
SALT LAKE CITY CORPORATION 
451 SOUTH STATE STREET, ROOM 406 WWW.SLCGOV.COM 
PO BOX 145480 SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84114-5480 TEL  801-5357757  FAX  801-535-6174 

PLANNING DIVISION 
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS 

Staff Report

To: Salt Lake City Historic Landmark Commission 
From: Katia Pace, Principal Planner (801)-535-6354, katia.pace@slcgov.com 
Date: September 1, 2022 
Re: PLNHLC2022-00665 – Minor Alterations for an addition and chimney removal 

Minor Alteration 
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 130 U Street 
PARCEL ID: 09-32-479-003-0000 
MASTER PLAN: Avenues Master Plan 
ZONING DISTRICT: SR-1A, Historic Preservation Overlay (Capitol Hill) 
DESIGN GUIDELINES: Residential Design Guidelines 

REQUEST: 
Thom Jakab, the architect representing the property owner, is requesting a Minor Alteration 
approval to remove a brick chimney along with an addition to the home located at 130 U Street. 
This proposal involves an infill addition within an existing rear porch. The intent behind the infill 
addition is to expand and remodel the kitchen and remove the rear chimney as part of the 
expansion. The subject property is located within the Avenues Local Historic District. 

RECOMENDATION: 
Based on the information in this staff report, Planning Staff recommends that the Historic Landmark 
Commission approve the Certificate of Appropriateness (CoA) for the proposed addition and deny the 
CoA for the proposed removal of the chimney.  

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Vicinity Map
B. Historic Survey Information
C. Site Plan & Elevations
D. Additional applicant Information
E. Analysis of Standards
F. Historic Design Guidelines
G. SR-1A Zoning Standards
H. Public Process and Comments
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BACKGROUND 

This is a one and a half story Victorian house built in 1904. The massing, characteristic complex 
roof slope, and wood and brick construction of this house contribute to the architectural character 
of the Avenues Historic District. The chimneys are a character defining feature of the Victorian 
architectural style. 

The brick chimney in question is part of the original structure. According to the previous owners 
the original home had four chimneys, one has been removed on the rear north side.  

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant submitted a Minor Alteration application for an infill addition within an existing 
rear porch to expand and remodel the kitchen and remove the rear chimney as part of the 
expansion. The home currently has three chimneys and two of the existing chimneys would 
remain.  

The request is primarily an infill addition within an existing rear porch.  The intent behind the 
infill addition is to expand and remodel the kitchen.  To expand the kitchen, minor alterations are 
requested.  The alterations are the following: 

1. Remove an existing chimney.
2. Remove two sections of exterior walls – east (rear elevation) and south (side elevation

towards the rear).
3. Replace existing double hung window with smaller window to allow for new kitchen sink

on the interior.

The proposed will include the installation of a new door (on the addition), replace a window on 
the south side (original part of the home) and a new folding window wall on the east.  This will be 

West Elevation - Street View showing two front chimneys (not showing proposed chimney to be removed) 
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a pass-thru window from the kitchen to the exterior patio, this window will be placed on the 
addition.  The infill walls on the south and east will be smooth clad Alaskan yellow cedar.  In 
addition to the alterations made to the existing structure, a new wood pergola and concrete patio 
will be added at the rear of the existing structure. 
 
The proposed window replacement, new windows and door will be aluminum/wood clad and will 
have the same profile and depth to the façade of the building. The outline of the original brick 
window opening will be retained. 
 
Staff is of the opinion that the proposed addition meets the guidelines and standards as outlined in 
Attachments E & F and could have been approved at a Staff level. However, the removal and loss of 
one of the chimneys could have a detrimental effect on the architectural integrity of this home. 
Staff finds that the removal of the chimney does not meet approval standards and guidelines for 
issuance of a CoA. Therefore, staff is bringing the project in its entirety to the commission for review 
and a decision.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

South Elevation – proposed drawing of the addition & existing 
 

East Elevation –existing photo & proposed drawing of the addition 
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS 

The key considerations listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project:  
1. Removal of a Chimney 

a. Loss of Character Defining Feature  
b. Visibility 
c. Safety & Seismic Threat 

2. Removing a Window on the Rear 
3. Standards for a CoA 

 
Issue 1 – Removal of a Chimney 
The applicant is seeking permission to remove the rear chimney to expand the kitchen.  
 

Loss of Character Defining Feature 
The chimney is a character defining feature of the 
subject property. According to the Residential 
Design Guidelines (Chapter 7, Roofs) for historic 
properties, “Chimneys and dormers can be major 
character defining features of the roofscape and 
are often designed to great effect to crown and 
embellish the architectural composition. In many 
instances they combine functionality with great 
decorative impact.” (Part II, 7:1) The character of 
historical roof should be preserved, including its 
form, features, and materials whenever feasible. 
Historic chimneys and their details should be 
retained.” (Part II, 7.2) Staff finds that removing 
the chimney conflicts with applicable design 
guidelines. 

Proposed Site Plan – addition on existing floorplan & pergola 

West Elevation – showing from the rear of the 
home the proposed chimney to be removed 
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Issue 2 – Replacing a Window 
in the Rear 
The applicant is requesting to remove 
an existing double hung window and 
replace it with a shorter window to 
allow for a new kitchen sink on the 
interior. Windows, like the chimney, 
are a character defining feature. 
However, the Residential Design 
Guidelines are more specific in 
pointing it out that preservation of 
original windows is especially 
important on primary facades, and 
“greater flexibility in installing new 
windows may be appropriate on rear 
walls or areas not visible from the 
public way.”  
 
In this case the proposed window to be 
replaced would be on the rear of the 
south elevation, and it will be shielded 
by an existing 6 ft. wood fence. Making 
it not visible from the public way. 
 
 

Issue 3 - Standards for CoA  
As discussed in the table above Staff has found the proposed addition generally meets the requirements 
set forth in Section 21A.34.020(G). The proposed addition is in keeping with the same design and style 
as the original home and will be constructed in such a way that the addition will not negatively impact 
the historic integrity of the structure. The addition will provide more living space for the building’s 
residents and will continue the historic use of the property as a residential structure. The addition is 
subordinate to the main structure and does not detract from the historic appearance or character of the 
building or the surrounding neighborhood. Except for the proposed removal of the chimney, staff finds 
the proposed addition meets the standards of approval for a CoA as outlined in Attachment E. 
 

NEXT STEPS 

If the Historic Landmark Commission agrees with Staff’s recommendation and approves the rear 
addition as proposed, but denies the removal of the chimney, the applicant would need to revise the 
request to reinforce the chimney and meet the standards of approval before a CoA could be issued and 
building permits could be obtained.  
 
If the Historic Landmark Commission approves the rear addition as proposed, a CoA will be issued, 
and the applicant will be able to file for a building permit and proceed to the construction stage of his 
project.  
 
If the Historic Landmark Commission denies the addition as proposed, the applicant will have to 
reapply for a minor alteration with a revised design that addresses the standards and guidelines the 
commission finds the project to be in conflict with. 
  

Proposed smaller window 
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ATTACHMENT B:  HISTORIC SURVEY INFORMATION 
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ATTACHMENT C:  SITE PLAN & ELEVATIONS 
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ATTACHMENT D:  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
PROVIDED BY APPLICANT 
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From: Thom Jakab
To: Pace, Katia
Cc: Rickie McCandless
Subject: (EXTERNAL) 130 U St. Chimney Removal
Date: Wednesday, August 3, 2022 11:47:04 AM
Attachments: Charles H Richardson - Structural Engineer.pdf

Neighbors" Letters.pdf
Chimney Photos.pdf

Dear Katia,

After some consideration, my client, Ms. Rickie McCandless, who resides at 130 U St., Salt Lake City,
UT has informed me that she would like to proceed with the request to remove the rear chimney
during her up and coming remodel, as illustrated in the documents submitted to the Salt Lake City
Planning Division on June 28, 2022 for HP Minor Alterations approval.  We understand from the
feedback we’ve received to date that we will be required to submit our request to the Historic
Landmark Commission, which you will be drafting a staff report that either does or does not support
our request.  While you are drafting your report, we hope that you will take our point of view into
consideration and review the information we’ve gathered.

We are submitting three documents: (1) A letter from our structural engineer; (2) Signed letter from
neighbors supporting the removal of the chimney and; (3) Photos of the residence taken from the
street. It is our intent to illustrate that the rear chimney, first and foremost, is a safety hazard and
secondly, that it’s removal will not significantly alter the roof form as seen from the street front.

In your review of the structural engineer’s letter, please take notice to the emphasis he places on
the serious seismic threat to the safety of residences and the general public in our city.  After
working through multiple options to find a way to preserve the chimney, he has concluded that each
option would not mitigate the seismic vulnerability of the house, but in fact adversely affect the
safety of the inhabitants of the house in the event of an earthquake.

We have sought feedback from three adjacent neighbors to the south, east and west of Rickie’s
property. All three neighbors clearly understood the wisdom of removing a safety hazard next door
and agree that the visual impact will be negligible from their location.  Please dive into the letter to
hear their voice. In addition, we have had conversation with three contractors, who have extensive
experience with working in the historic district and all three have strongly advised Rickie to appeal
the decision to not allow the removal.

Lastly, we have taken the time to photograph the home from different positions to show how little
the chimney is visible from the street.  One of the most revealing comparisons is the vast difference
between the east side of the street – the side walk adjacent to Rickie’s property and across the
street.  It is very clear that there is zero visibility of the chimney from the east sidewalk.  Across the
street, on the west sidewalk, you do catch a glimpse of the top of the chimney, but this is a very
limited view with narrow cone of vision.  For instance, driving on this one-way street, a passerby
would never perceive the presence of the rear chimney.  It’s simply not possible.  We are currently
assuming that the city has rendered their interpretation from a google image, which is taken from a
top of a car and a singular point of view, to be the definitive piece of information.  We encourage
you to visit the property in person to decide for yourself.

 

Please let us know your thoughts and we hope to hear back from you soon,

Thanks,

Thom Jakab AIA
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Image 3: Close up view from east sidewalk

Image 1:  View from east sidewalk, adjacent to home Image 2:  View from west sidewalk, across the street 

Image 4: Close up view from west sidewalk
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I C H A R D S O N                      AUGUST 2, 2022  

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING 
815 FOURTH AVENUE, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH  84103      (801) 322-3683 
 
 
Subject: Masonry Chimneys 
 
To Whom It May Concern 
 
Unreinforced brick masonry chimneys represent a serious seismic threat to the safety of 
residents and the general public in our city. They are vulnerable to even moderate 
earthquake forces as documented from California and other areas. The large mass (weight) 
of the brick and mortar extending above the roof will fall, perhaps in one large piece onto 
and through the roof or to the ground crushing what or whomever is in the way. The 
probability of such an event is relatively high. 
 
The McCandless Residence at 130 “U” Street in Salt Lake City has three of these chimneys 
as do many of the houses in the Lower Avenues area. In fact, the original home had four 
chimneys, one has been removed on the rear north side, according to the previous owners.  
 
I have been asked as part of the design team on this kitchen remodel project to assess the 
chimney at the rear of this house. There are, of course options back and forth for it as part of 
the design process. We, the team want to give the owner, our client the best solution. 
 
The design for the remodel is virtually complete however the chimney has become an issue 
of concern. The initial design, intended to remove the chimney, included the architect and 
contractor’s assessment of the visual impact as not significant. 
 
We have discussed and considered several ways to retain the chimney without major 
impacts on the intended floor plan, each option would not mitigate the seismic vulnerability 
of the house but in fact adversely affect the safety of the inhabitants of the house in the 
event of an earthquake. 
 
So, in summation, the chimney does not significantly contribute to the street front view and 
removing it provides a safer building. 
 
I hope this is helpful and fits your needs. Of course I can be available.   
 
 
Charles H. Richardson, SE 
 
CC: Rickie McCandless 

R  
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ATTACHMENT F: HISTORIC DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The following are applicable historic design guidelines related to this request.  The following 
applicable design guidelines can be found in A Preservation Handbook for Historic Residential 
Properties & Districts in Salt Lake City. 
 
Chapter 8: Additions 
Design Objective: The design of a new addition to a historic building should ensure that the 
building’s early character is maintained. Older additions that have taken on significance also should be 
preserved. 
 
8.1 An addition to a historic structure should be designed in a way that will not 
destroy or obscure historically important architectural features. 
• Loss or alteration of architectural details, cornices and eave lines, for example, should be 

avoided. 
 
8.2 An addition should be designed to be compatible in size and scale with the 
main building. 
• An addition should be set back from the primary facades in order to allow the original 

proportions and character of the building to remain prominent. 
• The addition should be kept visually subordinate to the historic portion of the building. 
• If it is necessary to design an addition that is taller than the historic building, it should be set 

back substantially from significant facades, with a “connector” link to the original building. 
 
8.3 An addition should be sited to the rear of a building or set back from the 
front to minimize the visual impact on the historic structure and to allow the 
original proportions and character to remain prominent. 
• Locating an addition at the front of a structure is usually inappropriate. 
 
8.4 A new addition should be designed to be recognized as a product of its own 
time. 
• An addition should be made distinguishable from the historic building, while also remaining 

visually compatible with historic features. 
• A change in setbacks of the addition from the historic building, a subtle change in material, or 

the use of modified historic or more current styles are all techniques that may be considered 
to help define a change from old to new construction. 

• Creating a job in the foundation between the original building and the addition may help to 
establish a sounder structural design to resist earthquake damage, while helping to define it 
as a later addition. 

 
8.5 A new addition should be designed to preserve the established massing and 
orientation of the historic building. 
• For example, if the building historically has a horizontal emphasis, this should be reflected in 

the addition. 
 
8.6 A new addition or alteration should not hinder one’s ability to interpret the 
historic character of the building or structure. 
• A new addition that creates an appearance inconsistent with the historic character of the 

building is inappropriate. 
• An alteration that seeks to imply an earlier period than that of the building should be avoided. 
• An alteration that covers historically significant features should be avoided. 
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8.8 Exterior materials that are similar to the historic materials of the primary 
building or those used historically should be considered for a new addition. 
• Painted wood clapboard, wood shingle and brick are typical of many historic residential 

additions. 
• See also the discussion of specific building types and styles, in the History and Architectural 

Styles section of the guidelines. 
• Brick, CMU, stucco or panelized products may be appropriate for some modern buildings. 
 
8.9 Original features should be maintained wherever possible when designing 
an addition. 
• Construction methods that would cause vibration which might damage historic foundations 

should be avoided. 
• New drainage patterns should be designed to avoid adverse impacts to historic walls and 

foundations. 
• New alterations also should be designed in such a way that they can be removed without 

destroying original materials or features wherever possible. 
 
8.11 A new addition should be kept physically and visually subordinate to the 
historic building. 
• The addition should be set back significantly from primary facades. 
• The addition should be consistent with the scale and character of the historic building or 

structure. 
• Large additions should be separated from the historic building by using a smaller connecting 

element to link the two where possible. 
 
 
Chapter 3: Windows  
Design Objective: The character-defining features of historic windows and their distinct 
arrangement should be preserved. In addition, new windows should be in character with the 
historic building. This is especially important on primary facades.  
 
3.2 The position, number, and arrangement of historic windows in a building wall 
should be preserved.  
• Enclosing a historic window opening in a key character-defining facade would be 

inappropriate, as would adding a new window opening.  
• This is especially important on primary facades, where the historic ratio of solid-to void is a 

character-defining feature. Greater flexibility in installing new windows may be appropriate 
on rear walls or areas not visible from the public way. 

 
Replacement Windows 
While replacing an entire window assembly is discouraged, it may be necessary in some cases. 
When a window is to be replaced, the new one should match the appearance of the original to the 
greatest extent possible. To do so, the size and proportion of window elements, including glass 
and sash components, should match the original. In most cases, the original profile, or outline of 
the sash components, should be the same as the original. At a minimum, the replacement 
components should match the original in dimension and profile and the original depth of the 
window opening (reveal) should be maintained.  
 
3.5 A replacement window should match the original in its design.  
• If the original is double-hung, then the replacement window should also be double-hung, or 

at a minimum appear to be so.  
• Match the replacement also in the number and position of glass panes.  
• Matching the original design is particularly important on key character-defining facades.  
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3.6 Match the profile of the sash and its components, as closely as possible to that of 
the original window.  
• A historic wood window has a complex profile within its casing. The sash steps back to the 

plane of the glazing (glass) in several increments. 
• These increments, which individually are measured in fractions of an inch, are important 

details.  
• They distinguish the actual window from the surrounding plane of the wall.  
• The profiles of wood windows allow a double-hung window, for example, to bring a rich 

texture to the simplest structure.  
• These profiles provide accentuated shadow details and depth to the facades of the building.  
• In general, it is best to replace wood windows with wood on contributing structures, especially 

on the primary facades.  
• Non-wood materials, such as vinyl or aluminum, will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. The 

following will be considered:  
- Will the original casing be preserved?  
- Will the glazing be substantially diminished?  
- What finish is proposed?  
- Most importantly, what is the profile of the proposed replacement window?  

 
 
Chapter 7: Roofs 
Design Objective: The character of a historical roof should be preserved, including its form, 
features, and materials whenever feasible. 
 
7.1 The original roof form and features should be preserved.  
• Altering the angle of a historic roof should be avoided.  
• Maintain the perceived line and orientation of the roof as seen from the street wherever 

possible.  
• Historic chimneys and their details should be retained.  
• Historic dormers and their details should be retained. 
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ATTACHMENT H:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 

August 18, 2022 – Notice of public hearing mailed to all owners and occupants within 300 
feet of the subject property. 
 
August 22, 2022 – Notice of public hearing sign posted on property  
 
Public Comments: One email and neighbor’s signature of support, both are attached to this 
report. Any comments received after publication of the staff report will be forwarded to the 
commission.  
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From:
To: Pace, Katia
Subject: (EXTERNAL) u street removal of chemineys
Date: Thursday, August 18, 2022 3:33:27 PM

i  thought   removal of  chimneys    was  forbidden  
should  slc   be  more proactive  in    ensuring  no    falling  bricks  in  a  earthquake  rather   than 
burdening    owners    to  earthquake  proof   those  chimneys   which  is  no  minor   expense
with labor  rates  being  where  they  are  these   days

carolwicks
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