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Summary Recommendations 
Staff recommends the City Council ratify the Findings of Fact for the Appeal of the 
Historic Preservation Board’s Denial of the Relocation and Reorientation of a Significant 
Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue. 

Background  
On July 12, 2018 the City Council reviewed the Appeal of the Historic Preservation 
Board’s Denial of the Relocation and Reorientation of the Significant Structure at 424 
Woodside Avenue.  City Council directed staff to return with Findings of Fact denying 
the Reorientation of the structure 180 degrees towards Woodside Avenue and 
approving the Relocation of the Significant Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue ten feet 
(10’) to the east.  (Staff Report - see New Business Item #7 and minutes are in this 
meeting packet) 

PROPOSED ORDER GRANTING THE APPEAL IN PART TO APPROVE 
RELOCATION, AND DENYING THE APPEAL IN PART TO UPHOLD THE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION BOARD’S DECISION REGARDING REORIENTATION: 
Findings of Fact: 
1. The applicant of the HDDR application, Jon and Heather Berkley (represented by 

Jonathan DeGray, Architect), proposed to Reorient the Historic Structure towards 
Woodside Avenue (west).  The primary façade of the Historic Structure currently 
faces towards Main Street (east), and the applicant is proposing to reorient the 
building 180 degrees towards Woodside Avenue.  The applicant also requested to 
relocate the structure ten feet (10’) to the east in order to comply with the Front Yard 
Setback. 

2. The Duplex Dwelling located at 424 Woodside Avenue is listed as “Significant” on 
the Park City Historic Sites Inventory (HSI).   

3. The property is located in the Historic Residential (HR-1) zone. 
4. The Historic Structure faces towards Main Street in that the original primary entrance 

faces east.  In 1993, a 700 square foot (SF) addition was constructed to the south of 
the Historic Structure to create the Duplex Dwelling Use.   

5. In 2005 a Plat Amendment was approved creating a 75 foot wide lot by combining 
three (3) existing lots into one legal lot of record.  The Historic Structure straddles 
two (2) of the three (3) lots that were combined.   

https://docs.google.com/gview?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgranicus_production_attachments.s3.amazonaws.com%2Fparkcity%2F70e60ae5d511feed0f71268ef035b967.pdf&embedded=true


6. Historically, the Historic Structure was associated with a network of pedestrian paths 
on the east side of the structure that connected the residence to Main Street.   

7. On November 16, 2016, the applicant submitted a HDDR Application for the subject 
property. The project scope of the HDDR subject to the application before the HPB 
included: Reorient (rotate) the Historic Structure so that the primary entrance faces 
Woodside Avenue (west) and Relocate the Historic Structure ten feet (10’) to the 
east in order to comply with the minimum Front Yard Setback.   

8. After working with the applicant on the required materials for their submittal, the 
current HDDR application was deemed complete on March 2, 2017.  Between March 
2, 2017 and the first HPB meeting on July 19, 2017, staff provided the applicant with 
redline comments and re-reviewed new plans addressing those comments once 
submitted by the applicant. 

9. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing and continued this item on 
July 19th, 2017. 

10. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing and continued this item on 
October 4th, 2017. 

11. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing, discussed the item, and 
continued this item on December 5th, 2017. 

12. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing and continued this item on 
February 7th, 2018. 

13. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing, discussed the item, and 
continued this item on March 7th, 2018 in order to facilitate a site visit at the request 
of the applicant. 

14. The Historic Preservation Board did a site visit, held a public hearing, discussed the 
item, and continued this item on April 4th, 2018. 

15. On April 16, 2018, the applicant submitted a supplemental engineer’s report detailing 
the existing conditions of the site and possible solutions to those existing conditions.  

16. The Chief Building Official and City Engineering Department provided an analysis of 
the applicant’s supplemental engineer’s report.  The Chief Building Official and City 
Engineering Department’s analysis found that Option 1 is a valid option supported by 
City Staff. 

17. On April 16, 2018, a letter was submitted by Joe Tesch.  
18. The Historic Preservation Board held a public hearing, discussed the item, and 

Denied the Relocation and Reorientation of the Historic Structure at 424 Woodside 
Avenue with a 5 to 1 vote on May 2, 2018. 

19. On May 22, 2018, staff issued a Denial Letter for the HDDR application. 
20. On June 4, 2018, the City received an application for an appeal of the Historic 

Preservation Board’s decision for the Relocation and Reorientation of the Historic 
Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue. On June 15, 2018, the Appellant provided 
supplemental information.  This application was accepted within 30 days of the Final 
Action of the HPB. 

21. The Appellants provide  five (5) Issues: 
1. The HPB erred by relying upon a historical analysis that incorrectly applied 

the wrong criteria associated with landmark sites instead of the criteria for a 
significant site. 



2. The HPB erroneously concluded that the application did not meet the criteria 
set forth in the LMC 15-11-13(a)(3)(c)(1)-(4). 

3. The HPB erred when it referenced, incorporated, and relied upon the 2011 
HDDR application and request for Variance. 

4. The HPB (and Planning Director and Building Chief) erred by increasing the 
requirements set forth in LMC section 15-11-13(a)(3)(b) that imposed a 
standard of reasonable mitigation. 

5. The HPB erred by failing to make a determination on the proposed 
panelization. 

22. On June 28th, 2018 notice was mailed to property owners within 100 feet.  Legal 
notice was also published on the Utah Public Notice Website and Park Record on 
June 28th, 2018 according to requirements of the LMC. 

23. On July 12, 2018 the City Council reviewed the appeal, held a public hearing, and 
directed staff to return with findings of fact denying the Reorientation of the structure 
180 degrees towards Woodside Avenue and approving the Relocation of the 
Significant Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue ten feet (10’) to the east.   

24. The Historic Structure was constructed ca. 1886.  The Park City HSI identifies the 
Historic Structure as significant to the Mature Mining Era (1894-1930).   

25. Originally, the Historic Structure was a hall-parlor type single-family dwelling with a 
side-gabled roof; it was built on a relatively steep slope that was terraced toward the 
rear of the house (the Woodside Avenue side) to provide a more level building lot.  

26. The Historic Structure first appears on the 1889 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map as a 
wood-framed and wood-sided house originally faced east, providing a view over 
Main Street. Physical evidence and the 1889 Sanborn map indicate that it had a 
small shed-roofed wing on the south end of the rear (west) side but no front porch. 

27. By 1900, the original shed-roofed wing had been extended across the rear (west) 
side.   

28. In 1907, the Sanborn Map indicates that a formal front porch was added to the east 
side, further defining it as the primary façade, at the same time that a secondary 
entry porch was added to the west side. The house retained this configuration 
through 1930.   

29. The principal façade was composed of a central doorway flanked by a window on 
each side. Woodside Avenue was present to the west but, access to the house was 
via a footpath leading north from Fourth Street behind the Park Avenue houses, and 
then a short staircase leading up to the east façade. The orientation of houses along 
the uphill (west) side of Woodside was uniformly east-facing, while orientations 
along the downhill (east) side was mixed, with some facing the street and others the 
canyon. 

30. By 1941, a second shed-roofed addition had been built across the west side, 
incorporating the 1907 rear screened porch and essentially filling the terrace 
between the rear wall of the house and the retaining wall so that the eave was nearly 
at grade. The front porch had been removed and asbestos shingles had been 
applied over the original wood siding by this time. 

31. Asbestos shingle siding was noted on the 1957 tax appraisal card, which also 
documents the absence of an east porch. 



32. The 1968 tax appraisal card indicates that a porch had been rebuilt across the east 
façade. 

33. Between 1978 and 1993, the east façade was modified by the addition of a sunroom 
across the north two-thirds, covering the original doorway and north window.  

34. The east façade of the Historic Structure is the “front”.  This is supported by the 
traditional design of a central entrance door flanked by two (2) windows.  This is a 
common style of architecture seen throughout Park City.  The “rear” of the Historic 
structure is the west façade.  This is represented by its traditional form created 
through additions throughout the Historic period.   

35. The front façade has a front door entrance; however, a utility entrance is also 
located on the northwest corner of the structure in the rear enclosed porch addition.  
This was also a common occurrence in houses throughout Park City (examples 
include the side-enclosed porches at 1057 Woodside Avenue and 811 Norfolk 
Avenue).  This utility entrance was often the entrance used by members of the 
household as a “mud room” so that the front entrance (on the front façade) remained 
clean.  

36. Both entrances typically would have been used throughout the Historic Period; it 
would have simply depended on what the occasion was.  After work in the mines, 
one would have used utility entrance on the northwest corner of the structure in the 
rear enclosed porch addition.  If the home owner was having guests over, the front 
façade entrance on the east side of the structure would have been used.     

37. The proposal for Reorientation does not comply with Design Guideline B.3.2 as the 
original orientation and grade of the historic building would not be retained. The 
relationship to the street and the orientation of the Historic Structure facing Main 
Street are important in conveying the history of the Historic District and this 
Significant site.   

38. The proposal for Relocation does comply with Design Guideline B.3.2 as the 
relationship to the street and the orientation of the Historic Structure facing Main 
Street would be maintained, thus still conveying the history of the Historic District 
and this site.  

39. The proposal for Reorientation does not comply with Design Guideline E.1. because 
the reorientation of the Historic Structure will diminish the integrity and significance 
of the site and its context.   The Historic Structure at 424 Woodside retains its 
original orientation and therefore retains that aspect of integrity. The original 
orientation to the east and its siting on a small terrace below the street is important 
in conveying the site’s significance. And although much of the original setting has 
been lost, including adjacent historic houses, footpaths, staircases, and open space, 
the house at 424 Woodside retains its relationship to that earlier setting through its 
orientation and position on a shallow terrace below street level. The property is one 
of the few reminders of the historic development pattern on a part of the street where 
much of it has been lost, and is thus important in maintaining a district-wide sense of 
the historic setting. The context of the Historic Site has not been so radically altered 
that its unique developmental history cannot be recognized. 

40. The proposal for Reorientation does comply with Design Guideline E.1.1 as the 
Design Review Team has determined that the integrity and significance of the 



historic building will not be diminished by relocating the structure ten feet (10’) to the 
east in order to allow for drainage installation on within the property boundary.  

41. Bullet points 1 and 2 of the “Side Bars” for E.1.1 are not applicable to the proposal 
as there are no encroachment issues and the structure is not currently threatened by 
demolition.   

42. The proposal would comply with Design Guidelines E.1.2 through E.1.5 as these 
would be mitigated through proper construction techniques and documentation 
processes.   

43. The proposal complies with LMC 15-11-13(A)(1)(a) and 15-11-13(A)(1)(b) as the 
applicant has submitted a plan for relocation and Structural Engineer’s report.  The 
Historic Structure would remain structurally sound when it was reattached to a new 
structure in the new location. 

44. LMC 15-11-13(A)(2) is not applicable as the structure is designated as “Significant” 
on the Park City Historic Sites Inventory.  

45. The proposal does not comply with LMC 15-11-13(A)(3)(a) as the Historic Structure 
is currently structurally sound and is not threatened by demolition. 

46. The proposal for Reorientation does not comply with LMC 15-11-13(A)(3)(b) as the 
Planning Director and Chief Building Official did not find that reorienting the structure 
would solve any hazardous conditions that were threatening the Historic Structure.  
The Planning Director and Chief Building Official found that any hazardous condition 
(like drainage) could be reasonably mitigated without reorienting the structure; 
however, relocation could allow for the installation of a drainage system on site; 
therefore the proposal for Relocation does comply with LMC 15-11-13(A)(3)(b).   

47. The proposal for Reorientation does not comply with LMC 15-11-13(A)(3)(c) as (1) 
the reorientation will not enhance the ability to interpret the historic character of the 
Historic Building; (2) the reorientation will diminish the overall physical integrity of the 
Historic District; (3) the historic integrity and significance would be diminished by the 
reorientation; and (4) the potential to preserve the structure would not be enhanced.   

48. The proposal for Relocation of the Significant Structure ten feet (10’) to the east 
does comply with LMC 15-11-13(A)(3)(c) as (1)  the ability to interpret the site will 
remain unchanged; (2) the proposed relocation will not diminish the overall physical 
integrity; (3) the historic integrity will not be diminished; and (4) the potential to 
preserve the structure will be enhanced by the relocation.    

49. At the conclusion of the hearing before City Council on July 12, 2018, the applicants 
stipulated to the partial grant and partial denial of the appeal as ordered herein, 
provided they were allowed to amend their HDDR application to proceed with staff 
review of a design application consistent with relocation but not reorientation of the 
structure as referenced herein.   

 

Conclusions of Law: 

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

2. The proposal meets the criteria for relocation pursuant to LMC 15-11-13 
Reorientation and/or Relocation of a Historic Building or Historic Structure.    

 
Order 



1. The appeal of the Historic Preservation Board’s Denial of the Reorientation of the 
Historic Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue is denied. The decision of the Historic 
Preservation Board for Reorientation is upheld. 

2. The appeal of the Historic Preservation Board’s Denial of the Relocation of the 
Historic Structure at 424 Woodside Avenue is granted.  The decision of the Historic 
Preservation Board for Relocation is reversed. The May 22, 2018 staff Denial Letter 
for the HDDR application is hereby vacated. The applicants are hereby given thirty 
(30) days to amend their HDDR application to reflect the approval herein and 
proceed with staff review of the amended application in accordance with 15-11-12 of 
the LMC.   


