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DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

Staff Report 
 

 

 

To: Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission 
 
From:  Anthony Riederer, Principal Planner 
  anthony.riederer@slcgov.com – or – 801-535-7625 
 
Date: September 7, 2017 
 
Re: PLNHLC2017-00540 – Replacement of Front-Facing Windows 

Minor Alteration 
 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 134 G Street 
PARCEL ID: 09-31-478-002 
MASTER PLAN: Avenues 
ZONING DISTRICT: SR-1A (Special Development Pattern Single-Family Residential) 
 
 
 
REQUEST: Rusty Carson, on behalf of the property owner, is requesting approval from the city to 

replace three front-facing historic windows with new replacement windows of contemporary 
manufacture.  

 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the analysis and findings of the staff report, it is planning staff’s opinion that 

the proposal generally does not meet the applicable standards and therefor recommends that the 
Historic Landmark Commission deny the request. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. City Historic Survey Records 
B. Analysis of Standards and Applicable Design Guidelines 
C. Notice and Public Comment 
D. Applicant Submitted Materials 

  

mailto:anthony.riederer@slcgov.com


BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   

The subject property, located at 134 G Street, is a contributing property in the Avenues Local Historic 
District, a status indicated by the city’s 1980 intensive level survey of the district, and confirmed via the 
city’s 2007-08 reconnaissance level survey of the same area. The house on the property is a bungalow 
and is one and a half stories with a side-gable roof and front facing dormer.  This front dormer is the 
location of the windows subject to this petition. Copies of the city’s historic survey documents related to 
this property are included as Attachment A. 

 

Map of Avenues LHD, Locating Subject Property 

The applicant is requesting a Certificate of Appropriateness to replace the historic windows in this front-
facing dormer.   

The existing windows are historic double-hung units with subdivided panes in the upper sash, over one 
large pane in the lower. This style of window is common in houses of this style and age and is a character 
defining feature both of this property, and of the style of house more generally. Given their location in 
the front-facing gable, the windows in question are highly visible from the public way. 

 

View of 134 G Street, from G Street 

Subject Property 



The proposed new replacement windows are a product offered by Marvin Windows. This product works 
to simulate the look of the historic window, and is designed to sit inside the existing window frame 
ostensibly without doing damage to any of the interior or exterior detailing surrounding the window 
opening. For more information on the proposed replacement product please see Attachment D. 

KEY ISSUES: 
 
The key issues listed below have been identified through the applicant’s submitted narrative. 
  

1. Deterioration of Existing Windows 
2. Emergency Egress and Energy Efficiency 
 
Issue 1 – Deterioration of Existing Windows 
In their submitted narrative, the applicant indicates that the windows are deteriorating.  The 
narrative specifically refers to a rotting wood sash and a cracked window pane as evidence to 
support replacement of the window units.  
 
On two separate inspections of the windows staff found that, though there were normal signs of 
wear associated with their age, the windows were in excellent condition and could be restored and 
were not deteriorated beyond repair. No additional evidence of deterioration or damage were 
submitted by the applicant. 
 
Notes on staff’s assessment, by window, are available for review in the discussion section of the 
staff report. 

 
Issue 2 – Emergency Egress and Energy Efficiency 
A second rationale presented by the applicant for replacement of these windows is the potential 
for improvement in energy performance and for safety in emergency egress.  Each of these are, of 
course, understandable and worthy goals in and of themselves.  However, despite their worth, 
replacement of the existing windows is not necessary to achieve them.  
 
With proper restoration and minor repair, the existing historic windows can be returned to full 
functionality.  This will allow for successful egress in an emergency situation.    
 
From an energy efficiency standpoint, the vast majority of heat loss associated with historic 
windows is associated with air leakage through gaps around the frame section of an older unit. In 
some cases, glazing compound may be cracked or missing.  
 
The most cost-effective energy conservation strategy for windows is to replace the glazing 
compound, repair wood members (if necessary) and to install or replace weather stripping. 
Additional efficiency gains can be realized with the installation of interior or exterior storm 
windows.  
 
Further, recent research indicates that a properly restored historic window, when complimented 
by an internal or external storm window, will match or exceed the energy efficiency of a 
replacement window.  

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 

A member of the planning staff has inspected these windows twice. First, in relation to a previous 
application replacement of the same windows (that petition was withdrawn by the applicant) and again 
with the current petition. In both instances, staff found that though the windows showed some normal 
signs of wear associated with their age, they were in very good condition.  

In the opinion of staff, what modest deficiencies that were apparent could be easily remedied by a 
professional trained in window restoration. What follows is a brief evaluation of staff-identified issues, 
by window.  

 



WINDOW 1 (NORTHERN UNIT) 

 

  

   

 The wood elements (sash, rails, muntins, etc.) of Window One are in excellent condition, 
showing little to no signs of deterioration.  

 All panes of glass were intact and had been augmented with after-market solar film, ostinsibly 
to improve energy performance. 

 The window remained operable, but the track was fairly sticky and one of the two sash cords, 
which link the lower pane to the ballast weights inside the wall had been cut. 

In the opinion of staff, this window remains in excellent physical condition and could be restored to like-
new operability with relatively minor intervention and continuted maintance. Energy performance could 
be further enhanced, quite possibly beyond the performance of a contemporary replacement window, 
with the use of either an internal or external storm window. Addititionally, after-market screen inserts 
are available that allow for bug-free use in warm weather months. Replacement is not necessary. 



WINDOW 2 (CENTER UNIT) 

 

     

       

 The wood elements (sash, rails, muntins, etc.) of Window Two are in excellent condition, 
showing little to no signs of deterioration.  

 The pane in the lower sash has a crack across the upper right corner. This pane could easily be 
replaced by a professional restorer. All panes had been augmented with after-market solar film, 
ostinsibly to improve energy performance. 

 The window remained operable, but the track was fairly sticky and both of the sash cords, which 
link the lower pane to the ballast weights inside the wall had been cut. 

In the opinion of staff, this window remains in good physical condition and could be restored to like-new 
operability with minor intervention and continued maintenance.. Energy performance could be further 
enhanced, quite possibly beyond the performance of a contemporary replacement window, with the use 
of either an internal or external storm window. Addititionally, after-market screen inserts are available 
that allow for bug-free use in warm weather months. Replacement is not necessary. 

  



WINDOW 3 (SOUTHERN UNIT) 

    

    

    

 The wood elements (sash, rails, muntins, etc.) of Window Three are in excellent condition, 
showing little to no signs of deterioration.  

 All panes of glass were intact and had been augmented with after-market solar film, ostinsibly 
to improve energy performance. The tape visible in the upper left corner of the lower sash is to 
suppliment a scrape in the solar film, not so seal a crack. All panes had been augmented with 
after-market solar film, ostinsibly to improve energy performance. 

 Operability of this window could not be assesed because of the placement of a window-mounted 
air conditioner. Both of the sash cords remained intact.  

In the opinion of staff, this window remains in good physical condition and could be restored to like-new 
operability with relatively minor intervention and continued maintenance. Energy performance could be 
further enhanced, quite possibly beyond the performance of a contemporary replacement window, with 
the use of either an internal or external storm window. Addititionally, after-market screen inserts are 
available that allow for bug-free use in warm weather months. Replacement is not necessary. 

  



 
CONCLUSION 

There are 11 standards for certificate of appropriateness for alternation of a landmark site or contributing 
structure in the Salt Lake City Zoning Code [21A.34.020(G)].  

Of the 11 standards provided in 21A.34.020(G), 6 of them are applicable to this proposal. 

Based on the information submitted by the applicant and the information gathered during on-site 
evaluation of the subject windows, the proposed alteration does not comply with 5 of the 6 applicable 
standards. 

Therefore, staff recommends that the Historic Landmarks Commission deny the request for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness.  

For a more detailed information on each of these standards please see Attachment B. 

 
NEXT STEPS: 
 

If the commission determines that the proposed project complies with the standards for certificate of 
appropriateness for alteration of a contributing structure, a Certificate of Appropriateness will be issued 
to allow the project to proceed.  
 
If the commission determines that the proposed project does not comply with the standards for 
certificate of appropriateness for alteration of a contributing structure, the petition will be denied and no 
certificate of appropriateness will be issued.  

 
Any affected party has the right to appeal this decision to Salt Lake City’s appeals hearing officer.  
 
The applicant has the right to appeal this decision to either Salt Lake City’s appeals hearing 
officer or the mayor, who serves as Salt Lake City’s historic preservation appeal authority.  

  



ATTACHMENT A:  CITY HISTORIC SURVEY RECORDS 
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ATTACHMENT B:  ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS AND 
APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

STANDARDS FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR ALTERATION OF A 
LANDMARK SITE OR CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE INCLUDING NEW CONSTRUCTION 
OF AN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 

21A.34.020(G): In considering an application for a certificate of appropriateness for alteration of a landmark 
site or contributing structure, the historic landmark commission, or the planning director, for administrative 
decisions, shall find that the project substantially complies with all of the following general standards that 
pertain to the application and that the decision is in the best interest of the city: 

Standard Finding Rationale 

1. A property shall be used for 
its historic purpose or be used 
for a purpose that requires 
minimal change to the defining 
characteristics of the building 
and its site and environment; 

The proposed project 
complies with this 
standard. 

The proposed replacement of 
the front windows does not 
change the use of the property. 
It will remain a single-family 
residence. 

2. The historic character of a 
property shall be retained and 
preserved. The removal of 
historic materials or alteration 
of features and spaces that 
characterize a property shall be 
avoided; 

The proposed project 
does not comply 
with this standard. 

The front windows of any 
home are a character defining 
feature; this is all the more so 
the case on an historic 
structure.   
 
The size, shape, proportions, 
and profile of an original 
window are among its essential 
features, and these features 
vary from those found in a 
contemporary replacement 
window in fundamental ways.  
 
Removal and modification of 
this important architectural 
feature can alter the historic 
character of a building and 
adversely impact its historic 
integrity.  
 

3. All sites, structures and objects shall 
be recognized as products of their own 
time. Alterations that have no 
historical basis and which seek to 
create a false sense of history or 
architecture are not allowed; 

The proposed project 
does not comply with 
this standard. 

Planning staff asserts that, 
though it was not the intent of 
the applicant to create a false 
sense of history with the 
proposed window replacement, 
the installation of a 
contemporary replacement 
window amidst the historic 
elements of a front-facing façade 
would have this effect. 

4. Alterations or additions that have 
acquired historic significance in their 
own right shall be retained and 
preserved; 

This standard does not 
apply to the proposed 
project. 

The windows appear to be 
original to the house, hence 
they are not an alteration or 
addition. 



5. Distinctive features, finishes and 
construction techniques or examples 
of craftsmanship that characterize a 
historic property shall be preserved; 

The proposed project 
does not comply with 
this standard. 

This method of window 
construction and mechanical 
operation are key examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize 
properties of this age.  
 
The removal of these windows 
and subsequent replacement 
with a product of contemporary 
manufacture would be 
antithetical to their preservation.  
 

6. Deteriorated architectural features 
shall be repaired rather than replaced 
wherever feasible. In the event 
replacement is necessary, the new 
material should match the material 
being replaced in composition, design, 
texture and other visual qualities. 
Repair or replacement of missing 
architectural features should be based 
on accurate duplications of features, 
substantiated by historic, physical or 
pictorial evidence rather than on 
conjectural designs or the availability 
of different architectural elements 
from other structures or objects; 

The proposed project 
does not comply with 
this standard. 

The applicant hasn’t shown 
evidence that the windows are 
deteriorated beyond repair.  
 
Repair of the subject windows is 
clearly feasible and can achieve 
the stated objectives of the 
applicant. Replacement is not 
necessary. 

7. Chemical or physical treatments, 
such as sandblasting, that cause 
damage to historic materials shall not 
be used. The surface cleaning of 
structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means 
possible; 

This standard does not 
apply to the proposed 
project. 

The proposed project does not 
involve a chemical or physical 
treatment. 

8. Contemporary design for alterations 
and additions to existing properties 
shall not be discouraged when such 
alterations and additions do not 
destroy significant cultural, historical, 
architectural or archaeological 
material, and such design is 
compatible with the size, scale, color, 
material and character of the property, 
neighborhood or environment; 

The proposed project 
does not comply with 
this standard. 

The proposal is to remove 
several original and historic 
character defining features 
(architectural material) and 
replace them with units of 
contemporary manufacture.  
 
The design of the proposed 
contemporary window mimics, 
though does not fully recreate, 
the pattern of the window 
currently in place.  
 
The removal of these front-
facing windows would 
constitute the loss of a 
significant and character 
defining feature of the house 
and be readily visible from the 
public way.  
 



9. Additions or alterations to 
structures and objects shall be done in 
such a manner that if such additions or 
alterations were to be removed in the 
future, the essential form and integrity 
of the structure would be unimpaired. 
The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and shall be compatible in 
massing, size, scale and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity 
of the property and its environment; 

This standard does not 
apply to the proposed 
project. 

No additions are proposed as 
part of this petition. 

1 10. Certain building materials are 
prohibited including the following: 

 a. Aluminum, asbestos, or vinyl 
cladding when applied directly to 
an original or historic material. 

 

This standard does not 
apply to the proposed 
project. 

None of the listed materials are 
proposed as a part of this 
project. 

1 11. Any new sign and any change in the 
appearance of any existing sign located 
on a landmark site or within the H 
historic preservation overlay district, 
which is visible from any public way or 
open space shall be consistent with the 
historic character of the landmark site 
or H historic preservation overlay 
district and shall comply with the 
standards outlined in chapter 21A.46 
of this title 

This standard does not 
apply to the proposed 
project. 

No signage is proposed as part of 
this project. 

 

  



APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

A Preservation Handbook for Historic Residential Properties & Districts in Salt Lake City, Chapter 2 – 
Building Materials and Finishes and Chapter 3 - Windows, are the relevant historic design guidelines for this 
review.  
 
The relevant design guidelines from these chapters are identified here as they relate to the corresponding 
Historic Design Standards for alteration to a contributing structure in the Avenues Historic District 
(21A.34.020.G). 
 

Guideline Staff Comments Related Standards 

Design Guideline 2.1 – Primary historic 
building materials should be retained in 
place wherever feasible. 

The proposal is to remove 
historic windows from the 
front-facing façade of a 
contributing historic 
property. By its very 
nature, the proposal is 
contrary to this guideline.  

2, 3, 5, 6, 8 

Design Guideline 3.1 – The functional 
and decorative features of a historic 
window should be preserved. 

The proposal is to remove 
historic windows from the 
front-facing façade of a 
contributing historic 
property. By its very 
nature, the proposal is 
contrary to this guideline. 

2, 3, 5, 6, 8 

Design Guideline 3.2 – The position, 
number, and arrangement of historic 
windows in a building wall should be 
preserved. 

The proposed 
contemporary product 
proposed to replace the 
historic windows is 
designed to emulate the 
design of the original. 
However, they will not be 
identical in that they will 
narrow the opening by 
approximately one inch 
around each sash.  
 
This changes the solid-to-
void ratio of the façade, 
which is expressly 
identified as a character 
defining feature per the 
city’s Preservation 
Handbook for Residential 
Properties.   

2, 3, 5, 6, 8 

Design Guideline 3.3 – To enhance 
energy efficiency, a storm window should 
be used to supplement rather than replace 
a historic window. 

The subject windows could 
be restored to like-new 
functionality and 
augmented with an interior 
or exterior storm window 
for improved efficiency. 
The proposal to replace 
these windows is contrary 
to this guideline.  

2, 3, 5, 6, 8 

  



ATTACHMENT C:  NOTICE AND PUBLIC COMMENT 

Public Notice, Meetings and Comments 
 
The following is summary of the public notice that has occurred, as well as public input received related 
to the petition. 
 
Project Posted to City Websites: 
 

•  Citizen Access Portal/Accela – July 10, 2017 
 
Notice of the public hearing for the proposal include: 

 
•  Web Posting: The agenda was posted on the Planning Division and Utah Public Meeting 
Notice websites on August 24, 2017. 
 
• Mailed Notice: Mailed notice was sent to owners and tenants within 300 feet of the subject 
site, as per 21A.10(A)(1) on August 24, 2017. 
 
• Notice to Recognized Community Organizations: The Avenues Community Council 
was sent electronic notification of the proposal as per 21A.10(B) on August 24, 2017. 

 
• Site Posting: A sign was posted at the subject site with information about the proposal and 
advertising the public hearing on August 24, 2017. 

 
Public Comments: 
 

•  As of when this Staff Report was finalized, no public comment had been received related to 
this petition. Should any subsequent comment be received, it will be provided to HLC 
commissioners and the public as an addendum. 

  



 

ATTACHMENT D: APPLICANT SUBMITTED MATERIALS 

 




















