Landmarks Commission
Staff Report
Certificate of Appropriateness
Hearing Date: October 16, 2019
ITEM 1

Bret Seale requests a Certificate of Appropriateness for alterations to and
restoration of the exterior of the Knight-Mangum House located at 381 East Center
Street in the Residential Conservation (RC) Zone. The Knight-Mangum House,
constructed 1908, is individually listed on the Provo Landmarks Register. Joaquin
Neighborhood. PLLDR20190159

Applicant: Bret Seale – Hacking Construction
Staff Coordinator: Dustin Wright

Landmarks Designation: Individually listed.
Resolution 1995-48, April 25, 1995.

Property Owner: Reed and Christine Halladay

Current Legal Use: Multi-Family Apartment

Parcel ID#: 50250001
Current Zone: RC
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
1. Continue to a future date to obtain
additional information or to further consider
information presented. The next available
meeting date is November 20, at 12:30 p.m.
2. Recommend approval. This would be a
change from the Staff recommendation; the
Landmarks Commission should state new
findings.

Neighborhood Issues: None received.

Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Landmarks
Commission deny the request to amend the
Certificate of Appropriateness for
subsequent work that has been done
outside the scope of the original approval
from May 15, 2019 for the exterior of the
Knight-Mangum House located at 381 East
Center Street in the Residential
Conservation (RC) Zone.
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OVERVIEW
The Landmarks Commission conditionally approved a Certificate of Appropriateness for
rehabilitation work on the Knight-Mangum home in May 2019. Subsequently, it has
come to the attention of city staff that work was being done that did not adhere to the
conditions approved by the Landmarks Commission or that are completely outside of
the scope of the approved work. In an email from staff sent to the applicant, the
following five items were listed.
1. The foundation stucco does not follow the approved conditions quoted here from
Item 9. “First, the repair of the stone and removal of failed coating would be
followed by the application of a stucco coating that is colored and textured to
resemble the original stone with tape lines resembling the original mortar joints.
This treatment does not address the underlying deficiencies in the foundation,
but does ‘adhere to the old design, in terms of color, texture, and other visual
qualities’. Additionally, because it is likely that the entire foundation would need
to be recoated due to the extent of damage, this option is only incrementally
more intensive than the proposed treatment.” The new stucco coating is not
colored or textured to resemble the original stone and there are no tape lines
present at all. The profile at the top of the foundation also fails to match the
original and is inconsistent in level and shape.
2. Every stucco surface on the house has been recovered in what appears to be
synthetic stucco with a smooth medium sand finish. This work was never formally
proposed, nor was it mentioned at all in the staff report, the Landmarks
Commission Meeting or the resulting Report of Action and is therefore out of
scope and not approved. The application of this new stucco has not only
destroyed the historic character of the original pebble dash stucco finish, it has
introduced an incompatible building material in a manner that is generally not
recommended for historic preservation applications.
3. The repointing that has been done fails to meet the approved requirements in
every visually observable category, as follows from approval item 12.
o Replacement mortar does not match the color, or texture of the historic
mortar.
o The repointed mortar joints do not match the depth and surface profile of
the surrounding historic joints.
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o No data regarding the hardness and vapor permeability of the new mortar,
or any specification at all, has been provided or verified by a qualified
historic masonry professional as required.
o The incompatibility of this work is highly visible even from the edge of the
property and becomes even more apparent up close.
4. The staff report specifically stated in item 12 that “No proposal has been received
for the treatment of deteriorated stone sills or porch caps.” Yet almost every
stone window sill has been covered in mesh and stucco in clear contravention of
the condition stating that “If any work is undertaken on stone sills or porch caps
beyond repainting, and replacement is infeasible, paint should be removed, the
top surface honed to facilitate drainage and a consolidating treatment applied.”
5. Staff has received no report or contact from a qualified historic masonry
professional to “verify compliance with the prescribed materials and methods” as
required by condition 12(viii). No requests “that any deviation be approved
likewise.”
The applicant at this time is asking for approval from the Landmarks Commission to
amend the existing Certificate of Appropriateness to incorporate the work items that
have been done that are out of the original scope of approval.
FINDINGS OF FACT
The Knight-Mangum House was completed in 1908, listed on the National Register of
Historic Places in 1982, and listed on the Provo Landmarks Register on April 25, 1995.
The Provo Landmark Register establishes standards and regulations for the protection
of listed properties in Provo Code 16.05.05 (4)
After a property has been designated on the Landmarks Register, any
alteration of the exterior appearance of a structure, site, object or work of
art affecting a Landmark shall be made or permitted only after application
for a Certificate of Appropriateness has been submitted to and approved
by the Landmarks Commission…
Provo Code 16.06.010 states.
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The following “Standards for Rehabilitation” that shall be used by the
Commission when determining the historic appropriateness of any
application under its jurisdiction:
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new
use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the
building and its site and environment.
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.
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time,
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical
development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired
historic significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples
of craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved.
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced.
Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a
distinctive feature, the new feature shall adhere to the old design, in
terms of color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
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.
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be
protected and preserved. If such resources must be disturbed,
mitigation measures shall be undertaken.
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall
not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with
the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the
historic integrity of the property and its environment.
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be
undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the
essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment
would be unimpaired.
STAFF ANALYSIS
Staff has observed the changes that have occurred and contacted the contractor and
informed them that all work that is out of the approved scope must cease immediately.
Staff informed the applicant that any work that was not approved will need to be
corrected or they would need to obtain approval from the Landmarks Commission for an
amended Certificate of Appropriateness. The intent of this hearing is for the Landmarks
Commission to determine if the Certificate of Appropriateness should be amended to
include the work that has been done.
CONCLUSIONS
Staff finds that work on the exterior of the home has been done without approval from
the Landmarks Commission through a Certificate of Appropriateness. Items that were
not approved should be restored to original or receive approval from Landmarks. Work
that has been approved, but has not followed specification in the Report of Action and
Staff Report will need to be mitigated.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Landmarks Commission deny the request to amend the
Certificate of Appropriateness for subsequent work that has been done outside the
scope of the original approval from May 15, 2019 for the exterior of the Knight-Mangum
House located at 381 East Center Street in the Residential Conservation (RC) Zone.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Photos of work from August 2019
2. Staff Report May 15, 2019 Landmarks Commission
3. Report of Action May 15, 2019 Landmarks Commission
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Attachment 1 - Photos of work from August 2019
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