it was found that requiring the 18-inch-tall vertical 
element, whether it be rock, artwork, or some other kind of permanent fixture, should protect 
the plant materials and prevent them from being run over or parked on.  Discussions were 
had about the vertical element requirement and what was envisioned.   
 
The next requirement stated that “A site shall be returned to original grade following 
construction of a foundation.  When the original grade cannot be achieved, no more than 
eight inches of new foundation shall be visible above final grade on the primary façade.  No 
more than two feet of the new foundation shall be visible above final grade on secondary 
and tertiary facades.”  Planner Tubbs explained that the illustration demonstrates where the 
two feet would be measured.  Board Member Stephens thought there needed to be 
additional clarity about the location of the primary façade.  Board Member Hodgkins felt there 
needed to be a better illustration to show the siding versus the foundation.  Board Member 
Stephens agreed that more clarity is needed.   
 
Planner Tubbs believed the request is to define where the front is, demonstrate the eight 
inches on the front, and also clarify the side view.  That was confirmed.  Board Member 
Hodgkins suggested a three-dimensional drawing, so it is possible to see the side and front 
of the building in one illustration.  Planner Tubbs noted that there could be two sets of 
drawings next to one another or there could be a three-dimensional view.   
 
The next requirement related to acceptable topography or grading treatments.  It stated: 
 

• The natural topography and original grading of a site shall be maintained when 
feasible; 

• Building and site design shall respond to natural features.  New infill residential 
buildings shall step down or up to follow the existing contours of steep slopes; 

• A new site’s natural slope shall be respected in a new building design in order to 
minimize cuts into hillsides, minimize fill, and minimize retaining walls. 

 
Instead of multiple terraces and multiple retaining wall faces, there is some mild terracing as 
well as some natural landscaping for these two options.  Board Member Hodgkins wondered 
whether the slope should not be as steep in the bottom illustration as in the top illustration.  
He felt one of the two should have a steeper slope than the other.  Planner Tubbs confirmed 
that it is possible to create an illustration with one lower-grade slope and one with a higher-
grade slope.  Incorporating some siding or color differences would add additional clarity to 
the images.  The images are intended to be side views of a home, but the Board felt it came 
across as a narrow front instead, so changes would be made.   
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Planner Tubbs shared requirements related to transitional elements, which stated: 
 

• On a rear addition, the width of the transitional element shall not exceed two-thirds 
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; 

• 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 the length of the least 
wide historic elevation adjacent to the impacted historic elevation. 

 
Planner Tubbs reviewed the proposed illustrations.  Board Member Hodgkins pointed out 
that certain elements looked too similar.  It was noted that it is possible to put in some graph 
lines to differentiate things.  Planner Tubbs shared the isometric view of the rear addition 
and read the following language: “In the case of additions to the secondary façade, visible 
from the primary public right-of-way, the transitional element shall be set back a minimum of 
five feet from the primary façade.”  The depth of the transitional element versus the length 
of the least wide historic elevation is also considered as well as the requirement for rear 
additions, which is mirrored for side additions with regard to the width.  Board Member 
Hodgkins asked about the line on the lower lefthand corner of the illustration shown.  Planner 
Tubbs explained that it was supposed to indicate a porch.  Discussions were had about how 
to best define the porch area and add additional clarity.  
 
Board Member Hodgkins asked if an addition on the side can be taller than the main 
structure.  Planner Tubbs reported that there is a zone height maximum, but as long as the 
transitional element is lower than the ridgeline of the historic house, it could be taller. 
 
Planner Tubbs shared an additional illustration with the Board.  She explained that it related 
to maximum heights.  Board Member Hodgkins asked about the 10-foot minimum setback 
from the upper street and lower street.  Planner Tubbs explained that it was for new 
construction.  The 10-foot setback is a requirement of the zone building height.  A maximum 
building height from grade to the ridgeline is allowed.  As part of the height requirement, 
there is also a minimum setback required from the downhill façade at a maximum of 23 feet.  
There was a desire to add more clarity to the illustration proposed.  It was suggested that 
the drawing be two-dimensional instead of three-dimensional.   
 
Planner Tubbs thanked Board Members for providing feedback about the illustrations.  
Board Member Hodgkins asked whether additional illustrations will be shared with the Board 
in the future.  This was confirmed.  Planner Tubbs explained that Staff will incorporate Board 
Member feedback into the first batch of illustrations, make revisions, and come back with 
some additional options for the Historic Preservation Board to consider.   
 
7. ADJOURN 
 
MOTION:   Board Member Holmgren moved to ADJOURN.  Board Member Hodgkins 
seconded the motion. 
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VOTE:  The motion passed with the unanimous consent of the Board. 
 
The Historic Preservation Board Meeting adjourned at approximately 6:50 p.m.    
 
 
 
Approved by   
  Randy Scott, Chair  
  Historic Preservation Board 
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2465 Doc Holiday Drive
Material Deconstruction
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Background

Significant Historic Structure

Built c. 1911 in Coalville

Relocated to Site in 1978
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Background
March 6, 2024 – The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing and 
continued the item to the April 3, 2024 meeting and requested a Site Visit 
before revisiting the item.

April 3, 2024 – The Historic Preservation Board conducted a Site Visit 
before the regularly scheduled meeting.

 

PENDIN
G APPROVAL

Page 21 of 109



Historic Integrity
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Recommendation
The Historic Preservation Board (I) Conduct a Site Visit; (II) Review the 
proposed Material Deconstruction; (III) conduct a public hearing; and (IV) 
consider denying the Material Deconstruction request and require the 
Applicant to reconstruct the second-story rear deck as it existed historically 
based on the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Conditions of 
Approval outlined in the Draft Final Action Letter.
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Materials, Paint & Stains
In Historic Districts
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Background
June 7, 2023 – The Historic Preservation Board held a Work Session 
regarding opacity requirements for paints and stains in Historic Districts. 
The HPB suggested removing the opacity requirement for new construction 
and additions to Historic Structures.

December 6, 2023 – The HPB held a second Work Session and requested 
staff return later to further discuss permitted materials and opacity 
requirements within the Historic Districts.
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Materials
Vinyl and Aluminum Prohibited – Windows and Siding

Building materials shall be compatible in scale, proportion, texture, finish 
and color to materials used on Historic Structures in the Historic District. 

Synthetic building materials such as fiber cement or plastic-wood 
composite siding, shingles, and trim shall not be used unless the materials 
are made of a minimum of 50% recycled and/or reclaimed material…
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Opacity
Materials, such as wood, that are traditionally 
painted shall have an opaque rather than 
transparent finish.

Rustic, unfinished wood siding is generally not 
appropriate on houses, but may be 
appropriate on accessory structures or 
additions to historic buildings. 
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Opacity Background
November 22, 2022 – SWCA Provided Technical Memorandum

• Paint advertised in the Park Record as fire-proofing material; maintained 
a clean, tidy appearance on the exterior of a building.

• Varnishes and stains advertised for interior use.

• Accessory Structures were typically unpainted.
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Questions
Are there materials the City should prohibit on Historic Structures and 
within the Historic District?

Should the City consider removing the paint and stain opacity requirement 
from non-historic structures?

Should the City consider removing the paint and stain opacity requirement 
from historic structures?
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Historic District Regulations
Illustrations Work Session
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Background
June 16, 1983 – Park City published the Guidelines for Historic Districts;            
(52 pages in length with illustrations)

May 16, 2019 – The City Council adopted the Guidelines into the Land 
Management Code (Ordinance 2019-16); (Over 27,000 words; 
approximately 81 pages without illustrations)

June 7, 2023 – The Historic Preservation Board held a Work Session to 
discuss multiple proposed LMC amendments, including illustrating the 
Regulations for Historic Districts and Historic Sites. PENDIN
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Next Steps
Staff will incorporate the Board’s comments into a revised set of illustrations;

May 8, 2024 – Work Session with the Planning Commission

June 5, 2024 – Historic Preservation Board review and recommendation

June 26, 2024 – Planning Commission review and recommendation
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Questions
Does the HPB want to see any revisions to the draft illustrations before 
making a recommendation to the Planning Commission?

Are there other elements of the Regulations for Historic Districts and 
Historic Sites the City should illustrate as part of these LMC amendments?

 Does the Board have any additional feedback for Staff?
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Historic Preservation Board 
Staff Report 
 
Subject: 81 Daly Avenue 
Application:  PL-23-05683  
Author:  Caitlyn Tubbs, Senior Planner 
Date:   May 1, 2024 
Type of Item: Work Session – Reconstruction and Relocation 
 
Summary 
81 Daly Avenue once was the site of a Significant Historic Structure built c. 1911. 
However, the structure fell into disrepair and was eventually panelized. The panelized 
materials were not properly stored or protected and no longer exist. As a result, this 
property is an outlier on the Historic Sites Inventory. The property owner seeks to 
reconstruct and relocate the Significant Historic Structure that was once sited at 81 Daly 
Avenue and build an addition. Staff and the property owner request input from the 
Historic Preservation Board regarding relocation and reconstruction of the Significant 
Historic Structure. 
 
Description 
Applicant: Martin Paris 
Location: 81 Daly Avenue 
Zoning District: Historic Residential – 1 
Adjacent Land Uses: Residential; Open Space 
Reason for Review: The Historic Preservation Board reviews requests to 

relocate Historic Structures pursuant to LMC § 15-11-13 
and reconstruction pursuant to LMC § 15-11-15. 

 
HPB  Historic Preservation Board 
HR – 1 Historic Residential - 1 
 
Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1. 
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Background 
81 Daly Avenue is designated 
a Significant Historic Structure 
on Park City’s Historic Sites 
Inventory1 and was 
constructed c. 1911. A log 
structure, believed to be horse 
stables owned by the mining 
company, also occupied the 
Site from 1889 through 1907 
as shown on the Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Maps (Exhibit B). It 
was later removed and 
replaced by the miner’s cabin.  
 
On November 10, 2003, the 
prior property owner filed a Determination of Significance application but withdrew it on 
February 1, 2004, before any official determination was made regarding the significance 
of the Structure. 
  
On August 12, 2004, Park City issued Building Permit B04-09704, an exploratory 
demolition permit to remove some aluminum siding from the Structure to determine the 
preservation needs of the historic siding materials beneath (Exhibit E). Four panels 
were identified for preservation (see site plan below).  
 

 
1 LMC § 15-11-10(D)(2)(e) 

Figure 1: 1940s Tax Photo of c. 1911 Cabin 
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Figure 2: Excerpt of Approved Demolition Plan (2004) 

 
 
The Planning Department approved the panelization and demolition plan on December 
27, 2004 (Exhibit E), subject to the following notes: 

1) Walls of original historic mining house to be preserved as follows: 
a. Original siding and wood planking to be removed as intact wall panels 
b. Bracing shall be provided sufficient to protect wall panels from racking, 

warping, bending, or crushing 
c. Panels are to be wrapped in moisture protective barrier 
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d. Panels are to be stored on site in a manner that will protect them from 
racking, warping, bending, crushing, moisture and insect and animal 
damage 

e. Windows and doors are to be removed from preserved panels prior to 
bracing and dismantling.  

 
The home was deconstructed in c. 2005 and the four panels were wrapped in a tarp and 
propped up on-site until 2019.  
 
On September 15, 2011, the Chief Building 
Official determined the remaining panels were 
dangerous per sections 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, and 
17 of the Abatement of Dangerous Building 
Code and notified the Planning Director of their 
findings (Exhibit F). On November 15, 2018, the 
Planning Department received a Historic District 
Design Review application (PL-18-04034) 
requesting an examination of the panelized 
exterior cladding. The four panels were 
photographed on the Site on February 21, 2019 
and are included in Exhibit D.  
 
As shown in these 2019 photographs, the panels 
were not dismantled or stored as required by the 
approved demolition plan: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4: 2019 Photograph showing door and windows 

have not been removed prior to panelization. 

Figure 3: 2019 Photograph showing windows 
have not been removed prior to panelization. 
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Figure 5: Views of Interior Faces of Panels Showing Lack of Bracing 
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Figure 6: Photographs of Panels Racking and Warping 
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Figure 7: Photographs showing panels wrapped in tarp and propped up on the site. 
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On May 23, 2023, the Applicant submitted a Historic District Design Review Pre-
Application with a proposal to rebuild the demolished Historic Structure along with a rear 
addition. The Applicant proposes to relocate the Structure farther forward (toward Daly 
Avenue) to provide additional developable area at the rear of the Site. Although the 
Historic Structure has been demolished, 81 Daly is designated a Significant Historic Site 
on Park City’s Historic Sites Inventory and the Applicant has not petitioned the City to 
remove it from the Inventory. Due to its designation, the requirements listed in LMC § 15-
13-2 Regulations for Historic Residential Sites apply. The Applicant’s ability to relocate 
the Historic Structure will impact the proposed design of the addition, so the Applicant has 
requested the Historic Preservation Board conduct a Work Session and provide feedback. 
 
Analysis 
(I) To reconstruct a Historic Structure, the Board must find the proposal meets 
the criteria outlined in Land Management Code Section 15-11-15. 
 
LMC Section 15-15-1 defines reconstruction as “[t]he act or process of depicting, by 
means of new construction, the form, features, and detiling of a non-surviving Site, 
landscape, Building, Structure, or object for the purpose of replicating its appearance at 
a specific period of time and in its Historic location.” 
 
LMC Section 15-11-15 establishes the criteria the HPB reviews regarding 
reconstruction. “It is the intent of this section to preserve the Historic and architectural 
resources of Park City through limitations on the Reconstruction of Historic Buildings, 
Structures, and Sites.”  
 
The HPB must find: 
 

• The Historic Structure is found by the Chief Building Official to be hazardous or 
dangerous pursuant to Section 116.1 of the International Building Code; and 

• The Historic Structure cannot be made safe and/or serviceable through repair; 
and  

• The form, features, detailing, placement, orientation and location of the Historic 
Structure will be accurately depicted by means of new construction, based on as-
built measured drawings, historical records, and/or current or Historic 
photographs.   

 
If an applicant proposes relocating the Historic Structure, then the HPB also reviews the 
criteria established in LMC § 15-11-13. Due to the loss of the original structure, the only 
applicable standard for discussion is LMC § 15-11-13(A)(3)(c) as outlined below. 
 
(II) To relocate a Significant site, the following shall be met: 
 
Purrsuant to LMC § 15-11-13, the Historic Preservation Board, with input from the 
Planning Director and the Chief Building Official, determines that unique conditions 
warrant the proposed relocation on the Site. Unique conditions shall include all of the 
following: 
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(1) The historic context of the Historic Structure have been so radically altered 
that the proposed relocation will enhance the ability to interpret the historic 
character of the Historic Structure and the Historic District or its present 
setting. 

 
The historic context of the Site has already been heavily impacted by the removal of the 
historic miner’s cottage. The Site currently sits as vacant land along Daly Avenue, a 
public street with dozens of Historic Structures and Historic Sites, and does not 
contribute to the Integrity of the Historic District as a whole. The majority of Historic 
Structures along Daly Avenue are constructed close to the public right-of-way due to the 
rears of many of the lots sloping steeply on both sides of the canyon. The proposed 
reconstruction of 81 Daly Avenue at the front of the Lot would complement the existing 
Streetscape and built pattern.  
 

(2) The proposed relocation will not diminish the overall physical integrity of 
the Historic District or diminish the historical associations used to define 
the boundaries of the district. 

 
The proposed relocation of the 81 Daly cottage would not diminish the overall integrity 
of the Historic District or its associated boundaries; the Daly Avenue Streetscape 
already has a predominate pattern of homes constructed close to the public right-of-way 
due to the steep slopes in many of the rear yards.  
 

(3) The historical integrity and significance of the Historic Structure will not be 
diminished by relocation and/or reorientation. 

 
The Historic Structure has already been demolished and reconstructing it farther 
forward on its Lot would not impact or diminish its historical integrity any more than it 
has already been impacted. 
 

(4) The potential to preserve the Historic Building(s) and/or Structure(s) will 
be enhanced by its relocation. 

 
The Historic Structure has been demolished and removed from the Site; reconstructing 
the home toward the front of the Lot along Daly Avenue would complement the existing 
development pattern along the Streetscape. 
 
Exhibits 
Exhibit A: 2016 Intensive Level Survey 
Exhibit B: Building Permit B04-09704 
Exhibit C: Building Permit B04-10066 
Exhibit D: 2019 Panel Photographs  
Exhibit E: Approved Demolition and Panelization Plan 
Exhibit F: Chief Building Official Determination  
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Researcher/Organization: John Ewanowski, CRSA Architecture  Date: January 2015 

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

 1  IDENTIFICATION  
 
Name of Property: House at 81 Daly Avenue 

Address: 81 Daly Avenue Twnshp  Range  Section:  

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

Current Owner Name:  Tiresias Ventures LLC USGS Map Name & Date: Park City East   

Current Owner Address:  2907 Ocean Front Walk Quad/2011 

 Venice, CA 90291 Tax Number: PC-608 

Legal Description (include acreage): LOTS 11 & 12 & N 22 FT LOT 13 BLK 73 MILLSITE PARK CITY (LESS BEG 

SW COR LOT 10; TH S 68*27' E 100.0 FT; S 21*33' W 5.9FT; N 66*13' W 100.08 FT; N 21*33' E 2.0 FT TO BEG) 

BAL 0.22 AC 478-40-1IQC-397 804-386 854-531 908-299 1640-1276 

 2  STATUS/USE  
 
Property Category Evaluation Use 
  x building(s)      eligible/contributing  Original Use: single dwelling 
     structure   x ineligible/non-contributing 
     site      out-of-period  Current Use: work in progress (mostly demolished) 
     object 
 
 3  DOCUMENTATION  
 
Photos: Dates Research Sources (check all sources consulted, whether useful or not) 
  x digital: Nov. 2013   x abstract of title   x city/county histories 
  x prints: 1995, c. 1940s   x tax card & photo      personal interviews 
     historic:      building permit      USHS History Research Center 
      sewer permit   x USHS Preservation Files 
Drawings and Plans   x Sanborn Maps      USHS Architects File 
     measured floor plans      obituary index      LDS Family History Library 
     site sketch map      city directories/gazetteers   x local library: Park City Museum 
     Historic American Bldg. Survey   x census records      university library(ies): 
     original plans available at:      biographical encyclopedias 
     other:    x newspapers 
 
Bibliographical References (books, articles, interviews, etc.) 

Attach copies of all research notes, title searches, obituaries, and so forth.  
 

Boutwell, John Mason and Lester Hood Woolsey. Geology and Ore Deposits of the Park City District, Utah. White Paper, 
Department of the Interior, United States Geological Survey. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1912. 

Carter, Thomas and Peter Goss. Utah’s Historic Architecture, 1847-1940.  Salt Lake City: Center for Architectural Studies, 
Graduate School of Architecture, University of Utah and Utah State Historical Society, 1988. 

Hampshire, David, Martha Sonntag Bradley and Allen Roberts. A History of Summit County.  Coalville, UT: Summit County 
Commission,1998. 

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

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

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

Foundation Material: not verified Wall Material(s): drop wood siding   

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

Number of associated outbuildings      0       and/or structures     0     . 

Briefly describe the principal building, additions or alterations and their dates, and associated outbuildings and structures.  
Use continuation sheets as necessary. 
 
This house has been largely demolished, except for a lone gable end wall that remains standing, covered by a blue tarp. Built 
around 1911 (according to a 1949 tax card) and first shown on the 1929 Sanborn map, the original house was an L-cottage, 
with a gable end and front porch from left to right on the west (main) façade. A central window in the gable end (visible on a 
1940s tax photo) was a square fixed casement window flanked by a rectangular leaded glass window on each side. This 
window appears to have replaced a pair of double hung windows, which were used more typically during the time of 
construction. The front door was located near the left end of the front porch, with a large window to its right (the porch 
window in the 1940s tax photo also appears to have replaced a double-hung original). The porch was extended at some point 
in the 1940s to the south to wrap around to the south façade of the house. 
 
A 1995 photo shows the house in a general state of disrepair. It had an addition to the north with a shed roof extension. The 
roof, originally all shingles, had become a patchwork of different materials. The drop wood siding had been replaced with 
aluminum siding, and wood doors and windows were replaced with aluminum ones. The vast majority of the house was 
removed around 2006. Plans have called for the house to be reconstructed using stored original materials, but a single tarp-
covered gable wall is the only remaining vestige of the historical house presently on the site. 
 
 5  HISTORY  
 
Architect/Builder:  unknown Date of Construction: c. 1911 
 
Historic Themes:  Mark themes related to this property with "S" or "C" (S = significant, C = contributing). 

(see instructions for details) 
    Agriculture     Economics C Industry     Politics/ 
    Architecture     Education     Invention       Government 
    Archeology     Engineering     Landscape     Religion 
    Art     Entertainment/       Architecture     Science 
    Commerce       Recreation     Law     Social History 
    Communications     Ethnic Heritage     Literature     Transportation 
    Community Planning     Exploration/     Maritime History  C Other:  Mining 
      & Development       Settlement     Military 
    Conservation     Health/Medicine     Performing Arts 
 
Write a chronological history of the property, focusing primarily on the original or principal owners & significant events.  
Explain and justify any significant themes marked above.  Use continuation sheets as necessary. 
 
This house was built around 1911 on land that was used by the Ontario Mining Company for their nearby mill. It was 
common practice for houses to be built on “millsite” land, but early owners of these properties are hard to identify because 
the land generally remained in the possession of the Park City Townsite Company or its respective mining company owner 
and was generally parceled and sold to individual buyers years after construction. In this case, D.L.H. De Grover was the first 
individual owner of the property, which he purchased in 1916 from Townsite representative W.I. Snyder. Dong Ling Hing De 
Grover was unlikely to have lived in the house, as he was one of Park City’s leading rental property owners, holding around 
“sixty or seventy” Park City houses at the time of his death in 1926.1 De Grover had been born in San Francisco of Chinese 
parents, moving to Park City in 1902. His son, Joe Grover, was born in China, moving to Park City at the age of fifteen to 
live with his father. The son inherited his father’s vast land holdings in 1931 after a court battle in which William Levey and 
his wife tried to claim De Grover’s inheritance but were denied over a suspicious, undated will. 
 
Renters of 81 Daly include Simon and Josie Bilbao, Spanish immigrants, who lived in the house with their five children at 
the time of the 1930 census. Joe Grover continued to lease out the property until selling it in 1937 to Frank and Ethel Kimber, 
who lived in the house without children. Frank was a leaser for the mines and both he and Ethel were native Utahns. Leon 
                                                 
1 “The Levy-Grover Case,” Park Record, September 4, 1931. 
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Intensive Level Survey—Sanborn Map history

1907 1929

1889 1900

19411941

19291907

19001889

Page 58 of 109



81 Daly Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah

Intensive Level Survey—Biographical and Historical Research Materials

Park City Historical Society & Museum

Park City Historical Society & Museum, Pop Jenks Collection

c. 1941 (Summit County)

Park Record, 9/4/1931

the levy grover case
wednesdays salt lake tribuneabune says idisposition of the park city estate 1

0offdong ling hing chinese laundryman Isprobably finally settled by a decision ofc
the utah supreme court handed down

I1 mondymonday underunde the decision the solosolebeneficiary is the son of the deceaseddong team chew 1

levey sole beneficiary un-der a purported will takes nothingthe father was commonly known inpark city as D grover or PD L H Dgrover and the son as joe grover theestate was largely some sixty or seventyhouses in park city and worth accordingto the appraisers aboutthe parent waswaa san francisco born ofchinese parents lieiio went twice to chinamarried three women and had severalchildren liehe attempted at various timesto bring four sonssoils into the united statesand was twice successful he returnedreturnedthehe last time frofromin china in 1902 andwent to park city where lie had previ-ously lived he died in february 1926aged 63
ithe son joe grover was canton bornby D groversgravers third wilewife it was fofounduni I1

by united states immigration officials0etat seattle who conducted an investiga-tion at the time that the lad was ad-mitted when 15 years otof age I1mrs levey conducted ELa boarding houseotat paikfaik city where her husband williamlevey was night watchman at a minethe leveesI aveys acted as financial advisersadviser ofthe elder grover and their relations withhim were amicable the court finds untilabout 1917 or 1918 when grover filedfulcdsuitcult against william levey on the al-legation that his signature hadbad been pro
Jcured to a note for 2500 when as a mat-ter orof factact he owed levey only about

1000 the chinese pleaded ignorance of
the english language as written and won
the casec ase toin courtat tthe timee ot grovers death in 1926ahemrs leveybeymhhadad returned to her nativecountry otof ireland A year later lain march
1927 she presented the purported will
in which she was named as executrix and
1solo beneficiary at the same time she
renounced the right otof executrix and
asked torfor the appointment otof the centraltrust company which brought the pre-
sent suit against joe grover who hadbeen acting as administrator otof the eld-
er grovers estate in the meantime

while the will she presented was un
dated mrs levey saideald it had been signed
andn 1l witnessed in 1919 or 1920 one oftthe witnesses E fitzpatrick was at that
time dead theme other barnard duffy hadreturned to ireland affidavitsAffidavita were pre-
sented at the trial which appeared to
cast some doubt on whether these men
had ever witnessed the signature or itif
they had knew at the time that it was
a wlwill11

the case was tried before judge W M
mccrea and the supreme court refuses
to his findings of tactfact or on any
important point his rulings

the decision Is by justice W H fol-
land his colleagues concurring

when this case was commenced in thedistrict court roger I1 mcdonough andattorney A BR barnesbames of salt lake re-
presented joe grover endand won a decision
from judge mccrea when attorney mc-
donough was elected district judge hisbrother attorney bartly G mcdonough
took over the case defending the grover
estate in the appeal to the supreme court
with the result that judge macreasMc de-
cision was sustained as given above
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81 Daly Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah

Intensive Level Survey—Biographical and Historical Research Materials

Park City Historical Society & Museum

Park City Historical Society & Museum, Pop Jenks Collection

c. 1941 (Summit County)

Park Record, 8/23/1979

Joe Grover, Mountain Chinaman
Dies Near Evergreen, Colorado

good one-finger typist.
Mohlman is the retired

head of the rotogravure
department at the Denver
Post. One day he brought
home a pamphlet about the
photo process for Grover' s
perusal. For .days, Grover
inquired about it. "He asked
me more questions than any
journeyman I ever had,"
Mohlman recalls with a
chuckle. "He just wanted to
learn, learn."

There was a time, Mohl-
man remembers, when he
would observe a stranger
going to and from Grover' s
cabin every Wednesday.
Finally, after one such visit,
Grover remakrecl about him.
"Well, he won't be back
again," he said to his
neighbors. It turned out the
man was from the Jehovah's
Witnesses. Grover allowed
him to visit each week but
finally explained he had no
intention of joining the

religion. All he wanted, he
said, was to receive some
more English and learn to
read the Bible. , J

Grover retired from min-
ing in 1960 and remained
pretty active, his friends say,
until about a year ago when
he became ill. His lifestyle
was his own; the Mohlmans
shopped and cooked for him,
drove him to and from the
hospital and paid visits. But
he slept when he was tired,
ate when hungry and re-
mained a loner to the last.

There were no services for
Joe Grover the week of his
death. It's the way he
wanted it. He asked that his
body be cremated and his
ashes put in his old mine. He
wanted to be remembered as
he was, he said.

And the Mohlmans, who
cared for him to the very
end, honored that request as
well.

m it 'Editor's Note: Joe Grover, a
long time resident of Park
City died June 19 at his cabin
near Evergreen, Colorado
where he had resided since
leaving Park City. The
following is a story reprinted
from the Evergreen Canyon
Courier. It appears courtesy
of that newspaper and was
written by Sally Bassett.

His 100-year old log cabin
is tucked away in the far
reaches of north Beaver
Brook Canyon in the shadow
of hills he loved to roam and
mine.

Not 100 yards away sits a
tiny lean-to where he spent"
cold winters that rendered
the cabin too big to heat.

Few, save some Beaver
Brook neighbors, know those
romantic structures remain,
now serving to salute Joe
Grover and the solitary life
he led here since 1937. Few
besides, may know that Joe
Grover died the week of June
18, 1979, at the age of 76, the
victim of cancer that had
afflicted him for nearly a
year. He leaves behind no
relatives and little in the way
of material possessions.

Grover was one of those
rare, early residents; the
grandson of a Spanish--
American War veteran; the
son of a man who once
owned half the main street of
Park City, Utah; a consistent
contributor to churches and
charities; and "so big-
-hearted, that's why he didn't
have anything." Though
reportedly unsuccessful at it,
he was an unrelenting miner
of mica and feldspar in the-
-hills around his home,
simply because he loved the
occupation.

The little that anyone
knows about Grover is
largely the treasure of Jim
and Gertrude Mohlman, his
next-door neighbors and
friends of nine years who
took care of him. They
appear to be the sole keepers
of what precious little this
quiet, independent Chinese
mountain man wished to
impart about his past and his
present.

Grover died as inconspicu-
ously as he lived, having
asked the Mohlmans that
there be no services for him.
What remains are his cabin,
the many books he hungrily
devoured learning English
and American history pic-
tures and papers. There are
only relics of the Chinese
heritage he left behind to
join his father in the United

west, steaming food devour-
ed there amid the din of
rattling dishes, and raucous
conversation, for prices that
are nothing more than a
dream now. The most costly
item on a list of entrees
dated February 4, 1937, is
T-bone steak with bacon for
65 cents.

Grover was a landlord in
Park City during the Great
Depression when his tenants
were hard pressed to eat,
much less pay the rent. His
attorney, Mohlman said,
would advise him to evict
them. Not only did Grover let
them stay, he instructed
them-to charge supplies to
him. Relates Mohlman, "He
said he would tell them to go
down to the store and say,
'Charge to Joe Grover!' and
then he would laugh.. .He
might make a deal with
someone and seal it with just
a handshake. He was so big-
-hearted; that's why he didn't
have anything." Someone
once told Mohlman they had

I peeked into the Cadillac
Grover drove in his earlier
Beaver Brook years and seen
mounds of soft silk shirts
piled in the back seat.

While in Park City, he
bought 120 acres of Beaver
Brook land with a mine on it
from a woman whose son
was a tenant. According to
Mohlman, Grover had pros-
pected all around the west
and loved that pursuit, .

though he was never suc-
cessful at it. '

Beaver Brook Canyon is
spectacular, remarkably
reminiscent of the Aspen
area; Mohlman sits in the
afternoon sunshine on the
deck of his home that looks
directly onto Grover's little
cabin. He surveys the
surrouflding mountainsides
and observes, "You know, in
1937, he could have bought
all these hills around here for
what he spent on mining.
But he loved it."

He also hungered for
learning, constantly strug-
gling with his English, his
friend remembers. It was a
long time before Grover
ventured to call Gertrude
Mohlman, by her nickname
"Gert", because he feared it
would come out "dirt."

Most of the books the
Mohlmans have found
among Grover's belongings
are American history. But he
apparently read anything
with a vengeance. And, they
said, he had beautiful
handwriting and was a pretty

Joe Grover Photo by Buddy Lange

States in 1918, assuming the
same American name his
father had picked to start a
new life here.

Grover's grandfather ap-
parently was the first in his
family to come to America;
his father was born here, an
American citizen. He return-
ed to China where his wife
bore him a son - Dang Tim
Chiu, July 8, 1902 in Canton.
When his mother died, the
16 year old boy came to Park
City, to join his father who
was working on the railroad.
He had taken the name Joe
Grover and he insisted his
son learn English and also
take an American name.

Joe Grover Sr. opened a
restaurant and began acquir-
ing the property of Park City,
at one time reportedly
owning half the town's Main
Street. Young Joe apparently
inherited his fortune when
he died. The restaurant he
operated, Grover Cafe, was
frequented by the railroad
crews. Menus he saved had
dinner checks scribbled cas-
ually on the back, hastily
signed with no apparent
credit concerns by section
foremen ("sec 4 man," they
wrote beside their signa-
tures). The plain, yellowed
sheets, modestly mimeo-
graphed with the day's fare,
conjure portraits of the old
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81 Daly Avenue, Park City, Summit County, Utah

Intensive Level Survey—Biographical and Historical Research Materials

Park City Historical Society & Museum

c. 1941 (Summit County)

Park Record, date
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Patricia Abdullah 

From: Thomas Eddington 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, September 15, 2011 05:52 PM 
Kayla Sintz; Patricia Abdullah 

Subject: FW: 81 Daley 
Attachments: image001 .gif; image002.gif 

For the file 

Thanks 

From: Chad Root 
Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 2:15PM 
To: Thomas Eddington 
Subject: 81 Daley 

Thomas, 

-- -· -·- --- .... -

The panels at 81 Daley are past the point of saving for any structural or historic 
significance. The weather protection that was used did not protect the siding/structure 
from the elements and have decomposed to the point that even if the panels were free 
for someone to use they would probably not even use them for a kids fort. Under the 
Abatement of Dangerous Building Code they would be considered to be dangerous and 
should not be used on a structure per section 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14 and 17 of the 
Abatement of Dangerous Building Code. If you have any questions feel free to give me a 
call. 

Chad ley Root 
44 5 Marsac Ave 
Park City Utah 84060 
Department of Building Safety 
CBO/Fire Code Official 
435 -615-5115 

1 
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1

Historic Preservation Board
Staff Report
Subject: Standards for Panelization and Lifts of 

Historic Structures
Application: PL-24-06003
Author: Historic Preservation Team
Date: April 3, 2024
Type of Item: Work Session  

Recommendation
(I) Review the proposed standards for panelization and lifts of Historic Structures and 
provide feedback to the Planning Team. 

Summary
HPB Historic Preservation Board
HSI Historic Sites Inventory
LMC Land Management Code

Terms that are capitalized as proper nouns throughout this staff report are defined in LMC § 15-15-1.

Park City is home to over 400 designated historic resources and Historic Character is 
identified in the General Plan as a priority of the community1. Park City has enacted and 
updated the Land Management Code (LMC) to reflect these goals and strategies while 
also providing for compatible infill within the Historic Districts. Chapter 15-11: Historic 
Preservation of the LMC outlines procedures applicants must complete to obtain 
approval to lift or panelize a Structure. In an effort to maximize the protection of historic 
materials, staff has drafted standards for the documentation and protection of historic 
materials to be lifted or panelized.

Staff requests the Historic Preservation Board review the drafted Panelization and Lift 
Standards and provide initial feedback. Staff will return with updates and a draft 
ordinance for the Board’s consideration at a future meeting.

Exhibits
Exhibit A: Draft Panelization and Lift Standards

1 General Plan, Historic Character Goals and Objectives
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15-13-6(E) Standards for Documentation and Protection of Disassembled Historic 

Materials 

1) General  

Prior to commencing disassembly of historic materials the applicant shall document the 

structure and/or materials in their existing state and location, as provided by this section.  

2) Documentation of Existing Conditions 

a. As part of an application for Material Deconstruction or Disassembly and Reassembly, 

the Applicant shall provide the following: 

i. A survey showing the existing conditions of the subject property. This survey 

shall include, at minimum, all existing Structures, easements, rights of way, 

utilities, Significant Vegetation, and site topography.  

ii. Scaled as-built drawings depicting all facades of the Historic Structure noting 

dimensions and materials. 

iii. Numbered color photographs of each façade of the Structure depicting the 

entirety of the façade from grade to the ridgeline of the roof. Architectural 

details (e.g. ornamentation, brick patterns, etc.) shall be photographed 

separately. 

1. The Applicant shall prepare a site plan showing the Structure and 

labeling the locations from which the photographs are taken of each 

façade. The photograph numbers shall be listed on the site plan 

corresponding to the feature(s) they depict. 

iv. Written documentation of the condition of all historic materials with 

accompanying photographs.  

1. Any damage caused by weather, pests, or insects shall be noted and 

photographed and a pest removal or mitigation plan shall be provided. 

v. A maintenance, security, and monitoring plan by which the Applicant will 

continually observe, preserve and protect the historic materials for the duration 

of the project, subject to the requirements outlined in Subsection 7 of this 

Section. 

3) Documentation of Deconstruction 

a. The Applicant shall mark or number historic materials for Disassembly with a non-

abrasive and non-staining material to ensure they are stored and reconstructed or 

reattached in their original configuration. 

b. The Applicant shall mark up the as-built drawings of the Structure(s) with the same 

markings or numbers corresponding to the removed or deconstructed historic materials. 

c. The Applicant shall document the process of deconstructing the historic materials by 

photographing or taking a video of the deconstruction. 

d. If the Structure(s) suffer damage at any point during the deconstruction process the 

Applicant shall halt the deconstruction and document the damaged components. 

4) Requirements for On-Site Storage of Historic Materials 

a. Preparation of On-Site Storage site 
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i. The Applicant shall grade the subject property to ensure a flat surface on which 

the historic materials may be stored. The surface shall be compacted to 

minimize any settling of fill or soil and to avoid wracking or warping of the 

historic materials.  

ii. The on-site storage shall provide a fully-enclosed weather-proof, durable 

enclosure that fully encompasses the historic materials. The enclosure shall be 

secured to prevent theft of or damage to historic materials. 

5) Requirements for Transportation of Historic Materials 

a. Historic materials shall be stored in a fully-enclosed, weatherproof, and secured space.  

b. If a Site cannot accommodate on-site storage of the historic materials an Applicant may 

store the materials off-site. The Applicant shall obtain a written agreement from the 

owner of the off-site property allowing the storage of the materials; a copy of this 

approval shall be submitted to the Planning Department.  

c. Historic Materials shall be transported by a licensed and bonded transportation 

company and shall be loaded into the transport vehicle as gently and carefully as 

possible. To minimize cargo shifting during transportation the Applicant and/or 

transportation company shall provide details regarding stabilizing the historic materials 

within the vehicle body.  

d. The Applicant shall provide photographs or video of the historic materials being loaded 

into the transport vehicle and unloaded at the storage site and provide copies thereof to 

the Planning Department.  

e. If the historic materials are damaged at any point the Applicant shall document the 

damage and provide a report to the Planning Department.  

6) Requirements for Lifting Historic Structures 

a. The Applicant shall obtain an Engineer’s Report confirming the Structure is stable 

enough to be lifted. This Report shall include a plan to brace and secure the Structure 

while it is lifted.  

b. The Applicant shall install bracing and security measures as required or recommended 

by the engineer.  

7) Ongoing Maintenance and Reporting Requirements 

a. The Applicant shall submit an ongoing Maintenance and Reporting Plan for the Historic 

Structure(s) prior to beginning the lift or deconstruction processes.  

b. The Maintenance and Reporting Plan shall include, at minimum: 

i. One (1) examination of the historic materials at least once every thirty (30) 

calendar days. 

1. The Applicant shall take photos or video of the materials inspection and 

note any damage or concerns. 

ii. Any anticipated maintenance (paint, sand, humidity control, etc.) planned for 

the materials during the deconstruction or lift processes). The Applicant shall 

keep a log of all maintenance done on historic materials, noting the date, 

maintenance official, and the action taken including before and after 

photographs. 

c. The monthly Report shall be provided to the Project Planner, Historic Preservation 

Planner, and Planning Director outlining the current condition of the materials and any 
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damage or concerns. The Applicant shall also note any apparent damage to the historic 

materials’ enclosure as it may result in a loss of weather protection. 
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