File No. _._ 130070 - _ Committee ltem No. = 1

Board Htem No &

COMMITTEEIBOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Committee: Larrd Use and Economic Development Date May 13, 2013

Board of Supervisors Meeting Date Jomt Y. 2013

Cmte Board

Motion
Resolution
Ordinance -
Legislative Digest
. Budget and Legislative Analyst Report
Youth Commission Report
- Introduction Form - .
DepartmentlAgency Cover Letter and/or Report
MOouU
Grant Information Form
Grant Budget
Subconfract Budget
Contract/Agreement _
. Form 126 — Ethlcs vommlssron
Award Letter
Application
Public Correspondence '

I
SIS

EDDDDEDDD@DDD

| (Use back side if addltlonal space is needed)

]
~
 n
m
A

Historic Preservatlon Commlssmn Resolution No. 696

. Planning Commission Resolution No. 18781

Historic Preservation Commission Case Report

Plannlnq Commission Case-Report

Desigriation Report -

Notice of Public Hearing

ORI
DDDDEEEB&E

Completed by:_Alisa Miller | Date_May 10, 2013

Completed by:_Alisa Miller Date Mau tle, 2013

281



—

NN N NN a4 o s s e o
O A ® N A O © ® N O & R ® N 3O

o O ® N O oo b wN

- : AMENDED IN COMMITTEE _
FILE NO. 130070 5/13/2013 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Duboce Park Historic District]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code, by adding a new Appendix N to Article 10,
Preservation of Historical, Architecturavl, and Aésthetic Landmarks, to create the
Duboce Park Historic District; and making findings, including environmental findings,
and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and Planning Code, Section

101.1(b).

NOTE: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman,
- deletions are strike-through-italies FHimes New-Romar.
Board amendment additions are double-underlined;
Board amendment deletions are str

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco
hereby finds and determines thét: | o

(a) Historic Preservation Commiss.io_n Findihgs. On December 19, 2012, at a duly
noticed public hearing, the Histoﬁc Preservation Commission in Resolution No. 699 found that
the proposed Planning Code amendments cqntained in this ordinance were consistent with
the City’s General Plan and with Planning Code Section 101.1(b) and recommended that the
Board of Supervisors adopt the proposed amendments. A copy of said Resolution is on file
with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130070.

(b) On January 17, 2013, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission
in Resolution No. 18781 found that the proposed Planning Code amendments contained in
this ordinance were consistent with the City’s General Plan and with Planning Code Section
101.1(b). In addition; the Planning Commission recommended that the Board of Supervisors
adopt the proposed Planning Céde amendments. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130070 and is incorpdrated herein by reference.
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(o) - The Board finds that the proposed Planning Code amendments contained in this
ordinance are on balance consistent with the City’s General Plan and with Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) for the reasons set forth in both Historic Preservatron Commission
Resolutlon No. 699 and Planning Commlssron Resolution No. 18781, which reasons are
rncorporated herern by referenoe as though fully set forth.

(d)  Pursuantto Plannrng Code Section 302, the Board finds that the proposed
ordinance will serve the public necessrty, convenience and welfare for the reasons set forth in
Hrstonc Preservation Commrssron Resolution No. 699 and Plannlng Commission Resolutron
No. 18781, which reasons are rncorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

(e)  Environmental Findings. The Planning Department has determined that the
actions contemplated in this Ordinance are exempt from the California Environmental Quality

Act (California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) (CEQA). Said determination is

-on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 130070 and is incorporated herein

by reference. .
- Sectton' 2. The San Francisco Ptanning Code is hereby amended by amending Article
10 to add Appendix‘N, to read as follows:
APPENDIX N TO ARTICLE 10

DUBOCE PARK HIST ORIC DISTRICT

S’ec 1. Fmdzn,qs and Purposes.

Sec. 2. Designation.

Sec. 3. Location and Boundaries.

Sec. 4.” Relation to Planning Code and the Provisions of the Charter of the City and County of

San Francisco.

Sec. 5. Statement of, Sz',gm'ﬁoance.

Sec. 6. Features of the District and Existing Buildings.

Supervisor Wiener
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Sec. 7. Definitions.

Sec. 8. Standards for Review of Applications

Sec, 9. Sienificance of. fndz’vidual Buildings to the Historic District

‘ Sec. 10. Paint Color.
SEC. 1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

The Board of Supervisors hereby finds that the area knoWn and described in this ordinance as

the Duboce Park Historic District contains a number of structures havine a special character and

Special historical, architectural and aesthetic interest and value, and cqn&tz‘z‘utes a distinct section of

the City. The Board of Supervisors further finds that designation of said area as an Historic District

will be in furz,‘-herancé of and in conformance with the purposes of Article 10 of the Planning Code and

the standards set forth therein, and that preservation as a district rather than as individual structures

alone is in order.

This ordinance is intended to further the general purpose of historic preservation legislation as

set forth in Section 1001 of the Plannz'nj Code. to promote the health. safety and general welfare of the

public. ‘
SEC. 2. DESIGNATION..

Pursuant to Section 1004 of the Planning Code, the Duboce Park Historic District is hereby .

| designated as an Article 10 Historic District. this desienation having been duly approved by Resolution

No. 699 of the Historic Preservation Commission and Resolution No. 18781 of the Planning

Commission which Resolutions are on ﬁle‘ with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors under File' No.

130070 and which Resolutions are incorporated herein and made part hereof as though fully set forth.
SEC. 3. LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES.

The location and boundaries of the Duboce Park Historic District are: the weést side of Steiner

'Sz‘reez‘. the south side of Waller Street. the rear zjfozyerrv line of lots adjacent to Duboce Park. and the

three interior block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets (with a 10-foot buffer at

Supervisor Wiener
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each set of steps and retgining waZZs) In addition to the znz‘erzor block entrances., the historic dzsz‘rzct

encompasses all lots conz‘azned within Assessor’s Block 0863, 0864 0865, and 0866 and shall be as

desionated on the Duboce Park Historic Dzstrzcz‘ Maz) the original of whzch is on file with the CZerk of

the Board of Supervzsors under File No. 130070, which Map is hereby incorporated herein as thou,qh

@Zly ser forth.

SEC. 4. RELATION TO PLANNING CODE AND THE
.PROVISIONS OF THE CHARTER OF THE CITY AND COUNTY -
OF SAN FRANCISCO.

(a) _ Article 10 of the Planning Code is the basic law Qavernzng hzsrorzc preservation in the City and

. County of San Franczsco This ordinance, being a specific applzcatzon of Article 10, is both subject to

and in addzz‘zon io the provisions thereof.

(b) _ Except as may be specifically provzded lo the contrary in this ordinance. nothing in this

ordinance shall Supersede Impair or modify any Planninge Code provzszons applicable to property in

the Duboce Park Historic District zncludzng but 1 nt szzted 10 existing and future resulations

controlling uses. height. bulk lot coverage, floor area ratio, required open space. off-street parking

and signs. ‘
SEC. 5. STATEMENT OF SIGMFICANCE

The Duboce Park Historic Dzsz‘rzcl‘ is a three-block residential enclave in the Duboce Triangele

neighborhood z‘haz‘ is immediately admcent fo and shares a common development history with Duboce

Park. a small civic park. The district is comprised of 87 residential buzldzn,qs and the stone steps and

Serpentine rock retaining walls at the three interior block park entrances: Carmelita, Pierce, and

Potomac Streets. The district is signiﬁeant for its unusual development history and architectural

expression., as described below.

The Duboce Park Historic District is sienificant ﬁ)r the unusual development history of the

contesz‘ed z‘racz‘ of land upon which it was. built and the way in which the contested nature of the tract

impacted the district’s phvszcal appearance and connection to the adjacent park. The tract (formerly

Supervisor Wiener o )
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known as the Public Reservation, Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract) was subject to a decades-long series

- of court battles over legal ownership, with the City of San Francisco losing half of its claim to the land

fo the Ger_man Savings and Loan Association in the late 1890s. After acquiring title to half of the tract

the bank subdivided the land, carved out i'nterz'or block streets, and sold lots to builders who developed

the residential portion of the trdcr. The lots sold quickly and a handfil of builders immediately began

developing the parcels. Due to the delay in development caused by the litigation. construction dates for

the vast majority of conz‘rz'bizting resources within the district rance from 1899 to dz)proximately 1902,

This short period of development and limited number of builders resulted in a remarkablv uniform

streetscape. of Victorian- and Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

The contested nature of the tract. its. history as a debris dump. and neighborhood activismi and

development of the adiacent civic park are key themes linked to the Duboce Park Historic District

One important visible manifésraz‘z'on of this interrelated history is found at the park’s northern border —

specifically the lack of separation between the park and residential buildin;qs; The district represents

the best example of San Francisco’s handful of niunicz'pal parks that directly aBut residential buildings.

without any separation of a street or sidewalk. In addition, the historic stone steps and rock retaining

walls at the three interior block park entrances — Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — reflect the

transformation of the City-owned portion of the contested tract from a dumpine ,QTOMI’Zd for Serpentine

rock rubble to a pzcruresque landscaped civic park. Serz)entme rock rubble is also found in the

foundations of many district buildings.

The Duboce Park Hi;z‘orz'c District is also significant for its architectural expression as a

remarkably intact grouping of Victorian- and Edwardian-era residential buildings. The district

expresses the distinctive characteristics of late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles, with

the Queen Anne style widely represented. Although the_ district displays a remarkable variety of

ornament, unifying design features include asymmetrical and articulated facades. steep roof pitches.

the use of multiple textures and wood cladding. and front yvard setbacks.

Supervisor Wiener
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Many of the Queen Anne cottages and flats were developed by Fernando Nelson, g master

builder known for his exuberant ornamentation and elaborately applied millwork Nelson desioned and

built approxzmately one half of the district properties, including nearly all of the residences on

Carmelita and Pzerce Streets. The district represents one of the earlzesz‘ developmenz‘s in his 77-year »

career and is an excellent representation of his effusive interpretation of the Queen Anne style. District

features characteristic of Nelson’s Victorian-erq period include 'bw‘z‘onl boards, drivs. and donuts:

blocky geometric cut-outs above the entry borch' two-sided bcrv windows.: half-circle rows of dentils

located in gable ends: and o wavv sz‘vlzzed quarter—sunburst detailed at the arched entry.

The z‘urn—of-z‘he—cem‘ury development of buildings within the district often resulted in arare.

fusion of Edwardian-era massz'nz with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district

for Edwardian-era flats to feal‘ure unysually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative ﬁzezes and

Several are capped with the oable roof form more commonly associated with Queen dnne style .

buildings. o

- The period of sienificance for the Duboce Park Historic District dates from J 89910 1911,

inclusive of the known period of construction of all buildings within the district Addzz‘zonal historic

_[ormatzon may be found in the Duboce Park Historic District Designation Revort whzch is hereby

incorporated herein as though fully set forth. This documem‘ is on file at the Planning Department

' z_mder Case No. 2011 .0683L

SEC 6. FEATURES OF THEDISTRICTAND EXISTING
BUILDING

. The character-defininge interior features of buildings in the dislrict are identified qs: Norze

The character-deﬁnmg exterior features of buildines in the dzslrzcz‘ are zdem‘zﬁed as: All exz‘erzor

elevations and rooflines as described below.

The character-defining landscape elements of the district are identified as: The rustic interior

block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce. and Potomac Streets — which include the historic stone

Supervisor Wiener ‘ -
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steps. Serpentine rock retaining walls set in a random rubble pattern, and the public rights-of-way

within a 10-foot buffer — and the lack of physical separation between z‘he park and adjacent buildings.

The fbl]owz'ng section describes in further detail the character-defining features of the district

and of individual buildines and landscape elements contained therein. Historic district designation is

intended to protect and preserve these chqrézcter—deﬁning feqtures.

a) Overall Form, Continuity, Scale and Pmportzon.

Due ro the brzef perzod of construcnon mosz‘ buzldzngs were constructed between 1899 and

I 902 and combined znvolvemem‘ of two primary builders. buildings within the district exhzbzz‘ a

remarkable consistency in terms of massing, scale, style, detailing, front yard setback. and feeling.

District buildings are overwhelmingly residential, being composed primarily of. single-family

dwellings and residential flats. A4 few mulz‘iple-faﬁiluesidences within the district (typically located

on street corners) also include a commercial use at the street level.

Buzldzngs in the district range from I ¥ story-over-basement to four stories in height, with two

and three sz‘orzes predomznan@g T?ze a’zstrzcz‘ s laroest szn,gle-famzlv residences and flats were built on

corner lots dzzfecz‘lv adjacent to the Park. These buildines are typically two- to three- stories in heicht

and feature consistent detailing on the primary. Park-facing, and rear facades.

Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac Streets were

originally constructed as one- or l‘wio’-fam'ilv dwellings, while flats dominated the lots facing Waller and

Steiner Streets. Mid-block buildines are typically smaller than those constructed at the COYners or on

Waller and Steiner streets and are more Zikelv to draw from Victorian-era form and massing such as

prominent eabled rbof forms and asymmetrical massing at the primary facade. Though consistent in

massing, single-family buildings on Potomac Street feature the greatest variety of roof forms, including

gable, hipped, cross-gable. and one building with a side gable roof form and small eyebrow dormers.

Buzldzn,gs located aZon,er the zm‘erzor blocks feature unz/'orm front vard Sez‘bae/cs of approximately

nine feet and are oﬂ‘en bounded by a low cast stone site wall. The ﬂats buzldmgs on Steiner Street do

" Supervisor Wiener
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not feature front yard setbacks: rather, they present a modulated massing of muscular bay windows

and deeply recessed entry porticos.

The Queen Anne stvle buildings present in the district may be subdivided into two basic

arrangements. 1 % story-over-raised-basement sz‘n,qle-famz'lv cottages, and 2 ¥ story-over-raised-

basement sinele famzlv dwellings or flats. The buildings tend to conform to a basic plan ofa projecting

bay on the first floor. flanked by an open porch and entry to the sza’e—wztk z‘he Dorch entry often

surmounted by spindle work or decorative porch brackets. Roof forms are hipped or steeply pitched

front-facing gables. Slightly projecting second story overhangs are COmmon.

Edwardian-era flats building are three stories-over-basement in height with wide projecting

Structural window bays. featuring angled- or bent-sash windows. The roofline of Edwardian-era flats

buildings feature projecting cornices that follow the profiles of the primary facades. The buildings are

typically topped with flat roofs, thoueh several feature gable roof forms. Massing is symmetrical,

except at the first story, where the two structural bays are occupied by a recessed entrance at one side

s

and a projecting bay window at the oither.

o

Original roof projections include turrets topped with witch’s cap or conical roof forms and -

small-scale cross-gables atop projecting bay windows. Turrets, found on both Queen Anne and

Edwardian-era buildings, are generally located at the corner. adjacent to or embedded within a

forward-facing eable. Addiz‘ionallv, several buz'ldz‘ngs exhz'bit what appear to be historic dormers.

Located on sloped gables, these dormers are small in Scale gabled, and maz‘ch the ornamentation and

@esfmnon of primary facades

Although the roof forms — particularly at the hon—visible rear facade — of a kubstantial number

of buildings have been altered to incorporate skylights, smqll dormer windows., fire escapes. or solar

panels, these alterations were consiructed outside of the Period of Sienificance and have not gained

significance in their own right.

Supervisor Wiener ‘
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Similar roof forms. massin,q. and Sez‘backs result in a cohesive streetscape of rooﬂz’nes

entrances, continuous primary facades, and modulated bays. Wzth 1o vzsual separation between

buildings in the a’zsz‘rzcz‘ the block faces present an overaZl appearance of attached row—houses

however, wzz‘h a few exceptions. it is unlikely that buzldm,qs feature shared structural walls.

b) Fenestration.

Fenestration is remarkably conszsfent z‘hrou,qhouz‘ the district, conszsz‘zn,gr of verz‘zcally orzented

double-hzmg wood Sash wmdows with ogee lugs, set in wood Surrounds Windows are typically set in

wide angled bays wzz‘h Smaller wzndows set flush with the chade. often adiacem‘ to the primary entry -

door. Windows surround are typically topped with cornices, occasionally featuring pediments. with

ornamented details.

’

Smaller vertically orienz‘ed_windows, set in a single, pair, or ganged conficuration, are also

often located in the tympanum of the Oueen Anne style buildings. Tympanums typically have a hicher

solid-to-void ratio z‘han the lower stories. Several buildings — typically Edwardzan -era flats buzldm,qs —

feature curved wood sash wmdows set in curved Stmcz‘ural bays Angled or curved bays typically

contain three windows, though certain bays of corner buzldzngs contain four wzndows thle rare,

several buzldzngs display two-sided angled bay wzndows at the primary facade.

Large corner buildings with greater surface area have a higher solid-to-void ratio than mid-

block buildinges, Window bavs_ and window openings set flush with the facade are typically placed in rhe

same location. presenting a stacked appearance, at each story of the three story corner buildings.

The vast majority of buildings within the district retain some or all historic double-hung wood

sash windows with ogee lugs. Replacement windows made of aluminum or vinyl Sash, casement .

windows. or windows with divided lights that were added to buildings after the Period of Significance

have not gained significance in their own right.

c) Ma:erials & Finishes.

Supervisor Wiener
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Buildings in the a’zsz‘rzct are of wood frame construction ana’ were historicallv clad in horizontal

wood siding. Exterior surface finishes are painted. Channel drop wood siding is tvpical af the

secorzdarv and rear facades. while a combznal‘zorz of ﬂush lap, channel drop, and shingles are typically

found at rhe primary facades of Vzctorzan -era buildings. Flush wood siding is most common on z‘he

primary facades of Edwardian-era flats buildines. Most buzldzngs retain thezr historic siding rhough a

few were later clad in stucco, asbestos, or composite shz’nzle siding. T?zese replacemerzr sidings have

©C © ® N O g A~ W N

not gained significance in their own right

Historically, the gabled roofs within the district were clad in unpainted wood shingles. These

historic roofing materials are no Zonger present. Existing gable roofs are typically finished with asphalt

or composite Shzngles that match the color and tone of l‘he historic wood roofing materials. T/’zough

generally compatible, this replacemem‘ roofing material has not gained sienificance in its own rz,ght

d) Architectural Details.

Common traits found throughout the district are bay windows. gable roofs. decorative cornices,

ornamental shingles. and spindle work, as well as more classically influenced detailing such as dentils.

pediments, columns, and applied plaster ornament. Ornamental details are typically larcer and more

robust in scale at the first story, with finer, more delicate features located at the upper floors.

Many of the district’s buildings retain their original primary entrance doors. These paneled

wood doors, often slz,qhz‘lv wider than contemz)orarv entrance doors are commonlv glazed at the upper

portion and feature corniced hoods and znczsed or applied ornament. Occaszonallv a single ﬁxed

window is located adjacent to the entry door of Oueen Anne buildings and some doors, of both Oueen

Anne and Edwardian-era buildings, are topped with transom windows.

" Queen Anne Desion Elements

Late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles predominate, with the Queen Anne style

most widely represented. Though Victorian-era architectural design displayed a remarkable variety of

Supervisor Wiener
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ornament, unifying features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches. and the

use of multiple textures, materials and colors.

Many of. z‘h_e Queen Anne sz‘v[e buildings on Potomac Street. desz'jzned by developer Georee

Moore, stand out for their muscular masszng, restrained ornament, projecting second Sstory overhangs

and thped roof forms In contrast. z‘he developer Fernando Nelson designed most of the Oueen Anne

buzldm,qs on Pzerce Potomac. and Waller streets. to reflect his embrace of more exuberant and

delicate archzz‘ecz‘ural feaz‘ures zncludzng spindie screens, turrets, and cut-outs..

Architectural derails commonly found on Queen Anne buildings throughout the district include

raked cornices, flared eaves, shingled tympanums, diamond and fish-scale shingline. turrets

(particularly at corner buildings). projectine bracketed cornices, steeoly pitched gable roofs, double—

aables, fi nzals geometric applied ornament at spandrel panels. dentils, friezes decorated with plaster

ornament, ege and dart molding, cut-out screens, sunbursts, donut cut-outs, intermediate cornices.

window and door hoods, spindle screens., turned wood balustrades and newel posts. Tudor-inspired

stick work. turned wood porch supports. a varzez‘y of wood cladding and pan‘erned wood Shm,qles

arched porticos, and Corinthion or Composzz‘e columns and pilasters. Anz‘hrooomorphzc details are

rare but present within the dzstrzcz‘

stz‘orzcally, there were several types of stairs constructed in z‘he district: Zon,ger flights of wood

stairs z‘haz‘ typically project out from Queen Anne style buildings and shorz‘er flights typically found

Within the recessed entries of Edwardian-era flats buildings.

The Queen Anne buildings on interior block sireets are typically accessed via a straight run

flight of wood stairs. Due to the slope. stairs on the west side of these blocks are significantly longer

- than those on the east. Historically, wood stairs on these interior blocks were solid and uniform in

appearance; featured closed risers, solid cheek walls beneath the Stairs, turned wood balustrades. and

capped newel bosz‘s: and had a Da’ifzz‘ed finish. Some flights of stairs were later replaced with brick,

concrete, tile. or terrazzo. These replacement stairs have not gained significance in their own right..

Supervisor Wiener
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Edwardian-Era Desien Elements

Edwardian-era buildings, referred to locally as Classical Revival. were constructed in San

Francisco from approximaz‘éfv 1901 to 1910. The term Edwardian is used architecturally to describe a

more vernacular interpretation of the Classical Revival style and is commonly applied to three-unit

flats buildings — like those found within the disirict — with wide angled or round bay windows. flat

roofs; bulky projecting cornices, and columned porch entries. Edwardian-era buzldzn,qs within the

district particularly z‘hose on Steiner Street, feature wood or terrazzo Steps wzth solzd cheek walls and

Zandzngs 7 hese Stairs are typically located largely within the: building envelope and provide access fo

recessed entrance doors. Entrances of Edwardz'amera flats in the district are typically flanked by

Classical columns or pilasters, and decorated with applied plaster ornarhent, such as garlands and

floral friezes.

Architectural ornament associated with the Edwardian-era is typicdllvmore restrained than

those used during the Victorian-era. The z‘urn-of-z‘hé-cem‘urv develoz)menz‘ of buildings within the

district, however, often resulted in a fusion of Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era

detailing. It is common in the district for Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually ornamented _

spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several are capped with the gable roof form more

\

commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

e) Landscape Elements.

Properz‘z'e&wz'rhin the dz‘strict typically feature uniform 7"'r0m‘ vard setbacks on each block face.

Setbacks on the west side of interior blocks are generally much a’eep_er‘— typically 13’ to f7’ —than ﬂze

east side, which, depending upon the block, range from approximately 5° to 13°. Setbacks on the

western portion of Waller Street are uniform on each block face, rangine from approximately 8’ to 12°.

Despite the variability in front vard depth, each block face features similar setbacks and reads as

uniform. Buildings located on the eastern pottion of Waller and Steiner streets, typically Edwardian-

era flats, are built out to the sidewalk, with no or minimal front yard Sez‘backy_.

Supervisor Wiener . : ‘
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Historically, front yards were bounded with low cast stone site walls and planted with

- vegetation. Site walls on Carmelita Street — and possibly other blocks — were originally fopped with

decorative iron fencing Despite the west to east downward slope, the yards located within the front

setback are level rather than rerraced or sloped,

Several sections of site walls on Carmelita Street retain all or a portion of their original

decorative iron fencinge. Front yard sez‘backs and remnants of intact cast stone site walls are also

located alone Waller, Pierce, and Poz‘omac Streel‘s

The ada’zz‘zon of earages has alz‘ered the front vards of many district properties. None of the

historic buildings within the district were originally constructed with an integrated or detached

automobile earage. On most blocks. portions of site walls were'féfn'ovea’ and front yards partially

paved in order to accommodate driveways for garages znsertea’ in the basement of many buildings.

Several properz‘zes feature detached or semi- al‘tached pop-out garages in the front ya rd. Garage

Structures. openings, and drzvewavs are not conszdered significant in their own rioht.

£ Interior Block Park Entrances.

- The develop}nent history of residential properties within the Duboce Park Historic District is

closely intertwined wz'z‘h the history of the adiacent Duboce Park Certain identified élemem‘s on z‘he

periphery of Duboce Park reﬂect this close assoczaz‘zon between residential and park deve[opmem‘

notably fhe lack of a physical separation between residential buildings and the park and rustic

entrances from cul-de-sac sireets into the park. These park entrances — located dt the foot of Potomac

Street, Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street — feature rustic stone steps flanked by low retaining walls

built of Serpentine rock set in a random rubble pattern.

For the purpose of Article 10, the park entrances at Potomac Street,_Pierce Street. and

Carmelita Street are defined as the steps. rock walls, and a surrounding 10-foot buffer. The bufier area

includes the sidewalks. street ri,qhz‘.é—oﬁwav and area within the park directly adiacent to the steps and

/s

rock walls.
Supervisor Wiener
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SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS

For the purpose of this Appendix N only, the following terms shall have the following meanings:

Interior Block Park Entrance: The interior block park entrances ar Potomac Street. Pierce

Street. and Carmelita Streets are defined as the steps, Serpentzne rock retaining walls, arzd a

surrounding 10-foot buffer. The bufier area includes the sidewalks, street right-of~way and area within

the park directly adiacent to the steps and rock retainine walls.

Primaiy Facade: A primary facade is a building’s main Street-facing facade. Corner buildings

have wo Drzmary facades the Second Drzmary facade may ﬁonz‘ Duboce Park or z‘he street.

Rear Facade: - The rear facade is located at the rear of the buildine.

Public Right—of-Way: A publz’c righzf~oﬁwav is a street, sidewalk, inz‘eﬁ'or block park entrance,

or park.

Visibility: A building, feature, or alteration is considered “visible” when it can be seen from a

Lblzc right-of-way within the District and/or is visible ﬁom Duboce Park. Visibility from Duboce

Park is limited to z‘he highly visible facades of the first three buildings adjacent to the Park. Due to

their distance from the Park the rear facades of buildings adjacent to the western portion of Duboce

Park (paraliel to Scott Street) are excluded from this definition of visibility. See map.

Visible Rear Facade

Supervisor Wiener
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- SEC. 8 STANDARDS FOR REVYEW OFAPPLICATIONS

The standards for review of all applzcaz‘zons for Certifi cates of Approprzaz‘eness are as set forth

in Section 1006.6 of Article 10. For z‘he purposes of review under fhos_e Srandards, the "character of the

Historic District" shall mean the exterior architectural features of the Duboce Park Historic District

referred to and described in Section 7 of this Appendix.

Any exterior change within the Duboce Park Historic District shall require a C’erﬁﬁcaté of

Appropriateness, pursuant to the provisions of Article 10. when such work requires a City permiz" with

the exception of Specz]" ic Scopes of work ds outlined below. The procedures. requzrements conirols and

standards of. Arrzcle 10 of the Plannzmzr Code shall apply to all applications for Cerz‘zf cates of

- Appropriateness and/or Administrative Certificates of Appropriateness in the Duboce Park Historic

District. -

The followzn,g section outlines z‘he levels of review as determined by proposed scopes of work

wzz‘hm the Duboce Park Historic District. The three levels of review are: “No Certificate of

Appropriateness” is required: c_m “Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness” is required. which is

approved admihistratz‘vely by Planning Department Preservation staff as delecated pursuant to Section

1006.2(b) of the Planning Code; and a “Certificate of Appropriateness” is required pursuant fo

Section 1006 of the Planning Code at a regularly scheduled Historic Preservation Commission

hearing.

See Section 7 for definitions pertaining to primary and rear facades, interior block park

entrances, and visibility from public rights-of-way.

Ancillary Structures within the Rear Yard - Construction or Removal

-4 Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for the construction of any structure

within the rear vard that is no more than eight feet in height above grade and covers no more than 100

square feet of land regardless of viﬁz‘biliz‘y from public richts-ofway. A Certificate of Appropriateness

shall not be requzred for the removal of any non-historic ancillary structure within the rear yard.

Supervusor Wiener
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Decl_cs, Stairs, & Railines -

Front Sz‘azrways and Railings: An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateniess shall be

required for the rez)lacement of historic or non _ historic Stairways and/or railings with compaz‘zble

Stairways and/or railings provzded that the proposal is based on physical or documenl‘ed evidence and

is found to be compatible in terms of location, conf; guraz‘zon materzals and details with the character-

defining feaz‘ures of the building and/or district New railings, if needed. shall match the historic rail

system in desion. This does not applv to the replacement of porticos, porches, or other archzz‘ectuml

components of the entry.

Rear Yard Decks, Stairs. and Railings: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required

for the repair, replacement. or new construction of rear yard decks and stairways and associated

structural elements that are located in the rear yard and are not visible from the public rights-ofway.

An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for the replacement or new

construction of rear yard decks and stairways and associated structural elements that are visible from

public rights-of-way provided that the design is determined compatible in terms of location,

configuration, materials. and details with the character-defining features of the district,

Door Replacement — Prz'marv Facade: An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness shall

be required for door replacement on the primary facades provided thaz‘ the proposed door matches the

hzsz‘orzc door (¢ extam‘ or not) in z‘erms of opening size_door type. glazing, materzal and all exz‘erzor

profiles, dimensions and detailing. .

Supervisor Wiener
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Door Replacement — S’ecandarv Facades: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be

required for door replacement on Secona’ary facades regardless of material or visibility from z‘he public

right-of-way.

Door Openings — Non-Visible Rear F. acade: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be

required for the alteration of existing door openzms or the insertion of new door openings, at rear

facades that are not visible ﬁom pub[zc rights-of-way.

Door Opemn,gs — Visible Rear Facade A Certificate of Appmprzaz‘eness shall not be requzred

for the modification of existing openmgs provided that such openzngs are not enlarged more than 5 0%

of the existing openzn,er 's size. An Administrative Certificate of A ppropriateness shall be required for

- the insertion of new doow openings on rear facades visible from public rights-of~way.

Garage Doors: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be requzred for the replacement of an

exzsz‘zn,q garage door provided that the new garage door is compatible in terms of material. partern,

and fenestration agnd minimizes its visual impacts on the character-defining features of the existing

building and front yard setting.

Dormers, Additions, Penthouses

An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness Shall_ be required fblf the construction or

enlargemez_*zf of existing dormers, penthouses or horizontal or vertical additions provided that the new

construction is not visible from a public right-of-way.

Exploratory and Investigative Work

An Administrative Certzﬁcaz‘e of Appropriateness shall be required for the removal of a limited

amount of non-historic maz‘erzal fo conducl‘ investieation abouz‘ the historic structure and to determine

z‘he existence oiunderlym,q historic material This work will be limited to no more than 2 0% of the z‘oz‘al

surface area on the primary facade (excluding window openings) and the area must be stabilized and

protected after the investigation is complete. A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for

" Supervisor Wigner
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the equivalent removal at the rear or secondary facades of non-historic material for exploratory

purposes regardless of visibility.
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A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for the construction or reblageme’m‘ of

including Duboce Park. An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for new or

rear or side vard fences brovided that the fence is not direcz‘lv adjacent to a public right-of-way.

replacement fences that are directly adiacent to Duboce Park or other public right-of-way.
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Mills Act Contract

An Administrative Certifi cate of. Approprzareness shall be required for work described in an

approved Mill's Act Rehabzlzratzon/ReSz‘oraz‘zon/Maznz‘enance Plan that has been revzewed and

endorsed by the Historic Preservation Commzsszon, approved by the Board of Supervisors. and

determined to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

Ordinary Maintenanée and Repair

4 Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required if the proposed work consists of ordinary

maintenance and repair, as defined in Section 1005(e)(3) of the Planning Code.

Repair or Replacement of Architectural Details

A C’erﬁﬁcaz‘e of Appropriateness shall not pe requz‘red for the repair of existing historic

ornament (including, -but not limited to porz‘zcos porches,. cornzces plasz‘er work Lympanum, rooﬂme

and eaves) regardless of visibility from the public rieht-of-way. See * ‘Ordinary Maznz‘enance and -

Repagir.” An Admznzs=traz‘zve Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for the in-kind

replacement at the primary facade of historic ornament (including, but not Zz'mz"ted Io porticos, porches.

cornices, plasz‘er work, tympanum, roofline, and eaves) that has been previously removed, provided thar

replacement ornament is a’ez‘ermzned to be compatible wzth documented designs and ornament found on

the subject building or within the dzstrzcz‘

Roof Replacement '
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A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for roof replacement provided that the

proposed work does not change the roof. character, form or structure.

Rooftop Equipment (excluding cellular installations)

A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for the installation of rooftop equinment

provided that the rooﬁ‘op equipment is not visible from a public right-of-way and that the rooftop

equipment is installed in a manner that may be easzly removed in the fuz‘ure without disturbing any

historic fabrzc

An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for the installation of visible

rooftop equipment (excluding solar panels and related structures) provided that:

(a) ___Proposed roofiop equipment shall be installed in a manner that avoids harming any historic
fabric of the building and that may be easily removed in the future without disturbing any historic
fabric; and,

&) Proposed rooftop equipment is set back a minimum of 20 feet from the primary Streez‘—facii_'zg

facade: does not result in addil‘ional height of more than 5 feet as measured ﬁom the base of the

equipment; does not cover more than 10% of the total roof area: and is Set in from the perzmeter walls

- of the buzldmg, and.

{c) Proposed skylzzhl‘s if applzcable shall have a low, flat profile. are mounted flush with the slope

of the roof. and are setback from the perimeter walls of the buildine. Skylzghz‘ frames shall have g

powder-coated or painted finish that maiches the color of the roof mal‘erial and the glazing shall be

non-reflective.

Security Measures

Security Measures — Primary F acades: An Admznzstraz‘zve Certificate of. Approprzaz‘eness Shall

be requzred for installation or replacemem‘ of metal security doors window ,erzlles or security gates on

primary facades provided that the installation of these measures meert all other requirements of the

Supervisor Wiener v _ _ -
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Planning Code and are z'nstalléd in a reversible manner that avoids obscuring or damaging exterior

¢haracter-deﬁnin,q features of the building.

Securz'z‘y Measures — All Other Facades: 4 Certificate of Avpropriateness shall not be required

for installation or replacerent of metal security doors, window grilles. or security gates on rear

facades regardless of visibility from the public right-of-way.

Seismic Work

A Certificate of Appropriaz‘ene;s shall not be requz’réd for_seismic work that complies with

Section 1006.2(a)(1) of the Planning Code. Seismic upgrades_that minimize the alteration - of

chamcz‘er—deﬁnz‘ng features of a structure are encouraged.

Siding

An Administrative Certificate of. Appro‘priaz‘ehess shall be required for the replacement of non-

historic siding with wood siding. provided that the replacemenz‘-szlding is determined to be compatible

with documented historic siding (extant or not) found on the subject building or within the district.

Signs & Awnings

- An Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for new tenant signs and

awnings that are compatible in terms of material, location, size. method of attachment. and method of

Hlumination with the property and/or district and meet the following requirements:

(@) Proposal does not obscure or cover any exterior character-defining features: and,

oo : i
(b)  Proposal includes the removal of any abandoned conduit outlets, attachment structures. and

associated equivment.

(c) Proposals for awnings and canopies shall use traditional shapes. forms and materials, and the

overall size, shape, and projection from the building shall be in proper proportion and scale to the

building and be contained within the window or door opening. In most instances. the only acceptable
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malterial for awnings and canopies is canvas: exceptions will be considered if appropriate for historic

reasons. Siens or lettering shall be kept to a minimum size.

Solar Panels

A4 Certificate of. Approprzateness shall not be r equzred for the znsz‘allaz‘zon of solar panels.

A Certificate of Approprzateness shall not be reguired for the installation of Sz‘rucz‘ures that

support SoZar panels, regardless of visibility., provided that the installation would not requzre

: alz‘emz‘zons to the buzldznz greater than normally requzred fo install a solar energy system. such as-

(a) Set wzz‘h a low proﬁle and

(B) Mounted parallel with the slope of rhe roof (if roof is sloped greater z‘han 1/12). and
{c) Not visible from adjacent street szghz‘lmes zf on a flat roof. and

) Set in from the perimeter walls of the b_uzldz'n,q, including the buila’z'ng s primary facade
- Windows

. Window Repair: The repair and retention of historic windows is encouraged A Certificate of

Approprzaz‘eness shall noz‘ be required for work to repair or correct deterzoraz‘zon decay. or damage to

existing wzndows at gny facade including wzndow glazing, sash, muntins, jambs, pulleys. sills and

other hzsz‘orzc wzndow components. See “Ordinary Mazm‘enance and Repair.”

Window Replacement — Przmarv Facade: 4 Certificate of Approprzateness shall noz‘ be required

for window replacement on primary facades provided that the proposed windows maz‘ch the historic

ch‘am‘ or not) windows in terms of. opening size. configuration, material, and all exterior profiles and

dimensions.

Window Replacement — Rear Facade: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for

window replacement on non-visible rear facades within the existing openings. A Certificate of

[
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dppropriateness shall not be regquired for window replacement on visible rear facades provided that

the replacement windows are compatible in terms of material and confieuration.

Window Openings — Non-Visible Rear Facade: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be

required for the alteration of existing window openings, or the insertion of new window openings. at

rear facades that are not visible from public rights-of-way.

Window Openings — Visible Rear Facade: A 7C'értz'ﬁcaz‘e of Appropriateness shall not bé

‘required for the modification of existing openings provided that such openings are not enlareed more

than 50% of the existing opening’s size. An Admz’nz’sz‘mz‘z’ve Certificate of Appropriateness shall be

required for the insertion of new window openings at visible rear facades.

Exterior Alterations or New Construction

Excluding the exceptions defined in this Abpendix. any exterior change to a

contributory or non-contributory building or new construction within the Duboce Park Histori‘c

District shall require a Certlfcate of Aggrognateness! pursuant fo the QI’OVISIOI’]S of Article 10,

‘When such work regulres a Cl’[¥ permit._The following standards shall guide the approval of

exterior alteratlons and new construction:

(a) __Character of the district, New é‘ohstruction shall comolement and support the historic

character of the district. Prooosals for exterior alteratlons that result in qreater conformltv with

the character of the district -and are based on DhVSIcal or documented ewdence are

encouraged.

(b) Historic Materials. Exterior alterations or new construction shall not destroy historic

materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. Repair and

retention of historic windows is encouraged.

(c) Coﬁgatibilitv. New construction shall be differentiated from the old and shall be

compatible with the historic materials, features, size. scale and proportion, and massing to .

" Supervisor Wiener
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' protect the.inteoritv of the property and its environment. and shall conform fo the following

grovisionS'

1. Style. New oonstructlon shall be comoatlble with the character—det" mno features of the

district, vet is contemporary in design.

2. Scale and Proportion. New construction shall be compatible Wlth the massmo size,

and scale of the adjacent contributing buildings within the district.

3. Setbacks. New construction shall conform to existing setback patterns found in

adjacent buildings and within the district.

4. Roofline. Gabled. cross-gabled. or hipped roof forms or ﬂat'roofs with projecting

cornices are common Wrthln the district and new constructlon shall reference the massmg and

form of adlacent buildings.

5. Dormers and Addrtlons The enlargement or construction of dormers. penthouses and

horlzontal or vertical additions shall be designed in a manner that requires minimal change to

the character-defining features of the subject building and the district in terms of materials,

fenestration, cladding, massing. and ornamentatron

6. Garaoes. The insertion of a garage shall minimize the physical and visual impacts on

the character—deﬁhino features of the existing building and front vard setting. The design of

garages and garage doors shall be unobtrusive and SImgle Double-hinged doors wrth Qanels

" and multi- hghts are in keeping with the character of the district and are encouraged.

7. Drlvewaxs and Front Yard Setbacks. The addition of new driveways shall minimize the

removal of Iandscaging and include permeable paving materials in order to minimize
disruption to front vard setbacks and the character-deﬁni'ng features of the SUb'[ect building

and the district.

8. Details. Architectural details on new construction shall be contemporary, vet compatible

with the character-defining features found on the contributing buildings within_ the district.

Supervisor Wiener .
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Demolition _ _ '
With the exception of ancillary buildings as defined in this Appendix, the demolition of a
contributory or non-contributory building within the district shall require a Certiﬁcate of

Appropriateness.

Interior Block Park Entrances

The following scopes of work that may or may not require a building permit at the

interior blee_k Duboce Park entrances at Pbtdmac Street; Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street

shall be subject to the procedures, requirements. controls and standards of Article 10 of the

Planning Code as outlined below.

The'followina standards shall guide the review of work to the interior block Duboce

- Park enfrances:

(a) ~ Allwork shall be compatible with the historic materials, features. size. scale and

proportion to protect the integrity of these historic park entrances.

(b) Retention of historic rustic steps and Serpentine rock retaininq walls is encouraged.

(c) VUnobstructed views from the i.nterior block Park entrances to the larger expanse of the

~ park are encouraged,

(d) Alterations to return Dreviou_slv modified portions of the enfrances to their historic rustic

character are encouraged.

Ordinary Maintenance a'vnd Repair: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be
required for ordinary maintenance and repair — deﬁned_ as any work, the sole purpose and

effect of which is to correct or repair deterioration. decay. or damage — of the rustic steps,

Serpentine rock retaining walls, adjacent sidewalks, park pathways. or street rights-of-way.

Supervisor Wiener

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 27

5/15/2013

308




—_

.l\)[\)._\.._x_\_\._\_x':_,.\._;_.\_\ :
ERJSB—\O(QOO\IO)CN-L\OOI\)—&O‘(OOO\JCDU"I-D-(»N

Landscaping: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be required for new plantings,

bruning. or changes to vegetation within the Park’s interior block Park entrances’ buffer zones.

Nothihg in this legislation shall be construed to requlate mainten'ance or changes fo

vegetation within Duboce Park.

Emergency Repair: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall nqt be required for

emergency repair of unsafe or dangerous conditions of the rock wall and steps.
- Minor Repair or In-Kind Replacement: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall not be

required for minor repair of the rustic steps or the in-kind replacement of Serpentine rock at

the retaining walls.

All Other Alterations: A Certificate of Appropriateness shall be required for all other

alteraticns to the rustfc sieps, rock“retaininq walls, and area within the buffer zone.

SEC. 9. SIGNIFICANCE OF INDIVIDUAL B UILDZNGS T0 THE
HISTORIC DISTRICT.

Each building within the Duboce Park Historic District is assigned to either of the two

following categories.

Contributory. This category identifies buildings, which date from the Historic District's period

of signiﬁcanée and retain their historic inz‘egrz'ty These structures are of the hichest z'mporz‘ance in

mamtamzng the charactei of the sttorzc District. The maximum suspenszon period aZZowabZe under

Article 10 shall be imposed on applications for demolzz‘zon of Conz‘rzbutorv buildings.

The following buildings and interior block park enz‘rances are deemed Contributory to the

Historic District: | | . .
4PN | Promsud | Tost # | SeciName | Bute Bu
0863-009 49 HEE | Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-011 | 50 | 52 ' Carmelita St. | 1899
Supervisor Wiener v _ ] _
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4PN | Bromst | Tosi # | Steer e | Dote Bt
0863-008 | 53 153 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-007 | 57 57 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-013 | 58 38 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-014 60 62 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-006 | 61 61 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-005 | 65 65 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-015 | 66 66 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-004 69 69 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-016 | 70 70 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-003 73 73 Carmelita St. | 1899
0863-002 | 77 77 _Carmeéira St. | 1899
0864-018 | 78 78 Carmelita St. | 1899
0865-011 | 46 48 | Pierces. | 1899
0864-010 | 47 47 Pierce St. 1899
0864-009 | 49 51 Piercest, | 1899
0865-012 | 52 52 Pierce St. 1599
0864-008 | 55 55 Pierce St. | 1899
0865-013 | 56 56 Pierce St. 1899
0864-007 | 59 59 Pierce St 1599

| 0865-014 | 60 60 Pierce St 1899
| 0864-006 | 63 65 Pierce St. | 1899
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UEN | Promist#| Tost # |Srest Nams | Dae i
0865015 | 64 64 Pierce St. | 1899
0864-005 | 67 67 Pierce St. | 1899
0865-016 | 68 68 PierceSt. | 1899
0864-004 | 71 7L | PierceSt | 1899
0865-017 '| 72 72 .| Pierce St. | 1899
0864-003 | 75 75 Pierce St | 1899
0865-018 | 76 76 Pierce St | 1901
0864-002 zg- 79 Pierce St. | c. 1901
0866-010 | 44 48 Potomac St. | ¢.1900
0865-
026, 027, | 47 ﬂ Potomac St. | 1901
028
0866-011 | 50 54 Potomac St. | 1900
0865-009 | 53 57 Potomac St. | 1901
0866-012 | 56 56 Potomac St. | 1899
0865-008 | 59 59 .| PotomacSt. | 1900
0866-013 | 60 60 | PotomacsSt. | 1899
0865-006 | 63 63 | PotomacSt. | 1899
0866-014 | 64 64 Potomac St. | 1899
0865-005 | 65 65 Potomac St. | 1899
0866-015 | 66 66 Poz‘omac__ St. 1900
Supervisor Wiener | ‘
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VB | BomSet | ot # | Street Mame- | Dare Buite -
0865-004 | 67 67 Potomac St. |1 899
0856-015 68 68 | Potomac St | 1900

| 0865-003 | 69 69 Potomac St. | ¢.1900
0866-017 | 70 70 Potomac St. | 1901
0865-029 | 71 75 Potomac St. | 1900
- ¢ 1905
0866-018 | 72 - 76 Potomac St

' Gisual)
0866-019 | 82 | 86 Potomac St. | 1911
0866-009 | 101 | 105 | Steiner St. | 1903
0866-008 | 107 11| Steinerst | 1907
0866-007 | 115 115 Steiner St. 1902
0866-006 | 121 125 | SteinerSt | 1902
0866-005 | 127 131 | Steiner St. | 1903
0866-002 | 133 135 Steiner St. c. 1899
0866-001 | 501 505 | Waller St | 1901
0866-024 | 511 511 Waller St. 1902

’ 0866-023 | 515 517 | Wallerst, 1902
0866-022 | 521 525 . Waller St c. 1900
0866-021 | 527 531 Waller St. | 1902
333 237 ‘Waller St. 1904
0204 : -

Supervisor Wiener
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Supervisor Wiener

AP | Bomst 4 | 1o S Street Name |"Die Bt
0866-020| 539 539 Waller St. | ¢.1905
0865-025 | 563 367 Waller St. 1900
0865-023 | 579 579 | Wallerst. | 1900

| 0865-022 | 581 581. Waller St. 1900
0865-021 | 587 587 'WallerSz‘. 1900
0855-020 591 595 | WallerSt. | 1902
0864-026 | 601 601 Waller St. 1900
0864-025 | 607 609 | WallerSt. | 1900
0864-024 | 611 617 | Wallerst | 1899
0864-023 | 621 021 | Watlerss. | 1900
0864-022 | 627 627 | WallerSt. | 1899
0864-021 | 633 633 Waller St | 1899
0864-020 | 639 639 | WallerSt. | 1900
0864-019 | 643 643 | WallerSt. | 1900
013, 014. | 661 663 . | WallerSt. | 1902
015

0863-012 | 667 667 | WallerSt | 1900

| 0863011 673 675 | WallerSt. | 1900
0863-016 | 679 681 | WallersSt. | 1900.

Carmelita Street interior block park entrance
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UV | Promsit| Tosi# | Swectriame

AR

| Date Biitr

Pierce Street interior block park entrance

Potomac Street interior block park entrance

For the purpose of Article 10, the park entrances at Potomac

Street. Pierce Sz‘reéz‘, and Carmelita Street are defined as the

steps, rock wa]ls. and g surrouhdiné 10-foor buffei. The buffer

area includes the sidewalks, street rights of way and area

within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock walls.

Noncontributory. This category identifies buildings which postdate the Historic District's

period of significance and/or no longer retain sufficient integrity fo convey significance. Demolition

permit applications for these buildings will be processed without reference to the suspension provisions

of Article 10. Alterations to Noncontributory buildings would require Certificate of Appropriateness .

review in order to ensure that alterations and new construction would be compatible with the historic

character of the District in terms of scale, massing, fenestration. materials and detail.

The remaining buildings shall be deemed to be Noncontributory within the Historic District:

4PN | PomSi# | ToSh# | SweerName | Zear
0864-012 54 54 | Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-017 | 74 74 Carmelita St. c.1899
0865—0]9 80 80 ' .Pierce St. c.1899
0865-007 . |61 61 PotomacSt. | 1900
0866-003 137 137 |Swmerst | 1902
0866-004 139 141 Steiner St. 2009
 Supervisor Wiener 8
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0865-033 369 1373 Waller St. 190

0865-001 339 261 Waller St. c.1905

SEC. 10. PAINT COLOR.

Nothing in this legislation shall be construed to regulate paint colors within the District.

Section 3. This Section is uncodiﬁed. Notwithstanding the deadlines for applications

for Mills Act contacts set forth in Sec_tion_71‘.3 ofbthe Administrative Code. for palendar yvear

2013 only eligible properties within the District mav submit applications for Mills Act coniracts -
with the City until October 1. 2013.

Section 3;1 Effective Date. This lordinance shall be_come effective 30 days from the
date of passage. | _

. Section 45. This section is uncodified. In enacting this Ordinance, the Board intends
to amend only those words; phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, numbers, _
punctuation, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the Planhing Code that are
explicitly shown in this legislation as additions, deletions, Board amendment additions, and
Board amendment deletions in accordance wfth the "Note" that appears under the official title
of the legislation.
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I
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By:

APPROVED AS TO FORM: |
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attoriey

ANDREA’RUIZ-ESQUIDE
Deputy City A :

n:\land\as201 2\0900449\00847376.doc
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FILE NO. 130070

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

'[P.Ianning Code - Duboce Park Historic District]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code, by adding a new Appendix N to Article 10,
Preservation of Historical, Architectural, and Aesthetic Landmarks, to create the
Duboce Park Historic District; and making findings, including environmental findings,
and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and Planning Code, Section
101.1(b).

Existing Law

Under Article 10, Section 1004 of the Planning Code, the Board of Supervisors may, by
ordinance, designate individual structures or groups of structures that have special character
or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value as a City landmarks or historic
districts. Once a structure or group of structures has been named a landmark or a district,
any construction, alteration, removal or demolition for which a City permit is required and that
may affect the character-defining features of the landmark or district necessitates a Certificate
of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission ("HPC"). (Planning.-Code
Section 1006; Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, Section 4.135.) Thus,
landmark or historic district designation affords a high degree of protection to historic and
architectural structures of merit in the City. There are currently 262 individual landmarks in
the City-and 11 historic districts under Article 10, in addition to other structures and districts in
the downtown area that are protected under Article 11. (See Appendices to Article 10.)

Amendments to Currerit Law

This'Ordinance amends the Planning Code, by adding a new historic district to Article 10:

" Appendix N, the Duboce Park Historic District. It sets forth the location of the district - in the
Duboce Triangle Neighborhood in San Francisco - and its precise boundaries. The Ordinance -
also sets forth the historical significance of the district, specifically, its highly unusual
development history and the resulting remarkably uniform streetscape of Victorian- and
Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

As required by Section 1004, the ordinance lists in detail the particular features that shall be.
-preserved, or replaced in-kind as determined necessary. It distinguishes which types of
scopes of work or alterations would require no Certificate of Appropriateness at all, which
would require an Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness from Planning Department .
staff, as authorized by Section 1006.2(b) of the Planning Code, and which would require a
Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission (*HPC.”)

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - : Page 1
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Background Information -

This historic district designation was initiated by the HPC pursuant to its authority under the
Charter to recommend approval, disapproval, or modification of landmark and historic district
designations under the Planning Code to the Board of Supervisors. The HPC held a hearing
to initiate the designation of the Duboce Park Historic District on December 5, 2012. On
December 19, 2012, after holding a public hearing on the proposed designation and having -
considered the specialized analyses prepared by Planning Department staff and the
Landmark Designation Case Report also prepared by Planning Department Staff, the HPC
voted to recommend approval of the designation of the Duboce Park Historic District to the
Board of Supervisors. '

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o : Page 2
: : 12/13/2012

- 318



w

AN FRANbISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

'1650 Mission St.

. - ’ : o : ' Suite 400
January 18,2013 ' San Francisco,
CA 84103-2479
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk Reception:
Board of Supervisors 415.558.6378
City and County of San Francisco : .
S : . ax:
City Hall, Room 244 415.558.6409
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place o
San Francisco, CA 94102 : Planning
, ' Information:
" 415.508.6377
Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.0683L: ' - _— S
Duboce Park Landmark District Designation ‘ = wZ
: . 5 Z9%
BOS File No:__130070 L I Nl L
Historic Preservation Commission Recommendation: Approval *1:3’ @ £
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval B
Dear Ms. Calvillo, -—

On December 5, 2012 the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission (hereinafter ”Pﬂ’C")_ o
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider initiating
landmark-designation of the 87 properties located in Assessor’s Bleck 0863, 0864, 0865, and 0866

and the three interior block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets as an Article

10 landmark district pursuant to Section 1004.2 of the Planning Code.

At the hearing, the HPC voted to approve Resolution No. 69 to initiate Iandmark district
designation pursuant to Article 10 of the Planmng Code.

On December 19, 2012 the HPC conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meetlng to consider a recommendation for landmark district designation of the 87 properties
located in Assessor’s Block 0863, 0864, 0865, and 0866 and the three interior block park entrances

at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets as an Article 10 landmark district pursuant to Sectlon
.1004.2 of the Planmng Code.

At the hearmg, the HPC voted to approve Resolution No. 699 to recommend landmark district
designation pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code.

On January 17, 2013, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “PC”) conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to provide comments that (i) address the
consistency of the proposed designation with the policies embodied in the General Plan and the
priority policies of Section 101.1 of the Planning Code, particularly the provision of housing to
meet the City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and the provision of housing near transit
corridors; (ii) identify any amendments to the General Plan necessary-to facilitate adoption of the

www.sfplanning.org
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Transmital Materials ' " CASE NO. 2011.0683L
‘ ' Landmark Designation Ordinance

proposed designation; and (iii) evaluate whether the dlstrlct would conflict w1th the Sustamable
Communities Strategy for the Bay Area.

At the hearing, the PC voted to a approve Resolution No. 18781 to recommend landmark dlstnct
des1gnat10n pursuant to Artlcle 10 of the Planning Code. :

The proposed amendmen_ts have been determined to be categorically_exempt from environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15060(c)(2).

Please find attached documents relating to the HPC’s and the PC’s action. If you have any
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. '

Sinceli vl g ﬁ/.7 ' |
y :
Al=F= —
A_nMaIie Rodgers R
Manager of Legislative Affairs

cc:
Supervisor Scott Wiener
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office

Attachments (one copy of the following):

Proposed ordinance entitled “Planning Code — Duboce Park Historic District”
. Legislative digest :

Historic Preservation Commission Resolutions 696, 699

Planning Commission Resolution 18781 :

Historic Preservation Commission Case Reports: December 5% and 19t%, 2012
Planning Commission Case Report: ]anuary 17,2013

Landmark De51gnat10n Report

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

' ) ‘ 1650 Mission St.
Rl -‘ M . - » Suite 400 )
Historic Preservation Commission s,

R 94103-24

'Resolution No. 696 _—
HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 5, 2012 415.558.6378
' Fax:
) : 7 415.558.6409
RESOLUTION TO CONFIRM NOM’INATION AND INITIATE ARTICLE 10 LANDMARK Planninig
DESIGNATION OF THE DUBOCE PARK LANDMARK DISTRICT PURSUANT TO Information:

1004.1 OF THE PLANNING CODE. 2 . 415.558.6377

1L WHEREAS, in June 2011, the Historic Préservatiqn Comﬁﬁssion added the Duboce Park
Landmark District to its Landmark Designation Work Program; and

2. WHEREAS, Planning Department staff Mary Brown, who meets the Secretary of Interior's
Professional Qualification Standards, prepared the draft Landmark Designation Report, which
was reviewed by the Department for accuracy and conformance with the purposes and -
standards of Article 10; and

3. WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission, at its regular meeting of December 5, 2012,
reviewed Department staff's analysis of the Duboce Park Landmark District’s historical
significance per ArtLde 10 as part of the Landmark Designation Case Report dated December 5,
2012; and

4. WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the Duboce Park Landmark
District nomination is in the form prescribed by the Commission and contains supporting
historic, architectural, and/or cpltural documentation; and : :

5. WHEREAS, the Historic Pfeservaﬁon Commission finds that the Duboce Park Landmark
District appears to meet the eligibility reqmrements per Section 1004 of the Planmng Code and
warrants consideration for Article 10 landmark designation; and

6. WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the boundaries and the list of
character-defining features, as identified in the draft Landmark District Designation Report,
should be considered for preservation under the proposed landmark designation as they relate
to the district’s historical significance and retain historical integrity. :

MOVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby confirms the nomination and initiates
landmark designation of the 87 buildings and three interior block park entrances that constitute the
Duboce Park Landmark District (Assessor Blocks 0863, 0864, 0865, 0866) pursuant to Article 10 of the
Planning Code. ' '

www.stplanning.org
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Resolution No. 696 o R Duboce Park Landmark District
December 5, 2012 o Article 10 Landmark inifiation

2011.0683L

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testlrnony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

L

The documentation of the proposed district meets.the standards of Section 1004(b) and identifies
the location and boundaries of the landmark district, a description of the characteristics of the
landmark district that justify its designation, and a description of the particular features that

should be preserved.

The Planning Department has documented that it has conducted a thorough outreach effort to
property owners and tenants within the district.

The proposed designation will protect valuable historic resources, while broadenmg the available
preservation incentives for the owners of de51gnated property

Further consideration by the Historic Preservation Com:msswn, ‘Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors will occur at a future public hearing and will be noticed separately for a
future date. ' :

I heréby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission at its
meeting on December 5, 2012.

Jonas P. Ionin
Acting Comumission Secretary’

-Commissioners Chase, Damkroger, Hasz, Johns, Martinez, and Wolfram

AYES:
NAYS: None

ABSENT: Commissioner Matsuda’

ADOPTED:  December 5, 2012

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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AN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

: : 1650 Mission St.
n, ~ = = - Suite4(;0
Historic Preservation Commission Socien,
, v . CA 94103-2479
Resolution No. 699 oveston.
HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 19, 2012 415.558.6378
Fax;
415.558.6400
RESOLUTION TO RECOMNMEND TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ARTICLE 10 Planning '
LANDMARK DESIGNATION OF THE DUBOCE PARK LANDMARK DISTRICT, information:

COMPRISED OF ALL LOTS IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0863, 0864, 0865, AND 0866, 415.558.6377
- PURSUANT TO 1004.2 OF THE PLANNING CODE. :

1. WHEREAS, in June 2011, the Historic Preservation Commission added the Duboce Park
Landmark District to its Landmark De51gnat10n Work Program; and

l 2. WHEREAS, on Decembér 5, 2012, by Resolution No. 696, the Historic Preservation Commission
reviewed Department staff's analysis of the Duboce Park Landmark District’s historical
significance per Article 10 as part of the Landmark Designation Case Report dated December 5,
2012; and - .

3. WHEREAS, since July 2011, the Department-has conducted a robust outreach effort, which
incdluded a neighborhood history walking tour, two Ask-A-Planner nights, five community
meetings and workshops, and presentations to the Duboce Park Neighborhood Association; and

4. 'WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds, that the Duboce Park Landmark
District conveys ifs association with significant development patterns associated with the
contested Public Reservation tract and is significant for its Victorian- and Edwardian-era
architechural expression; and

5. WHEREAS, the Historic Presewation Commission finds that the Duboce Park Landmark
District appears to meet the eligibility requirements per Section 1004 of the Planning Code and
warrants consideration for Article 10 landmark designation; and

6. WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the boundaries and the list of
character-defining features, as identified in the draft Landmark District Designation Report,
should be considered for preservation under the proposed landmark designation as they relate
to the district’s historical significance and retain historieal integrity; and

7. WHEREAS, the levels of review for specific scopes of work identified in the draft designation
ordinance were tailored, with community input, to provide appropriate review for the unique
features of this district; and :
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Resolution No. 699 ' Dv. _ce Park Landmark District

December 19, 2012 , o o - Arficle 10 Landmark Designation
' ’ 2011.0683L

8. WHEREAS, the proposed designation is consistent with the General Plan priority policies
pursuant to Planning Code section 101.1 and furthers Priority Policy No. 7, which states that
. historic buildings be preserved, for reasons set forth in the December 19, 2012 Case Report; and

9. WHEREAS, the Department has determined that landmark designation is exempt from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guidélines Section 15308 (Class Eight — Categorical);

and

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission hereby recommends to the
Board of Supervisors approval of landmark designation of the Duboce Park Landmark Dlstnct pursuant

to Article 10 of the Planmng Code.

1 hereby certify that the foregomg Resolution was adopted by the Historic Preservaﬁon Commission at its
meeting on December 19, 2012.

Jonas P. Tonin
Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners C11ase, Damkroger, Hasz, Johns, Matsuda, and Wolfram
NAYS: None
ABSENT: Commissioner Martinez

ADOPTED:  December 19, _2012
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. Suite 400
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Planning Commission Resolution 18781 o
- eception:
HEARING DATE: January 17, 2013 415.558.6378
Date: January 10, 2013 Fax:
Case No.: . 2011.0683L ' B 415.558.6408
Project : : Duboce Park Landmark District Planning
' . Recommendation to Board of Supervisors - Information:
Staff Contact =~ Mary Brown - (415) 575-9074 | - 4155586377
' mary.brown@sfgov.org
Reviewed By Tim Frye — (415) 558-6822
tim.{rye@sfgov.org 3

PROVIDING RECOMMENDATION AND COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED LANDMARK
DISTRICT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TO ADDRESS THE CONSISTENCY OF
THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION WITH THE POLICIES EMBODIED IN THE GENERAL
PLAN AND THE PRIORITY POLICIES OF SECTION 101.1, PARTICULARLY THE
PROVISION OF HOUSING TO MEET THE CITY'S REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
ALLOCATION, AND THE PROVISION' OF HOUSING NEAR TRANSIT CORRIDORS;
IDENTIFY ANY AMENDMENTS TO THE GENERAL PLAN NECESSARY TO FACILITATE
ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED DESIGNATION; AND EVALUATE WHETHER THE
DISTRICT WOULD CONFLICT WITH THE SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY
FOR THE BAY AREA.

WHEREAS, Section 1004.2(c) of San Francisco Planning Code mandates that the Planning
Commission shall provide its review and comment on the proposed designation of a historic
district to the Board of Supervisors; and

WHERFEAS, the Historic Preservation Commission, at a duly noficed public hearing on
December 5, 2012, initiated the proposed Landmark District designation; and -

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on December
19, 2012, recommended approval of the proposed landmark district designation; and

WEHEREAS, the Planning Commission, at a duly noticed public. hearing on January 17, 2013
and in accordance with Planning Code Section 1004(2)(c) reviewed and provided a
recommendation on the proposed historic district pursuant to Article 10; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has determined that the proposed designation appears to
be consistent with the General Plan and Priority Policies of Section 101.1, will not necessitate
General Plan amendments, and will not conflict with reg10na1 housing or environmental
sustainability policies; and

WWW.sfplanning.org
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Resolution No. 18781 - | seNo. 2011.0683L
January 17, 2013 : 7 a o © Article 10 Landmark District

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has determined that the proposed designation appears to
complement and enhance the objectives and policies of the Market Octavia Area Plan, including
the promotion of preservation incentives, designating identified historic districts, and ensuring
that changes to the built environment respect the historic character; and

WHEREAS, the Department has determined that landmark designation is exempt from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15308 (Class Eight - Categorical);

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends approval of the
Article 10 designation of the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District, incorporating the non-
substantive modifications to the Designation Ordinance as detailed in the January 12, 2013 Case
Report, and directs the Planning Department to transmit its recommendation and the comments
of this Commission to the Board of Supervisors. '

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on

January 17, 2013.

Jonas P. Ionin
Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Antonini, Borden, Fong, Hillis, Mooré, Sugaya, and Wu ‘
- NOES: None
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  January 17, 2013
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Article 10 Landmark District

Historic Preservation Commission Case Report
Nomination and Initiation

Hearing Date: December 5, 2012 -

Case No.: 2011.0683L

Project: Duboce Park Landmark District

. Zoning: - RH-2 &RTO

Blocks: 0863, 0864, 0865, 0866 *

Staff Contact: ~ Mary Brown — (415) 575-9074
mary.brown@sfgov.org

Reviewed By: Tim Frye — (415) 575-6822
tim.frye@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION -

The case before the Historié Preservation Commission is the consideration to initiate the Article 10
landmark designation process of the Duboce Park Landmark District pursuant to Section 10041 of the
Planning Code. :

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION & SURROUNDING LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

The Duboce Park Landmark District (district) is a three-block re51denhal endlave in the Duboce Tnangle
neighborhood. The district is immediately adjacent to and shares a common development history with
Duboce Park, a small civic patk composed of open grassy areas, wandering paths, a playground and
recreation center. The district is comprised of 87 residential buildings and the stone steps and rock
retaining walls at the three interior block park enirances: Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets.

Construcuon dates of contributing buildings within the district range from 1899 to 1911. Nearly two
thirds of the buildings were constructed in 1899 and 1900. The district’s buildings display similar
massing, materials, and uniform front yard setbacks that provide a cohesive streetscape of Victorian- and

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
41 5.55_3.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

Edwardian-era residences.. Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac’

Streets are single-family dwellings, while flats dominate the 1ots facing Waller and Steiner Streets. A few
mixed-use properties are found in the district, such as the three-story flats-over-store building on the
southwest corner of Waller and Steiner. Buildings in the district range from 1 % story-over-basement to
four stories in height, with two and three stories predominating. Mid-block buildings are typically
smaller than those constructed at the corners or on Waller and Steiner Streets. These buildings are more
Likely to draw from Victorian-era form and massing such as prominent gabled roof forms and
asymmetrical massing at the primary facade. The district’s largest single-family residences and flats were
built on corner lots directly adjacent to the Park. These buildings are ty'plcally two- to three- stories in
hejght and feature consistent detailing on the primary, park-facing, and rear facades

www.sfplanning.org
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Properties in the district are assigned one of two zoning districts. Buﬂdmgs zoned RH-2 are found onthe - -

interior block streets of Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets. Properties zoned RTO are located on
Waller and Steiner Streets. All buildings in the district are located within a 40-X helght and bulk zoning
district. Buildings in the immediate vicinity of the district are zoned RF-3 (Scott Street, Waller Street, and
Duboce Avenue), RM-1 (Waller Street), and RTO (Steiner Street and Duboce Avenue). Surrounding
blocks likewise have a 40-X Height and bulk limit with the exception of the California Pacific Medical
‘Center, Davies Campus, to the southwest of Duboce Park, which has a spht 65-D and 130-E height and -

bulk limit.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS

The PIanrung ‘Department has determined that actions by regulatory agencies for protection of the
environment (specifically in this case, landmark designation) are exempt from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15308 (Class Eight - Categorical).

BACKGROUND/ PREV[OUS ACTIONS

The Historic Preservation Commission, at its regularly scheduled hearing on June 15, 2011, added the
subject district to its Landmark Designation Work Program. :

APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS

ARTICLE 10

Sector 1004 of the Planning Code authorizes the landmark designation of an individual structure or
other feature or an integrated group of structures and features on a single lot or site, having special
character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value, as a landmark. Section 1004.1
also ‘outlines that landmark designation may be initiated by the Board of Supervisors or the Historic
Preservation Commission and the initiation shall include findings in support. Section 1004.2 states that
once initiated, the proposed designation is referred to the Historic Preservation Commission for a report
and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve, disapprove or modify the proposal.

Pursuant to Section 1004.3 of the Planning Code, if the Historic Preservation Commission approves the
designation, a copy of the resolution of approval is transmitted to the Board of Supervisors and without
referral to the Planning Commission. The Board of Supervisors shall hold a public hearing on the

designation and may approve, modify or disapprove the designation.

In the case of the initiation of a historic district, the Historic Preservation Commission shall refer its
recommendation to the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 1004.2(c). The Planning Commission
shall have 45 days to provide review and comment on the proposed designation and address the
consistency of the proposed designation with the General Plan, Section 101.1 priority polides, the City's
Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Bay Area. These
comuments shall be sent to the Board of Supervisors in the form of a resolution. :

SAN FRANGISCO . 2
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Section 1004(b) requires that the designating ordinance approved by the Board of Supervisors shall
iriddude the location and boundaries of the landmark site ... a description of the characteristics of the
landmark ... which justify its designation, and a description of the particular features that should be
preserved. : ' '

Section 10044 states that if the Historic Preservation Commission disapproves the proposed designation,
such action shall be final, except upon the filing of a valid appeal to the Board of Supervisors within 30
days.

ARTICLE 10 LANDMARK CRITERIA

The Historic Preservation Commission on February 4, 2009, by Resolution No. 001, adopted the National
Register Criteria as its methodology for recommending landmark designation of historic resources.
Under the National Register Criteria, the quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity of location, design, setting, feeling, materials, workmanship, and association, and that
are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history;
- or that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past or that embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, petiod, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction; or that have yielded, or may likely y1e1d information important in prehistory
or history.

l
OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT .
The following section provides an overview of the Department’s outreach activities focused on the
district. The Department engaged in extensive community outreach, produced informational materials,
and hosted eight community events, as detailed below. Representatives fromi Supervisor Scott Wiener's
- office, the Recreation and Park Department, and the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Assomahon
attended most of these events.

DTNA Meeting, April 2011

Department staff presented the H15tor1c Preservation Commission’s Landmark Designation Work
Program (Work Program) at a regularly scheduled Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association meeting.
See attached. .

»

. Historic Preservation Commission Hearing, June 15 2011

In advance of the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing to add the subject district to the Work Program, the
Department produced promo’aona.l materials and conducted outreach to .property owners, tenants,
government officials, and community stakeholders. A letter and packet of information, which induded a
four-page FAQ related to the landmark designation process and potential benefits, an informational letter
for property owners, and a brochure of existing landmark districts was mailed to tenants and owners of
property located within the proposed landmark district. In addition, a hearing notification flyer was
posted in the neighborhood. All materials are attached. At the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing, with the stated -

Xl
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© support from property owners and the Duboce Triangle Nelghborhood Association, the HPC
unanimously added the subject district to its Work Program. Following the inclusion of the sub]ect
district to the Work Program, the Department developed a series of community events and outreach
materials as described below. ' :

Department Event No. 1: July 16, 2011 Neighborhood History Walking Tour

Department planners Moses Corrette, Mary Brown, and Tim Frye led three separate large groups on a

neighborhood history walking tour of the subject district. Department planners shared the history of the

neighborhood and provided information regarding the landmark district designation process induding

promotion of the Landmark Designation Kick-Off Meeting. Materials and outreach associated with this

event include an events flyer which was mailed to all residents, owners, and stakeholders (see attached).
. In addition, the flyer was hand delivered to every building in the sub]ect district and posted on poles and

businesses in the neighborhood.

" Department Event No. 2: July 18, 2011 Landmark Designation Kick-Off Community Meeting

Two days after the Neighborhood History Walking Tour, the Department hosted a Kick -Off Commumity
Meeting at the Harvey Milk Recreation Center. This event was pr omoted in conjunction with the walking
tour. The Department presented an overview of what Article 10 designation entails, how Article 10
designation differs from the historic resource survey evaluation, the potential benefits and drawbacks of
designation, and the permit process for alterations to Article 10 landmark district buildings.

Department Event No. 3: August 16, 2011 Community Meetfing
Preservation incentives and the process for review of future alterations were the focus of the second

Duboce Park Community Meeting. See attached presentation. A flyer for this event was mailed to all
residents, property owners, and stakeholders. The flyer was also posted in the neighborhood and hand
delivered to all properties within the subject district. .

Department Event No. 4 August 30, 2011 Ask-A-Planner Night
The Department hosted its first “Ask-A-Planner” event at the, Duboce Park Café across the street from the :

subject district. This one-hour event was interided to supplement the larger community meeting process
* and to provide for casual one-on-one discussions related to the proposed landmark designation. Several
stakeholders attended the event and engaged in discussion regarding potential future alterations to
properties within the district. This event ‘was promoted in conjunction with the August 16® Community

Meeting.

Department Event No. 5: September 20, 2011 Community Workshop

This interactive workshop focused on community review of a draft designation ordinance for the subject
district. New policies introduced by the Historic, Preservation Commission, such as delegation of review.
10 Department staff in the form of Administrative Certificates of Appropriateness, allowed for greater
flexibility and engagement with the community in the tailoring of the designation and required levels of

review.

Topics at the workshop included prioritizing preservation needs and levels of permit review. Working in
small groups, workshop participants provided input on how to best protect neighborhood character
through appropriate review of 1dent1ﬁed scopes of work. Participants prioritized scopes of work for three
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separate levels of review: Certificate of Appropriateness, Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness,
and No Certificate of Appropriateness. The goal of the workshop was to gain a better understanding — at
an open, public forum — of the types of alterations that stakeholders prioritize for additional review. The

. feedback gathered at the workshop helped tailor a designation ordinance that aligns more closely with
commumity needs, provides a clear and predictable review process for spedific scopes of work, and
protects the character of the neighborhood.

Department Event No. 6: September 27, 2011 Ask-A-Planner Night :

A second “Ask-A-Plarmer” event was held at the Duboce Park Café a week followmg the community
workshop focused on review of alterations. Department planners and Commissioner Alan Martinez
" engaged several property owners in detailed discussions regarding:levels of review identified and
prioritized at the workshop. It served as an additional forum to receive feedback and hear of concerns
regarding the review of certain scopes of work. This event was promoted in conjunction with the August
everits and with the September 20th Commumity Workshop. -

Deparl'ment Event No.7: December 7, 2011 D_rop-ln Event / Community Meeting ,

With Supervisor Scott Wiéner and the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association, the Department
hosted a Drop-In Event / Community Meeting to share revisions to the proposed levels of review. During
the first half of this event, Department planners were on hand to discuss the revised review framework
and to discuss the differences between the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
p’rbcess and the proposed Article 10 review process. During the meeting’s second half, the group
convened for a larger question and answer session with Department staff, Supervisor Scott Wiener, and
the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association. In addition, Executive Director of San Francisco
" Architectural Heritage, Mike Buhler, provided information at the meeting about the Facade Easement

program.

Promotional materials for this event included a save-the-date postcard and a five-page mailing to
residents, owners; and stakeholders outlining the revised levels of review for alterations. Large-scale
_posters included graphics outlining the proposed levels of review at the primary facade, visible rear
facade, and non-visible rear facades.

DTNA Meeting, August 13, 2012

On August 13, 2012, the Department provided an information ﬁpdafe regarding the subject district and
amendments to the Mills Act program at the reg'ularly scheduled Duboce Triangle Neighborhood -
Association meeting.

Department Event No. 8: November 1, 2012 Final Community Meeting
On November 1, 2012, the Department hosted its final community event focused on the subject district.
At the meeting, participants visited three stations staffed by Department planners: Mills Act, Revised
Levels of Review, and Designation Process / Timeline. In addition, Supervisor Scott Wiener provided an
overview of the recently implemented amendments to the Mills Act program. Residents, stakeholders,
and property owners were notified of this meeting via a postcard mailing.

Mills Act Amendments :
At the December 7, 2011 Community Meeting, many property owners expressed interest in the property
tax savings offered by the Mills Act and concern that the existing application process presented a barner
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to realjzﬁmg those savings. At the request of property owners, Supervisor-Scott Wiener sponsored
legislation to amend San Francisco’s Mills Act Program to make the application process quicker, cheaper,
and more predictable. The Department coordinated with the San Francisco Assessor’s office to set
established periods for the submittal and review of Mills Act applications and reduced the application
fee. The improved program became effective in October 2012.

Online Questionnaire
At the request of property owners and Supervisor Scott Wiener, the Department created an online

questionnaire to solicit feedback regarding the proposed district. The online questionnaire was designed
specifically for residents and owners of buildings located within the proposed district. It was available
online from November 5, 2012 through November 26, 2012. Participation was limited to one
questionnaire per owner household and one questionnaire per tenant household. Tenants and owners
were provided the option fo submit a paper questionnaire, though no household availed themselves of
this option. The questionnaire and responses are included in the attached appendix.

The questionnaire was designed to gauge support and opposition to the proposéd district as well as the '
underlying reasoning behind these opinions. In addition, the questionnaire examined the impact of
expanded access to the Mills Act program on support or opposition fo the survey and the level of interest
of applying for the Mills Act.

Participation in the online questionnaire was encouraged through several channels. All residents and
property owners were mailed a postcard containing a link to the questionnaire on November 5 2012. The
online questionnaire was promoted at the Department’s Community Meeting on November 1, 2012.

. Mention of the online questionnaire was added to an update on the project website. The Department

emailed an announcement and web link for the questionnaire to the 65 people on its project mailing list
on November 7, 2012 and a follow-up reminder email on November 21, 2012. Supervisor Scott Wiener
emailed a web link for the questionnaire to the list of peo_ple who had prewously contacted his office

regarding the proposed designation.

The online questionnaire produced a total of 38 valid household responses. Six of the 44 submitted
questionnaires were eliminated from the final analysis for the following reasons: participant did not live
or own property in the proposed district (1); more than one questiormaire was submitted for a single
owner household (1); participant did not indicate support or opposition to the district (2); and participant .
"did not provide a name and address, hence it was not possible to confirm residency or property
ownership in the proposed district (2). Given short turnaround time between the closing of the survey
and the submittal of this case report, the Department did not have sufficient time to analyze all questions
and variables presented in the survey, such as length of residency and number of events attended. This
extended analysis, including notable correlations will be provided at the second HPC hearing. The
following analysis focuses primarily on the support or opposition to the designation and the underlying
reasons for this support or opposition. ' E

The vast majority of responses were provided by property owners. Jist four renter households were
included in the analysis.
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‘Questionnaire Findings .

Property owners supported the proposed landmark district designation by more than a two-to-one ratio.
Of the 34 owner participants, 65% support or strongly support the designation, compared to 29% who
oppose or are strongly opposed. Just four renters completed the questionnaire. One was in strong
support, one in strong opposition, and two were neutral on the proposed designation. See charts below.

Designation: Total Responses by Household
16
14
12
10
8 . & Renter
6 B Owner
4
2
0 1 B
Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly
Support ~ Oppose
Designation: By percentage
& Renter”
® Owner
Support / Strongly : Neutral Oppose / Strongly
Support ' Oppose
Impact of Mills Act

Half of the respondents indicated that the Mills Act program, particularly the recent amendments
expanding access to the program, impacted their view of the proposed designation. Nearly 20
respondents indicated that they pla.n to apply for the Mills Act program if the district is formally
designated.

SAN FRANCISCO . 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ) . A

333



Landmark District Nomination & Initiation - Case Number 2011.0683L
December 5, 2012 ' Duboce Park Landmark District

Reasons for Support
Supporters of the district were asked to rank the reasons behind their suppmt of the dlsmct 96% of

respondents indicated that protecting the visual and architectural character of buildings in the district
was very important. Protecting the midblock park entrances was important or somewhat important to
87% of respondents. Providing “clear expectations and guidelines for myself and my neighbors in the
review of future exterior alterations to the district” was very important to 70% of respondents and
somewhat important to 30%. Bestowing neighborhood recognition was very important to 65%,
somewhat important to 26%, and not important to 9% of participants. Improving property values or
taking advantage of the Mills Act was very important to 39% and somewhat important to 52% of

participants.

Participants supportive or strongly suppertive of the district designation also provided the following
additional qualitative responses for their support. :

As new property owners this is somewhat confusing - however, a balanced approach to conservation
. makes sense given the unique aspects of the area. I hope this is what will be achieved by this proposal.

- Forty-odd years ago, The Western addition was razed in the name of urban renewal. :The area now
- being considered for landmark status was the next area scheduled for demolition. Hopefully, we have
learned something about the need to preserve and protect San Francisco's historical areas.

TO PREVENT THE URBANIZATION AND MODERNIZATION OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD

| To protect the character of the street given the more intensive zoning established by the Market-

* Octavia project.

Property owners supportive of designation addlﬁonally provided the following “final thoughts” on the
" online questlormalre

' 1 find the negative views extremely short-sighted; residents need to thmk beyond their "tenure” in the '
- area and support preservation for future generations. '

- Thave lived in this neighborhood for over 15 years — first Walter Street, now Carmelita Street for the last
4+ years. We have a neighborhood worth protecting. As a former City Guide, I strongly support
preserving the character of San Francisco's neighborhoods. Iam deeply grateful to the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association for starting this process and. to the Plarming Department for carrrymcr it

* forward. Thank you.

I'd love to have confirmed my current understanding that a new garage entrance would require extra
review. If 5o, is it less likely to be able to do if?

SAN FRANGISGO - ’ . 8
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Tam concemed that the main park entry, at Pierce, is not ADA/wheelchair accessible. I'believe this can
be done sensitively, but am concerned that the landmark legislation not encumber that.

Reasons for Opposition

The top three ranked reasons for opposing the proposed des1gna110n were opposmon to any addltlonal
fees or review time for myself or my neighbors in the review of future exterior alterations” (93% of
participants found this very important); “I have experienced or know of past negative experiences with
the Dept. of Building Inspections or with the Planning Department” (85% of participants found this very
important); and “I am opposed t0 government oversight of my property” (65% of participants found this
very 1mportant while 21% indicated it was somewhat important).

Partlcnpants opposed or sirongly opposed to the district designation also provided the followmg
qualitative responses for their opposition.

I believe we élready have basic preservation laws on the books and that this process is redundant and

i
|
|
I

i houses themselves make it historic. What we homeowners have done to these homes is make them

i

. livable and done as best we can to maintain their original character. Now, if present zoning laws would

makes it appear we had. to, or have to do something special to be designated historic. The fact is, the

allow someone to build a auto repair shop in an historic district THAT is something that needs to be
dealt with. Otherwise, I think the City should bestow historic neighborhood status to our neighborhood
because we already are historic and because the homeowners have kept it that way. Make it an award,
not just another obligation for homeowners to abide by. :

: would not wish this process on anyone. In my opmlon, this will only get worse if the Landmark District
i is approved.

I have just gone through 18 months of dealing with Planning and the preservahon department and I

i what could be additional costs for these improvements. I am retired and on a fixed income so these

- majority of neighbors are of like minds. We didn't need the government, which is already over the top,

+ that might have been minimized had we been consulted at the out set. The first I heard of this proposal
¢ was about three years ago. The majority of the people who decided to move ahead with this proposal do
- not live in the area nor are they impacted by these proposed rules. These are only a few reasons that I |
. oppose this plan. I will be going to the Méyor to tell him my point of view. I am certain that others in the

My house is under more scrutiny than houses not in view of the park. I feel this could negatively ﬁnpact
the value of my property and add additional cost to remodeling due to a higher standard imposed by
the Historic District. Besides the Mills Act, which does not apply to me, there is NO financial help with

kinds of issues worry me greatly. There seems to be a lack of appreciation on behalf of people imposing
this on us that we, the proposed Historic District Owners, have been responsible for improvement of
this area and the over sight of properties-that do not adhere to a certain standard. I know I moved into
the area due to the love for my home and the desire to maintain its historic integrity. I know that the

to do this: One of the most infuriating aspects of this plan is the fact we were not asked from the

inception of the idea, which was evidently 8 years ago. how we felt about it or if we were interested in
participating in this project. I know that a lot of time and MONEY has gone into this effort, something

area will join me.
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* Renovations to windows following historical designations can be costly. The cheapest way they can be
 fulfilled is through plexiglass substitutes which are not suitable for a high-traffic area like Duboce Park.
' I am not interested in living in a place like Alamo Square. We already have problems with people
¢ leading bike tours that are extremely disruptive to the neighborhood.

- The historic district designation introduces additional overhead to a process that already takes intd
' account, more than some would like, the character of the neighborhood. The new Mills Act process is
. unproven. I would like to see some successful applications before our neighborhood is even considered.
The notion that home values would increase has never been shown with data from San Francisco
: despite the fact that there are many historic districts with enough data to make comparisons. The only
: assumption I can draw is that historic designation in a city like SF is irrelevant to property value, people
' know and seek out great neighborhoods regardless of any designations. *Maybe* the use of the Mills
- Act will change this in the future. [t is sad that the only contribution to the neighborhood that the City
- will make is a handful of historic landmark designation signs and upkeep of the park enfrances. At the
" very least the park entrances should be restored. Streets and sidewalks should be repaired. Historic
. lighting should be put in place. All empty tree basins should be replanted: As it stands the proposal
" could be titled the Duboce .Park Landmark Facades Designation as that is what it is preserving and
- celebrating. The central component of a Historic District but by no means the only component. It is nota
| holistic designation for a District as evidenced by the lack of investment in the District. If we are going
to declare it a landmark, let's celebrate the entire areé, not just the facades contained within. A survey
" of this sert should have been one of the first orders of businegs. I believe there was an immense strategic
~* error in the presentation of this effort to maké this a historic district. Rather than people in the
" nelgnborhood rallying for this, it was PElCE‘lVed that outsiders were not merely suggesting it should
; happen, but dictating that it would happen. I think this process would be more effective as a grass roots |
. effort from within the neighborhood rather than a top down effort coming mostly from outside the
i neighborhood in question. As it is, despite some very genuine, positive, and supportive efforts from the
folks involved, especially the planning department,' it leaves a bitter taste. It as absurd that the before
. being approved any of these conditions would be put in place, even if just for 6 months. I can
* understand if there are imminent tear downs that need to be protected but there is nothing imminent
and tear down protection appears to be in place already. In general I have seen the neighbors that can
afford to remodel their homes in ways that preserve the historic character independent of a mandate by
' the city. I also know that these efforts were to some degree dictated by the planning depa_rtlﬁent simply
* based. on the neighborhood character. The biggest issué for people is not the desire to make all of these
: homes beautiful, it is the cost of getting high quality work done on these homes, whether to remodel or
simply upkeep. In that light this proposal is su:nply a burden to owners.

The planning and buﬂdmg departments are already a nightmare. Why would anyone want even more
' regulation? A review process is already in place to prevent unsightly remodehng projects.

‘ The property owners in the designated area have done an excellent job of maintaining the historic
- character of their homes without the involvement of a preservation board. I don't think this is needed.
I've owned my house for 34 years. I and my neighbors have been careful to preserve the historic
 character of our block. We have done this without historic district status. Conversely, I and my
neighbors feel the permitting process in San Francisco is excessive and costly. It already takes a
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¢ minimum of one year to get permits for renovations, and for major renovations it's simply a nightmare.
. We wish a more efficient process, not another layer in the permitting process.

i know this form recent firsthand experience. There is also the additional hurdle of neighborhood

There are protections already in place that limit the scope of what people are able to do to their homes. I

notification that allows neighbors to weigh in on alterations. If this was ELIMINATED from the process,
in exchange for the higher scrutiny, I would be a strong supporter of this.

Too many processes / procedures already in place for construction permits. -

Property owners- opposed to designation addmonally prowded the followmg “final thoughts” comments
on the online questionnaire. o -

Don't make main’cairdng and / or renovating an old house any harder to then it already is (I just

“completed a remodel so I know the process well after 1 1/2 years just to get our permits!).

I have owned and lived two separate properties within this proposed Landmark District and Idon't

know of any fellow property owner's who asked for this. It really feels like it's being forced on us with
no clear benefit.

| Ilive in a house that is 3 in from the park. Do not agree with restrictions for the rear or back area of the

first 3 properties closest from the park. It is not fair to these home owners.

I want to commend the planners working on this process as well as Supervisor Weiner for their efforts
and their responsiveness. :

I will say, Supervisor Weiner and the Landmark Board has done a spectacular job in working with our
community. While I remain opposed to the designation it is solely because I do not like additional
government involvement in my homeownership. This City is VERY homeowner unfriendly and
especially Landlord unfriendly and homeowners are already smothered in rules and regulations. My
house is historic because it is over 100 years old and because I take care of it NOT because government
regulators have protected it. If it's been' OK for over 100 years why do we need government
intervention now? I recognize that many want the historic designation so I will no longer openly
oppose it. A lot of work has been done to make this more palatable so I have resigned myself that this
will become the next historic neighborhood.

Not exactly clear on the beneﬁts/famiﬁcaﬁons

| Please think of the neighbors who hve here Who would have to deal with the extra iIafflc that this
; designation would bring. If's a negative effect on the quality of life for those who live here.
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" The "cache" of hvmcr in a Landmark District is of 1o intetest to me: What does interest me is less
© interference. We are already forced by law to donate thousands of dollars every year in the form of
* subsidized housing (rent controlled unit). This is not simply property we own. This is our home.

Coordination with City Officials and Agencies

At the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing revardmg the Work Progla.m, staff from the Recreation and Park
Department voiced their concerns over inclusion of Duboce Park in the subject district. As background,
the park was listed as a contributing element of the identified eligible National Register historic district
during the Market and Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey. The survey was endorsed by the
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board on December 19, 2007. For the purpose of CEQA the park is
considered a historic resource and a contributing element of the identified eligible district. The
Department recognizes that the park has undergone substantial renovation since its creation, including
. the construction of a recreation center, basketball courts, streetcar tunnel portal, and playground. The
most significant character-defining features of the park, in relation to historic themes identified for the
subject district, are the lack of separation between the park and adjacent residential buildings and the
interior block park entrances. As a compromise, the Reereation and Park Department sug ggested that
rather than including the entire park in the subject district, the park-portion of the district be limited to
the historic stone steps and retaining walls at the three interior block park entrances. This boundary
largely alleviates the Recreation and Parks Department’s concerns regarding review of non-character-
defining elements of the park. On November 2, 2011, the Department presented this boundary ophon to
the Capital Committee of the Recreation and Park Commission. :

The Recreation and Park Departmeht prefers this option limiting inclusion of the park in the subject
district to the three interior block park entrances and surrounding 10" buffer. Supervisor Scott Wiener is

likewise éupporﬁve.

Website
In June 2011, the Department created a project Webpage — hitp://dubocepark.sfplanning.org — which it

updated frequenﬂy during the outreach and engagement process. This webpage includes the following
materials: a searchable Google Maps component which provides direct access to previously documented
building evaluations; a Duboce Park Fact Sheet; uploaded PDFs and calendar notification for meetings
and events; uploaded five-page PDF mailer of proposed framework for review of alterations; updates
related to preservation incentives and post-event progress reports; and recent studies focused on the
impact of historical designation on property values. '

Media
The Department produced updates for the Duboce Triangle Ne1ghborhood Assodation’s Fall 2011,

Winter 2011, and Fall 2012 newsletter editions. The Department was interviewed: by reporters from the
New York Times and the San Francisco Examiner. The New York Times article, produced by the Bay Citizen, -
contained maccuracies and misrepresentations regarding the impact of the proposed designation.
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STAFF ANALYSIS

The case report and analysis under review was prepared by Department preservation staff based upon
the attached draft Landmark District Designation Report as well as staff site visits, research, and
photography. The draft Landmark District Designation Report was prepared by Mary Brown with
research assistance provided by Department interns Alexandra Kirby, Maura Martin, and Susan Parks.
The draft Landmark District Designation. Report borrows heavily from the California Department of
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523-District form produced as part of the Market-Octavia Historic Resource
Survey. Additional review was ‘provided by Tim Frye, Department Preservation Coordinator.
Department preservation planning staff meet the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards for Historic Preservation.

The Department has determined that the subject district meets the requirements for Article 10 eligibility
as a'landmark district. -The justification for its inclusion is outlined below under the Significance and
Integrity sections of this case report. :

SIGNIFICANCE

The Period of Significance for the district dates from 1899 to 1911, inclusive of the known period of
construction of all buildings within the district.

Assodiation with significant events

The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant for the unusual development history of the contested -
tract of land upon which it was built and the way in which the contested nature of the tract impacted the

District’s physical appearance and connection to the adjacent park. The tract (formerly known as the

Public Reservation, Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract) was subject to a decades-long series of court battles

over legal ownership, with the City of San Francisco losing half of its claim to the land to the German’
Savings and Loan Association in the late 1890s. After acquiring title to half of the tract, the bank.
subdivided the land, carved out interior block streets, and sold lots to builders who developed the

residential portion of the tract. . The lots sold quickly and ‘a handful of builders immediately began

developing the parcels. Due to the delay in development caused by the litigation, construction dates for

the vast majority of contributing resources within the district range from 1899 to approximately 1902.

* This short period of development and limited number of builders resulted in a remarkably uniform

streetscape of Victorian- and Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

The contested nature of the tract its history as a debris dump, and neighborhood' achvism and
development of the adjacent civic park are key themes linked to the Duboce Park Landmark District. ‘One
important visible manifestation of this interrelated history is found at the park’s northem border —
specifically the lack of separation between the park and residential buildings. The district represents the
‘best example of San Francisco’s handful of municipal parks that directly abut residential buildings,
without any separation of a street or sidewalk. In addition, the historic stone steps and rock retaining
walls at the three interior block park entrances — Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — reflect the
transformation of the City-owned portion of the contested tract from a dumping ground for Serpentine
rock rubble to a picturesque, landscaped cdivic park. Serpentine rock rubble is also found in the
foundations of many district buildings.
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Significant architecture: : 2 S
The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant within the category of architecture, as a remarkably
intact district of Victorian- and Edwardian-era residential buildings. The district expresses the distinctive
characteristics of late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles, with the Queen Anne style
widely represented. Although the district displays a remarkable variety of ornament, unifying design
features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, the use of multiple textures and
wood dadding, and front yard setbacks. ' '

* Many of the Queen Anne cottages and flats were developed by Fernando Nelson, a master builder
known for his exuberant ornamentation and elaborately applied millwork. Nelson designed and built
approximately one half of the district properties, including nearly all of the residences on Carmeltia and
Pierce Streets. The district represents one of the earliest developments in his 77-year career and is an
excellent representation of his effusive interpretation of the Queen Anne style. District features
characteristic of Nelson's Victorian-era period include button boards, drips, and donuts; blocky geometric
cut-outs above the entry porch; two-sided bay windows; half-circle rows of dentils located in gable ends;
and a wavy, stylized quarter-sunburst detailed at the arched entry.:

The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district often resulted in a rare fusion of
Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for
Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several
are capped with the gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

The Departmen’c believes that the subject district is eligible as a landmark district due to its association
with significant events and significant architecture.

INTEGRITY

‘The Duboce Park Landmark District retains the physical components, aspects of design, spatial
_organization, and historic associations that it acquired during the 1899-1911 Period of Significance.
Despite limited alterations to individual buildings, the district retains sufficient overall integrity to

convey its significance.

The seven aspects of integrity are location, design, materials, -workmanship, setting, feeling, and
association. Alterations introduced after 1911 generally detract from integrity. The impact of these
alterations is limited however, due to their low number, small-scale, and general conformity with the
historic design. The district was largely spared the remodeling, recladding, and stripping of ormament
that characterizes many Victorian-era neighborhoods. It clearly exhibits high physical integrity of
materials, design, and workmanship, with most buildings still retaining historic double-hung wood
windows, wood cladding, decorative shingles, millwork, and historic applied ornament. Likewise, the
district's roof forms, front setbacks, massing, and entrances are largely intact. There are no significant
intrusions in the district and just one building was constructed after the identified 1899-1911 Period of

Significance. :
Limited alterations are found within the district. Several buildings have been re-clad in stucco or asbestos

shingle siding and some windows replaced with aluminum sliders or vinyl sash. Most buildings were
remodeled to accommodate a garage opening, though for the most part such alterations do not diminish
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the overall integrity of the district. A few buildings feature pop-out garage siructures that fully envelop
the front yard set-back. Nonetheless, despite the diminished integrity of certain individual buildings, the
district when evaluated as a whole retains sufficient integrity with which to convey its significance.

The interior block park enfrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets lﬂéevvise retain sufficient
 integrity with which to convey significance related to the contested nature of the Tract. Despité recent
alterations at the Carmelita Street entrance, the historic stone steps and Serpentine rock walls at the three
interior block entrances provide a direct and tangible connection to the intertwined development history
of the park and residences and the contested Tract’s historic use as a rubble debris dump.

Resources located within the Duboce Park Landmark District boundaries are identified as Contributory
or Non-Contributory. Contributory resources were constructed during the district’s period of significance
and retain a sufficient level of integrity. Non-Confributory resources may have been constructed during
the district’s petiod of significance but have lost integrity such that significance is no longer conveyed.
The district is comprised of 79 contributing buildings, three contributing interior block park entrances,
and eight non-contributory buildings.

The Department believes that the district retains sufficient overall integrity to convey its signiﬁcance.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

Whenever a building, site, object, or landscape is under consideration for Article 10 Landmark
designation, the Historic Preservation Commission is required to identify character-defining features of
the property. This is done to enable owners and the public to understand which elements are considered
most important to preserve the historical and architectural character of the proposed landmark. The
character-defining features of the Diuboce Park Landmark District are included in draft Landmark District
Designation Report and are copied below.

The character-defining interior features of buildings in the district are identified as: None.

The character—deﬁm.ng exterior features of buildings in the district are identified as: All exterior elevations
and rooﬂmes

The character-defining landscape elements of the district are identified as: The rustic interior block park

entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — which include the historic stone steps, Serpentine
rock retaining walls set in a random rubble pattern, and the public nghts of—WaV within a 10-foot buffer —
and the lack of physical separation between the park and adjacent buildings.

The following section describes in further detail the character-defining features of the district and of
individual buildings and landscape. elements contained therein. Landmark district designation is
intended to protect and preserve these character-defining features.

1. Overall Form, Continuity, Scale and Proportion

Due to the brief period of construction —~ most buildings were constructed between 1899 and 1902 — and
combined involvement of two primary builders, buildings within the district exhibit a remarkable
consistency in term of massing, scale, style, detailing, front yard setback, and feeling.
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District buildings are overwhelmingly residential, being composed primarily of single family dwellings
and residential flats. A few multiple-family residences within the district (typically located on street
corners) also include a commercial use at the street level.

Buildings in the district range from 1 % story-over -basement to four stories in height, with two and three
stories predominating. The district’s largest single-family residences and flats were built on comer lots
directly adjacent to the Park. These buildings are typically two- to three- stories in height and feature
consistent detailing on the primary, Park-facing, and rear fagades. - '

Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac Streets were onoma]ly
constructed. as one- or two-family dwellings, while flats dominated the lots facing Waller and Steiner
Streets. Mid-block buildings are typically smaller than those constructed at the corners or on Waller and
Steiner streets and are more likely to draw from Victorian-era form and massing such as prominent
gabled roof forms and asymmetrical massing at the primary fagade. Though consistent in massing,
single-family buildings on Potomac Street feature the greatest variety of roof forms, including gable,
hipped, cross-gable, and one building with a side gable roof form and small eyebrow dormers. Buildings
located along the interior blocks feature uniform front yard setbacks of approximately nine feet and are
often bounded by a low cast stone site wall. The flats buildings on Steiner Street do not feature front yard
setbacks, rather, they present a modulated massing of muscular bay windows and deeply recessed entry

porticos.

The Queen Anne style buildings present in the district may be subdivided into two basic arrangements: 1
Y story-over-raised-basement single family cottages, and 2 ¥; story-over-raised-basement single family
dwellings or flats. The buildings tend to conform to a basic plan of a projecting bay on the first floor,
flanked by an open porch and entry to the side—with the porch entry often surmounted by spindle work
or decorative porch brackets. Roof forms are hipped or steeply pitched front-facing gables. Slightly

- projecting second story ove1hangs are cOmMOn.

Edwardian-era flats buﬂdlng are three stories-over-basement in height with wide pro]ectmg structural
window bays, featuring angled- or bent-sash windows. The roofline of Edwardian-era flats buildings
feature projecting cornices that follow the profiles of the primary facades. The buildings are typically -
topped with flat roofs, though several feature gable roof forms. Massing is symmetrical, except at the
first story, where the two structural bays are occupied by a recessed entrance at one side and a projecting

bay window at the other.

Original roof projections include turrets topped with witch's cap or conical roof forms and small-scale
cross-gables atop projecting bay windows. Turrets, found on both Queen Anne and Edwardian-era
buildings, are generally located at the corner, adjaéent to or embedded within a forward-facing gable.
Additionally, several buildings exhibit what appear to be historic dormers. Located on sloped gables,
these dormers are small in scale, gabled, and match the ornamentation and fenestration of primary

facades.
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- Although the roof forms — particularly at the non-visible rear facade ~ of a substantial number of
buildings have been altered to incorporate skylights, small dormer windows, fire escapes, or solar panels,
these alterations were constructed outside of the Period of Significance and have not gained significance
in their own right.

- Similar roof forms, massing, and setbacks result in a cohesive streetscape of rooflines, entrances,
continuous primary facades, and modulated ans. With no visual separation between buildings in the
district, the block faces present an overall appearance of attached row-houses; however, with a few
exceptions, it is unlikely that buildings feature shared structural walls.

2. Fenestration - :

Fenestration is remarkably consistent throughout the district, consisting of vertlcally oriented double-
hung wood sash windows, with ogee lugs, set in wood surrounds. Windows are typically set in wide
angled bays with smaller windows set flush with the facade, often adjacent to the primary entry door.
Windows surrounds are typically topped with cornices, occasionally featuring - pediments, with
ornamented details.

Smaller vertically oriented windows, set in a single, pair, or ganged conﬁgufaﬁon, are also often located
in the tympanum of the Queen Anne style buildings. Tympanums typically have a higher solid-to-void
ratio than the lower stories. Several buildings ~ typically Edwardian-era flats buildings — feature curved
wood sash windows set in curved siructural bays. Angled or curved bays typically contain three
windows, though certain bays of cormer buﬂdings contain four windows. While rare, several buildings
display two-sided angled bay windows at the primary facade.

Large corner buildings with greater surface area have a higher solid-to-void ratio than mid-block
* buildings. Window bays and window openings set flush with the facade are typically placed in the same .
location, presentmg a stacked appearance, at each story of the three story corner buildings.

The vast majority of buildings within the district retain some or all historic double-hung wood sash
windows with ogee lugs. Replacement windows made of aluminum or vinyl sash, casement windows, or
windows with divided lights that were added to buildings after the Period of Significance have not
gained 51gmﬁcance in their own right.

3. Mateﬁals & Finishes

Buildings in the district are of wood frame construction and were historically clad in horizontal wood
siding. Exterior surfaces finishes are painted. Channel drop wood siding is typical at the secondary and
rear facades, while a combination of flush, lap, channel drop, and shingles are typically found at the
primary facades of Victorian-era buildings. Flush wood siding is most common on the primary facades of
Edwardian-era flats buildings. Most buildings retain their historic siding though a few were later clad in
stucco, asbestos, or composite shingle siding. These replacement sidings have not gained significance in
their own right.

Historically, 'the gabled roofs within the dlstnct were clad in unpainted wood shingles. These historic
roofing materials are no longer present. Existing gable roofs are typically finished with asphalt or
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composite shingles that matdl the color and tone of the historic wood roofing matenals _Though
“generally compatible, this replacement roofing material has not gained significance in its own right.

4. Architectural Details

Common traits found throughout the district are bay windows, gable roofs, decorative cormices,
ornamental shingles, and spindle work, as well as more classically influenced detailing such as dentils,
pediments, columns, and applied plaster ornament. Omamental details are typically larger and more
robust in scale at the first story, with finer, more delicate features located at the upper floors.

Many of the district’s buildings retain their original primary entrance doors. These paneled wood doors,
often slightly wider than contemporary entrance doors, are commonly glazed at the upper portion and
feature corniced hoods and incised or applied omament. Occasionally, a single fixed window is located
adjacent to the entry door of Queen Anne buildings and some doors, of both Queen Anne and

Edwardian-era buildings, are topped with transom windows.

Queen Anne Design Elements
‘Late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles predommate, with the Queen Arme style most

widely represented. Though Victorian-era architectural design displayed a remarkable variety of
ornament, unifying features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, and the use
of multiple textures, materials and colors.

Many of the Queen Anne style buildings on Potomac Street, designed by developer George Moore, stand’
out for their muscular massing, restrained ornament, projecting second story overhangs, and hipped roof
forms. In contrast, the developer Fernando Nelson designed most of the Queen Anne buildings on
Pierce, Potomac, and Waller streets, to reflect his embrace of more exuberant and delicate architectural

features, including spindle screens, turrets, and cut-outs.

Architectural details commonly found on Queen Anne buildings throughout the district include raked
cornices, flared eaves, shingled tympanums, diamond and fish-scale shingling, turrets (particularly at
comner buildings), projecting bracketed comnices, steeply pitched gable roofs, double-gables, finials,
geometric applied ornament at spandrel panels, dentils, friezes decorated with plaster ornament, egg and
dart moldmg, cut-out screens, sunbursts, donut cut-outs, intermediate cornices, window and door hoods,-
spindle screens, turned wood balustrades and newel posts, Tudor-inspired stick work, turmned wood
porch  supports, a variety of wood cladding and patterned wood shingles, arched porticos, and
Corinthian or Composite columns and pilasters. Anthropomorphic details are rare but present within the

district.

Historically, there were several types of stairs cons’uucted in the district: longer flights of wood stairs that
typically project out from Queen Anne style buildings and shorter fhghts typically found within the
recessed entries of Edwardian-era flats buildings.

The Queen Anne buildings on interior block streets are typically accessed via a straight run flight of
wood stairs. Due to the slope, stairs on the west side of these blocks are significantly longer than those on
the east. Historically, wood stairs on these interior blocks were solid and uniform in appearance; featured
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closed risers, solid cheek walls beneath the stairs, turned wood balustrades, and capped newel posts; and
had a painted finish. Some flights of stairs were later replaced with brick, concrete, tile, or terrazzo. These
replacement stairs have not gained significance in their own nght

Edwardian-Era Design Elements

Edwardian-era buildings, referred to locally as Classical Revival, were constructed in San Francisco from
approximately 1901 to 1910. The term Edwardian is used architecturally to describe a more vernacular
interpretation of the Classical Revival style and is commonly applied to three-unit flats buildings — like
those found within the district -~ with wide angled or round bay windows, flat roofs, bulky projecting
cornices, and columned porch entries. Edwardian-era buildings within the district, particularly those on
Steiner Street, feature wood or terrazzo steps with solid cheek walls and landings. These stairs are
typically located largely within the building envelope and provide access to recessed entrance doors.
Entrances of Edwardian-era flats in the district are typically flanked by Classical columns or pilasters,
and decorated with applied plaster ornament, such as garlands and floral friezes.

Architectural ornament associated with the Edwardian-era is typically more restrained than those used
during the Victorian-era. The tum-of-the-century development of buildings within the district, however,
often resulted in a fusion of Edwardian-era massing with exuberaht Victorian-era detailing. Itis common
in the distritt for Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually omamented spandrel panels and decorative
friezes and several are capped with the gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne-
style buildings.

5. Landscape Elements _

Properties within the district typically feature uniform front yard setbacks on each block face. Setbacks -
on the west side of interior blocks are generally much deeper — typically 13’ to 17" — than the east side,

which, depending upon the block, range from approximately 5’ to 13’. Setbacks on the western portion of

Waller Street are uniform on each block face, ranging from approximately 8’ to 12”. Despite the variability

in front yard depth, each block face features similar setbacks and reads as uniform. Buildings located on

the eastern portion of Waller and Steiner streets, typ1cally Edwardian-era flats, are built out to the

sidewalk, with no or minimal front yard setbacks.

Historically, front yards were bounded with low cast stone site walls and planted with vegetation. Site
walls on Carmelita Street — and possibly other blocks — were originally topped with decorative iron
fencing. Despite the west to east downward slope, the yards located within the front setback are level
rather than terraced or sloped.

Several sections of site walls on Carmelita Street retain all or a portion of their original decorative iron
fencing. Front yards setbacks ‘and remnants of intact cast stone site walls are also located along Waller,
Pierce, and Potomac Streets. '

The addition of garages has altered the front yards of many district properties. None of the historic
buildings within the district were originally constructed with an integrated or detached automobile
garage. On most blocks, portions of site walls were removed and front yards partially paved in order to
accommodate driveways for garages inserted in the basement of many buildings. Several properties -
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feature detached or semi-attached pop-out garages in the front yard. Garages structures, openings, and
driveways are not considered significant in their own right. '

6. Interior Block Park Entrances
The development history of residential properties within the Duboce Park Landmark District is closely

intertwined with the history of the adjacent Duboce Park. Certain identified elements on the periphery of
Duboce Park reflect this close association between residential and park development; notably, the lack of
. a physical separation between residential buildings and the park and rustic entrances from cul-de-sac
streets into the park. These park entrances — located at the foot of Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and
Carmelita Street — feature rustic stone steps flanked by low retaining walls built of Serpentine rock set in

a random rubble pattern.

For the purpose of Article 10, the park entrances at Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street are
. defined as the steps, rock walls, and a surrounding 10-foot buffer. The buffer area includes the sidewalks,
street r1ghts of-way and area within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock walls.

BOUNDARY ANALYSIS

At the request of owners of property located just outside the subject district, the Department analyzed the
feasibility of expanding the district boundary to include properties on Scott Street, Lloyd Street, Duboce
Avenue, and both sides of Waller Street. Some of these properties were also constructed by builder
Fernando Nelson and/or display similar design qualities; however, several large intrusions constructed
after the identified Period of Significance also characterize the swrounding blocks, including the
California Pacific Medical Center, Davies Campus and a 1980s-era residential development. After

- reviewing water conmection records, buildings permits, and historic maps of the surrounding blocks, the
Department confirmed the boundary as set forth in this case report. The identified boundary is focused
on the intertwined development history of the contested ftract of land formerly known as the Public
Reservation, Hospltal Lot, and Marion Tract. The lumted dates of construction, shared development
history, high degree of physmal integrity, and lack of intrusions ]ustlfy the constrained boundary.

BOUNDARIES OF THE LANDMARK SITE ‘

The proposed landmark site encompasses all lots contained within Assessor’s Block 0863, 0864, (865, and
0866. The boundary commences 62° east of the southeast corner of Scott Street and Waller Street. The
boundary then runs east along the south side of Waller Street, crossing Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac
Streets, until reaching the southwest comer of Waller and Steiner Streets. From there, the boundary then
runs south to the northeast corner of Duboce Park, where it turns west and travels along the property line
separating the residential properties and the adjacent park land. The boundary continues west, where it
jogs slightly south at the interior block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets to
accommodate a 10-foot buffer at each set of steps. The boundary continues west along the property line
until it reaches the park edge 28’ east of Scott Street. From here, the boundary continues north along the

residential property line until it reaches the point of beginning. See map.
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OTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED .

If the Historic Preservation Commission adopts a resolution to confirm nomination and’ initiate
designation of the subject properties as an Article 10 landmark district, a second HPC hearing will be
scheduled for the Commission’s recommendation of approval of the designation. At that hearing, the
Department will present the designation ordinance, which outlines the proposed levels of review
required for certain identified scopes of work. The ordinance was developed and refined based on
feedback from the community and Department analysis. ’

If the HPC recommends.approval of the landmark district designation ordinance, its recommendation
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission, which shall have 45 days to review and comment on the
proposed designation. Planning Commission comments will then be sent by the Department to the Board
of Supervisors together with the HPC's recommendation. The nomination would then be considered at a
future Board of Supervisors hearing for formal Article 10 landmark designation.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION : :

The case report and analysis under review was prepared by Department preservation staff based upon
the attached draft Landmark District Designation Report as well as staff site visits, research, and
photography. The Department has determined that the subject properties meet the requirements for
Article 10 eligibility as a landmark district: The designation report provides the justification for its
inclusion. The Department recommends that the HPC approve the proposed designation of the subject
district as a San Francisco landmark district. '

The Historic Preservation Commission may recommend approval, 'disapproval, or approval with
modifications of the proposed initiation of the Duboce Park Landmark District as a San Francisco
landmark district under Article 10 of the Planning Code.

ATTACHMENTS \

A. Draft Landmark District Designation Réport
B. Draft Resolution Initiating Designation

C. Qufreach Materials

D. Online Questionnaire and Results

LN
FAPreseyuation® Survey Teani\Tandaark Designation Werk Progranid andia b THefrict Duboce Park
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San Francisco,

Historic Preservation Commission Case Report . CA 94103-2479
Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors Reception:
’ . 415.558.6373
. Fax:
Hearing Date: December 19, 2012 ‘ " 415.558.6409
Case No.: | 2011.0683L. _ , : _
Project: - Duboce Park Landmark District \ Efa(:l:;]ng_ ,
. ation:
Zoning: RH-2 & RTO 415.558.6377
Blocks: " 0863, 0864, 0865, 0866 _ -
Staff Contact: Mary Brown — (415) 575-9074
: . mary.brown@sfgov.org
Reviewed By: Tim Frye — (415) 575-6822
' tim.frye@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

" The case before the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is the con51deratLon to recommend approval
of the landmark designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District pursuant to Section 1004.2 of the
Planning Code. Further consideration by the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will
occur at future public hearings and will be noticed separately for a future date. -

.. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS

The Planning Department (Department) has determined that " actions by regulatory agencies for
protection of the environment (specifically in this case, landmark designation) are exempt from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15308 (Class Eight - Categorical).

BACKGROUND / PREVIOUS ACTIONS

The Historic Preservation Commission, at its regularly scheduled hearing on ]uné 15, 2011, added the
subject district to its Landmark Designation Work Program.

‘_On December 5; 2012, the HPC, by Resolution No. 696, formally initiated the Duboce Park Landmark
District.
APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS : | !

ARTICLE 10

Section 1004 of the Planning Code authorizes the landmark designation of an individual structure or
other feature or an integrated group of structures and features on a single lot or site, having special

www.sfplanning.org

349



Landmark District Designation : , Case Number 2011.0683L
December 19, 2012 - ‘ Duboce Park Landmark District -

character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value, as a Jandmark. Section 1004.1
also outlines that landmark designation may be initiated by the Board of Supervisors or the Historic
Preservation Commission and the initiation shall include findings in support. Section 10042 states that
once initiated, the proposed designation is referred to the Historic Preservation Commission for a report
and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve, disapprove or modify the proposal. ‘

Pursuant to Section 1004.3 of the Planning Code, if the Historic Preservation Commission approves the
designation, a copy of the resolution of approval is transmitted to the Board of Supervisors and without
referral to the Planning Commission. The Board of Supervisors shall hold a public hearing on the
designation and may approve, modify or disapprove the designation.

In the case of the initiation of a historic district, the Historic Preservation Cormission shall refer its
recommendation to the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 1004.2(c). The Planning Commission
shall have 45 days to provide review and comment on the proposed designation and address the
‘consistency of the proposed designation with the General Plan, Section 101.1 Priority Policies, the City’s
Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Bay Area. These
comments shall be sent to the Board of Supervisors in the form of a resolution.

~ Section 1004(b) requires that the designating ordinance approved by the Board of Supervisors shall
include the location and boundaries of the landmark site ... a description of the characteristics of the
landmark ... which justify its designation, and a description of the particular features that should be

preserved.

Section 1004.4 states that if the Historic Preservation Commission disapproves the proposed designation,
such action shall be final, except upon the filing of a valid appeal to the Board of Supervisors within 30

days.

ARTICLE 10 LANDMARK CRITERIA

The Historic Preservation Commission on February 4, 2009, by Resolution No. 001, adopted the National
Register Criteria as its methodology for recommending landmark designation of historic resources.
Under the National Register Criteria, the quality of significance in American history, architecture,

archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that
possess integrity of location, design, setting, feeling, matenals, workmanship, and association, and that
are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our I'ustory,
or that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past or that embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that
possess high artistic values, or fepmsent a significant and disﬁnguishaBIe entity whose components may
lack individual distinction; or that have ylelded or may likely yield, information lmportant in prehistory

or history.

OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT

The Department engaged in extensive community outreach, produced informational materlals, and
hosted eight community events focused on the proposed designation, as outlined below. Representatives

" SAN FRANCISCO : . . 2
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-from’ Supervisor Scott Wiener’s office, the Recreation and Park Department, and the Duboce Triangle

Neighborhood Assodiation (DTNA) attended most of these events. Events included a neighborhood’
history walking tour, two Ask-A-Planner nights, and five community. meetings and workshops. In
addition, the- Department presented updates at DTNA meetings and provided updates for the
association’s newsletter. Details on ’rhe Department’s outreach activities are documented in the December
5, 2012 Case Report. : '

The following section provides an overview of the Department’s outreach activities focused on the .
~ designation ordinance, specifically the taﬂormg of appropriate level of review for identified scopes of
work

September 20, 2011 Community Workshop

This interactive workshop focused on community review .of a draft de51gnahon ordinance. New policies
introduced by the Historic Preservation Commission, such as delegation of review to Department staff in
the form of Administrative Certificates of ~ Appropriateness, allowed for greater flexibility and
engagement with the community in the tailoring of the designation and the required levels of review.

Topics at the workshop included prioritizing preservation needs and levels of permit review. The
Department produced large-scale posters outlining the initial proposed levels of review at the primary
facade and secondary facades. Working in small groups, workshop participants provided input on how
to best protect meighborhood character through appropriate review of identified scopes of work.
Participants prioritized scopes of work for three separate levels of review: Certificate of Appropriateness,
Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness, and No Certificate of Appropriateness; The goal of the
workshop was to gain a better understanding — at an open, public forum — of the types of alterations that
stakeholders prioritize for additional review. The feedback gathered at the workshop helped tailor a
designation ordinance that aligns more closely with community needs, provides a clear and predictable
review process for specific scopes of work, and protects the character of the neighborhood. ' '

September 27, 2011 Ask-A-Planner Night

An “Ask-A-Planner” event focused on the review of future alterations was held at the Duboce Park Café
a week following the community workshop. Department planners and Commissioner Alan Martinez-
engaged several property ownérs in detailed discussions regarding levels of review' identified and -
prioritized at the workshop. It served as an additional forum to receive feedback and hear of concemns
Iegarding the review of certain scopes of work.

December 7, 2011 Drop-In Event / Community Meeting

With Supervisor Scott Wiener and DTNA, the Department hosted a Drop-In Event / Com_mu_ruty Meetmg
to share revisions to the proposed levels of review. During the first half of this event, Department
planners were on'hand to discuss the revised review framework and to discuss the differences between
the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process and the proposed Article 10
review process. During the meeting’s second half, the group convened for a larger question and answer
session with Department staff, Supervisor Scott Wiener, and DTNA. In addition, Executwe Director of
San Francisco Architectural Heritage, Mike Buhler, provided information at the meehng about the Facade
Easement program. :

2
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Promotional materials for this event included a save-the-date postcard and a five-page mailing to
residents, owners, and stakeholders outlining the revised levels of review for future alterations-to
properties within the proposed district. Large-scale posters outlined the revised levels of review at the
primary facade, visible rear facade, and non-visible rear facade. At the réquest of community members,
the Department created a comparison chart that documented the existing review process as compared to

the proposed review process.

At this meeting, many property owners expressed interest in the property tax savings offered by the Mills
Act program and concern that the existing application process presented a barrier to realizing those
savings. At the request of property owners, Supervisor Scott Wiener sponsored legislation to amend San
Francisco’s Mills Act Program to make the application process quicker, cheaper, and more predictable.
The Department coordinated with the San Francisco Assessor’s office to set established periods for the
submittal and review of Mills Act applications and reduced the application fee. The improved program

became effective in October 2012.

Online Questionnaire
- At the request of property owners and Supervisor Scott Wiener, the Department created an online

questionnaire to solicit feedback regarding the proposed district. The online questionnaire was designed
specifically for residents and owners of buildings located within the proposed district. It was available
online from November 5, 2012 through November 26, 2012. Participation was limited to one
questiorinaire per household. The online questicnnaire produced a total of 38 valid household responses.
The vast majority of responses were provided by property owners. Just four renter households
participated. The following section summarizes responses to the online questiorinaire. Details regarding
promotion of the online questionnaire, participation, and the full text of glalitative responses are
included in the December 5, 2012 Case Report. ‘

Property owners supported the proposed landmark district designation by more than a two-to-one ratio.
Of the 34 owner participants, 65% support or strongly support the designation, compared to 29% who
oppose or are strongly opposed. ' ’

SAN FRANGISCO . ) 4
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Designation: Total Responses by Household
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STAFF ANALYSIS

As documented in the December 5, 2012 Case Report, the Department has determined that the subject
district meets the requirements for Article 10 eligibility as a landmark district. The justification for its
inclusion is outlined below under the Significance and Integrity sections of this case repoft. The district is
comprised of 79 contributing buildings, three contributing interior block park entrances, and eight non-
contributory buildings.

SIGNIFICANCE
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The Period of Significance for the district dates from 1899 to 1911, inclusive of the known period of
construction of all buildings within the district.

Assodation with significant events
The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant for the unusual development history of the contested -

tract of land upon which it was built and the way in which the contested nature of the tract impacted the
District’s physical appearance and connection to the adjacent park. The tract (formerly known as the
. Public Reservation, Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract) was subject to a decades-long series of court battles
over legal ownership, with the City of San Francisco losing half of its claim to the land to the German
Savings and Loan Association in the late 1890s. After acquiring fitle to half of the tract, the bank
subdivided the land, carved out interior block streets, and sold lots to builders who developed the
residential portion of the tract. The lots sold quickly and a handful of builders immediately began
developing the parcels. Due to the delay in development caused by the litigation, construction dates for
the vast majority of Contrlbu’cmg resources within the district range from 1899 to approximately 1902.
This short period of development. and limited number of builders resulted in a remarkably uniform
streetscape of Victorian- and Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

The contested nature of the tract, its history as a debris dump, and neighborhood activism and
development of the adjacent civic park are key themes linked to the Duboce Park Landmark District. One
important visible manifestation of this interrelated history is found at the park’s northern border —
specifically the-lack of separation between the park and residential buildings. The district represents the
best example of San Francisco’s handful of municipal parks that directly abut residential bmldmos
without any separation of a street or sidewalk. In addition, the historic stone steps and rock retaining
walls at the three interior block park entrances — Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — reflect the
transformation of the City-owned portion of the contested tract from a dumping ground for Serpentine
rock rubble to a picturesque, landscaped civic park. Serpenﬁne rock rubble is also found in the -

foundations of many district buildings.

Significant architecture: :

The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant within the category of architecture, as a remarkably
intact district of Victorian- and Edwardian-era residential buildings. The district expresses the distinctive
characteristics of late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles, with the Queen Anne style
widely represented. Although the district displays a remarkable variety of ornament, unifying design
features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, the use of multiple textures and
wood dadding, and front yard setbacks.

Many of the Queen Anme cottages and flats were developed by Fernando Nelson, a master builder
known for his exuberant ornamentation and elaborately applied millwork. Nelson designed and built
approximately one half of the district properties, including nearly all of the residences on Carmelita and
Pierce Streets. The district represents one of the earliest developments in his 77-year career and is an
excellent representation of his effusive interpretation of the Queen Anne style. District features
characteristic of Nelson’s Victorian-era period include button boards, drips, and donuts; blocky geometrlc
cut-outs above the entry porch; two-sided bay windows; half-circle rows of dentils located in gable ends;
and a wavy, stylized quarter-sunburst detailed at the arched entry..
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The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district often resulted in a rare fusion of
Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for
Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually ormamented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several
are capped with the gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

The Department believes that the subject district is eligible as a landmark district due to its assodation
with significant events and significant architecture.

INTEGRITY

The Duboce Park Landmark District retains the physical components, éspects of design, spatial
organization, and historic assodiations that it acquired during the 1899-1911 Period of Significance.
‘Despite limited alterations to individual buildings, the district retains sufficient overall integrity to
convey its significance. The integrity analysis is found on pages 28-29 of the draft Landmark Designation
Report. The Department believes that the district retains sufficient overall integrity to ‘convey its

significance.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

Whenever a building, site, object, or landscape is under consideration for Article 10 Landmark
designation, the Historic Preservation Commission is required to identify character-defining features of
the property. This is done to enable owners and the public to understand which elements are considered
most important to preserve the historical and architectural character of the proposed landmark. The
character-defining features of the Duboce Park Landmark District are mduded in draft Landmark District
Designation Report and are copled below. :

The character-defining inferior features of buildings in the district are identified as: None.

The character-defining exterior features of buildings in the district are 1denhﬁed as: All exterior elevations
and rooﬂmes as described below,

The cha:acter—défim'ng landscape elements of the district are identified as: The rustic intérior block park

entrances at Carmelita, Piérce: and Potoniac Streets — which include the historic stone s'tep_s; Serpentine
rock retaining walls set in a random rubble pattern, and the public rights-of- way within a 10-foot buffer —
and the lack of physical separation between the park and adjacent buﬂchngs

The following section describes in further detail the character-defining features of the district and of
individual buildings and landscape elements cormtained therein. Landmark district designation is
intended to protect and preserve these character-defining features.

1. Overall Form, Contlmu’cy, Scale and Proportion
Due to the brief period of construction — most buildings were constructed between 1899 a.nd 1902 — and
combined involvement of two primary builders, buildings within the district exhibit a remarkable
consistency in term of massing, scale, style, detailing, front yard setback, and feeling. ’

SAN FRANGISCO 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . R

355



Landmark District Designation . o Case Number 2011.0683L
December 19, 2012 : e ‘Duboce Park Landmark District

District builcﬁngs are overwhelmingly residential, being composéd primarily of single family dwellings
and residential flats. A few multiple-family residences within the district (typically located on street
commners) also include a commercial use at the street level.. R

Buildings in the district range from 1 % story-over -basement to four stories in height, with two and three
stories predominating. The district’s largest single-family residences and flats were built on corner lots
directly adjacent to the Park. These buildings are typically two- to three- stories in height and feature

- consistent detailing on the primary, Park-facing, and rear facades.

Generally speaking, the buildings ‘fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac Streets were originally
" Gonstructed as one- or two-family dwellings, while flats dominated the lots facing Woaller and Steimer
Streets. Mid-block buildings are typically smaller than those constructed at the corners or on Waller and
Steiner streets and are more likely to draw from Victorian-era form and, massing such as prominent
gabled roof forms and asymmetrical massing at the primary facade. Though consistent in massing,
single-family buildings on Potomac Street feature the greatest Variéty of roof forms, including gable,
hipped, cross-gable, and one building with a side gable roof form and small eyebrow dormers. Buildings
located along the interior blocks feature uniform front yard setbacks of approximately nine feet and are
often bounded by a low cast stone site wall. The flats buildings on Steiner Street do not feature front yard
setbacks, rather, they present a modulated massing of muscular bay windows and deeply recessed entry

porticos.

The Queen Anne style buildings present in the district may be subdivided into two basic arrangements: 1
1% story-over-raised-basement single family cottages, and 2 % story-over-raised-basement sirigle family
dwellings or flats. The buildings tend to conform to a basic plan of a projecting bay on the first floor,
flanked by an open porch and entry to the side—with the porch entry often surmounted by spindle work
or decorative porch brackets. Roof forms are hipped or steeply pitched front-facing gables. Slightly
projecting second story overhangs are common.

Edwardian-era flats building are three stories-over-basement in height with wide projecting structural
window bays, featuring angled- or bent-sash windows. The roofline of Edwardian-era flats buildings
feature projecting cornices that follow the profiles of the primary facades. The buildings are typically
topped with flat roofs, though several feature gable roof forms. Massing is symmetrical, except at the
first story, where the two structural bays are occupied by a recessed entrance at one side and a projecting

bay window at the other.

Original roof projections include turrets topped w1th witch's cap or conical roof forms and small-scale
cross—gables atop projecting bay windows. Turrets, found on both Queen Anne and Edwardian-era
buildings, are generally located at the comer, adjacent to or embedded within a forward-facing gable.
Additionally, several buildings exhibit what appear to be historic dormers. Located on sloped gables,
these dormers are small in scale, gabled, and match the ornamentation and fenestration of primary.

facades.

Although the roof forms — particularly at the non-visible rear facade — of a substantial number of
buildings have been altered to incorporate skylights, small dormer windows, fire escapes, or solar panels,
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these alterations were constructed outside of the Period of Significance and have not gained significance
in their own right. ' '

Similar roof forms, massing, and setbacks result in a cohesive streetscape of rooflines, enirances,
continuous primary facades, and modulated bays. With no visual separation between buildings in the
district, the block faces present an overall appearance of attached row-houses; however, with a few .
exceptions, it is unlikely that buildings feature shared structiural walls.

2. Fenestration _

Fenestration is remarkably consistent throughout the district, consisting of vertically oriented double-

hung wood sash windows, with ogee lugs, set in wood surrounds. Windows are typically set in wide

angled bays with smaller windows set flush with the fagade, often adjacent to the primary entry door.
‘Windows surrounds are typically topped with cormices, 6ccasiona]ly featuring pediments, with

ornamented details. ' ‘

Smaller vertically oriented windows, set in a single, pair, or ganged configuration, are also often located
in the tympanum of the Queen Anne style buildings. Tympanums typically have a higher solid-to-void
ratio than the lower stories. Several buildings — typically Edwardian-era flats buildings — feature curved ,
wood sash windows set in curved structural bays. Angled or curved bays typically contain three
windows, though certain bays of comer buildings contain four windows. While rare, several buildings
display two-sided angled bay windows at the primary facade.

Large corner buildings with greater surface area have a higher solid-to-void ratio than mid-block
buildings. Window bays and window openings set flush with the facade are typically placed in the same
location, presenting a stacked appearance, at each story of the three story corner buildings.

The vast majority of buildings within the district retain some or all historic double-hung wood sash
windows with ogee lugs. Replacement windows made of aluminum or vinyl sash, casement windows, or
windows with divided lights that were added to buildings after the Period of Significance have not
gained significance in their own right. ' :

3. Materials & Finishes .

Buildings in the district are of wood frame construction and were historically clad in horizontal wood
siding. Exterior surfaces finishes are painted. Channel drop wood siding is typical at the secondary and
rear facades, while a combination of flush, lap, channel drop, and shingles are typically found at the
primary facades of Victorian-era buildings. Flush wood siding is most common on the primary facades of
Edwardian-era flats buildings. Most buildings retain their historic siding though a few were later clad in
stucco, asbestos, or composite shingle siding. These replacement sidings have not gained significance in
their own right. . S
Historically, the‘gabled roofs within the district were clad in unpainted wood shingles. These historic
roofing materials are no longer present. Existing gable roofs are typically finished -with asphalfor
composite shingles that match the color and tone of the historic wood roofing materials. Though
~ generally compatible, this replacement roofing material has not gained significance in its own right.
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4. Architectural Details

Common_traits found throughout the district are bay windows, gable roofs, decorative cormices, -
ornamental s_hj.ngles; and spindle work, as well as more dlassically influenced detailing such as dentils,
pediments, columns, and applied plaster ornament. Ornamental details are typically larger and more
robust in scale at the first story, with finer, more delicate features located at the upper floors.

Many of the district’s buildings retain their original primary entrance doors. These paneled wood doors,
often slightly wider than contemporary entrance doors, are commonly glazed at the upper portion and
feature corniced hoods and incised or applied ornament. Occasionally, a singlé fixed window is located
adjacent to the entry door of Queen Anne buildings and some doors, of both Queen Anmne and
‘Edwardian-era buildings, are topped with transom windows. _

Queen Anne Design Elements
Late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles predominate, with the Queen Anne style most

widely represented. Though Victorian-era architectural design displayed a remarkable variety of
ornament, unifying features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, and the use

of multiple textures, materials and colors.

Many of the Queen Anne style buildings on Potomiac Street, designed by developer George Moore, stand
out for their muscular massing, restrained ornament, projecting second story overhangs, and hipped roof
forms. In contrast, the developer Fernando Nelson designed most of the Queen Arme buildings on
Pierce, Potomac, and Waller streets, to reflect his embrace of more exuberant and delicate architectural

features, including spmdle screens, turrets, and cut-outs.

~ Architectural details commonly found on Queen Anne buildings throughout the district include raked
cormices, flared eaves, shingled tympanums, diamond and fish-scale shingling, turrets (particularly at
corner buildings), projecting bracketed cornices, steeply pitched gable roofs, double-gables, finials,
geometric applied ornament at spandrel panels, dentils, friezes decorated with plaster ormament, egg and
dart molding, cut-out screens, sunbursts, donut cut-outs, intermediate cornices, window and door hoods,
spindle screens, turned wood balustrades and newel posts, Tudor-inspired stick work, turmed wood
porch supports, a variety of wood cladding and patterned wood shingles, arched porticos, and
Corinthian or Composite columns and pilasters. Anthropomorphic details are rare but preseént within the

district.

- Historically, there were several types of stairs constructed in the district: longer flights of wood stairs that
typically project out from Queen Anne style buildings and. shorter flights typically found within the
recessed entries of Edwardian-era flats buildings. -

The Queen Anne buﬂdings on interior block streets are typically accessed via a straight run flight of’
wood stairs. Due to the slope, stairs on the west side of these blocks are significantly longer than those on
the east. Historically, wood stairs on these interior blocks were solid and uniform in appearance; featured
closed risers, solid cheek walls beneath the stairs, turned wood balustrades, and capped newel po'sts;‘ and
had a pai‘nted finish. Some flights of stairs were later replaced with brick, concrete, tile, or terrazzo. These
replacement stairs have not gained significance in their own right.
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Edwardian-Era Design Elements _
Edwardian-era buildings, referred to locally as Classical Revival, were constructed in San Francisco from
approximately 1901 to 1910. The term Edwardian is used architecturally to describe a more vernacular
interpretation of the Classical Revival style and is commonly applied to three-unit flats buildings — like
those found within the district ~ with wide angled or round bay windows, flat roofs, bulky projecting
cornices, and columned porch entries. Edwardian-era buildings within the district, particularly those on
Steiner Street, feature wood or terrazzo steps with solid cheek walls and landings. These stairs are
typically located largely within the building envelope and provide access to recessed entrance doors.
Entrances of Edwardian-era flats in the district are typically flanked by Classical columns or pilasters,
and decorated with applied plaster ornament, such as garlands and floral friezes..

Architectural omament associated with the Edwardian-era is typically more restrained than those used
during the Victorian-era. The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district, however,
often resulted in a fusion of Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. Ttis common

- in the district for Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative
friezes -and several are capped with the gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne
style buildings. : '

5. Landscape Elements :
Properties within the district typically feature uniform front yard setbacks on each block face. Setbacks
on the west side of interior blocks are generally much deeper - typiéa]ly 13" to 17" — than 'the east side,
which, depending upon the block, range from approximately 5’ to 13. Setbacks on the western portion of
Waller Street are uniform on each block face, ranging from approximately 8 to 12”. Despite the variability
in front yard depth, each block face features similar setbacks and reads as uniform. Buildings located on
the eastern portion of Waller and Steiner streets, typically Edwardian-era flats, are built out to the
sidewalk, with no or minimal front yard setbacks. ‘ o .

Historically, front yards were bounded with low cast stone site walls and planted with vegetation. Site

walls on Carmelita Street — and possibly other blocks — were originally topped with decorative iron -

fencing. Despite the west to east downward slope, the yards located within the front setback are level

rather than terraced or sloped.

Several sections of site walls on Carmelita Street retain all or a portion -of their original decorative iron
fencing. Front yards setbacks and remnants of intact cast stone site walls are also located along Waller,
Pierce, and Potomac Streets. ‘

* The addition of garages has altered the front yards of many district properties. None of the historic
buildings within the district were originally constructed with an integrated or detached automobile
garage. On most blocks, portions of site walls were removed and front yards partially paved in order to
accommodate dIi%/eways for garages inserted in the basement of miany buildings. Several properties
feature detached or semi-attached pop-out garages in the front yard. Garages structures, openings, and
driveways are not considered significant in their own right.
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6. Interior Block Park Entrances ,

The development history of residential pfopérﬁes within the Duboce Park Landmark District is closely
intertwined with the history of the adjacent Duboce Park. Certain identified elements on the periphery of
" Duboce Park reflect this close association between residential and park development; notably, the lack of
a physical separation between residential buildings and the park and rustic entrances from cul-de-sac
streets into the park. These park entrances — located at the foot of Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and
- Carmelita Street — feature rustic stone steps flanked by low retaining walls built of Serpentine rock set in

a random rubble pattern.

For the purpose of Arﬁcle 10, the park entrances at Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and CaImeIita Street are
defined as the steps, rock walls, and a surrounding 10-foot buffer. The buffer area inctudes the sidewalks,
street rights-of-way and area within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock walls.

DESIGNATION ORDINANCE

As noted in the Outreach and Engagement section of this case report, the designation ordinance was
crafted with community feedback regarding levels of review for future alterations to buildings and the
three interior block park enfrances within the district. Neighborhood feedback was used fo guide
discussions and revisions to the designation ordinance, which was further tailored to align more closely
with expressed community needs while protecting the neighborhood’s character-defining features. The
Department significantly scaled back the level of review for scopes of work that meet certain conditions
and minimized the proposed review of alterations at the rear of properties. The Department also
clarified and simplified the definitions of specific terms and scopes of work. The revised designation
ordinance provides clarity and predictability in the review of future alterations as sought by the

commumity.

During the community input process, various scopes of work were. assigned one of three levels of

review: Certificate of Appropriateness, Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness, and No

Certificate of Appropriateness. The following section describes these levels of review and the types of
' alterations that would typically apply for properties located in the Duboce Park Landmark District.

Certificate of Appropriateness

Existing Landmark Districts: A Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) is the entitlement required for
exterior alterations that require a building permit, demolition, ‘arid new construction within designated
Jandmark districts. This level of review applies to confributing and non-contributing buildings. C’s of A
are heard at regularly scheduled and noticed hearings at the HPC and may occur concurrently with other
required Department neighborhood notifications. A C of A is not required for any interior alterations. A
sliding scale fee, based on construction cost, is charged for a C of A.

Proposed for the Duboce Park Landmark District: The C of A level of review for the proposed district
primarily applies to large, visible alterations, such as vertical additions or garage insertions. The draft
designation ordinance identifies many scopes of work that are specifically exempted from the HPC

SAN FRANCISCO . 12
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hearing and notification process. These exempted scopes of work may require review in the form of an
“Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness” or “No Cettificate of Appropriateness.”

Administrative Certificate of Appropriateriess

Existing Landmark Districts: In May 2011, the HPC delegated the ability to approve, disapprove, or modify
certain identified minor alterations to Department preservation staff. An Administrative Certificate of
Appropriateness (Admin C of A) is approved administratively by Department preservation planners. An
Admin C of A does not require neighborhood notification or a hearing at the HPC. A 20-day wait period
is required for an Admin C of A. During this period, a member of the public may appeal approval of the
Admin C of A, at which point the item would be heard at an HPC hearing. A small fee, based on staff
time and materials, is charged for an Admin C of A ' ' ‘

The scopes of work that qualify for an Adrmin C of A in existing districts, as documented in Motion 181,
Exhibit A, include, but are not limited to, ordinary maintenance and repair, window replacement, new
signs and awnings, new rooftop equipment that is not visible from the adjacent public right-of-way, new
solar panels and supporting structure, new skylights, new or replacément rear yard decks and stairways
that are not visible from public 'rights—of-Way, replacement and/or modification of non-historic
storefronts, and removal of non-historic features.! '

Proposed for the Duboce Park Landmark District: The Admin C of A level of review for the proposed district
was crafted to. accommodate more prominent alterations than are typically reviewed at this level in
existing landmark districts. For example, the proposed designation ordinance qualifies the following
scopes of work for Admin C of A review: vertical or horizontal additions (provided it is not visible from a
public right-of-way) and new window or door openings on visible rear facades. ‘

Moreover, many scopes of work that require an Admin C of A in existing landmark districts are
exempted from the Admin C of A level of review in the proposed district if certain conditions are met.

- Examples of exempted scopes of work include, but are not limited to, ordinary maintenance and repair;

_in-kind window replacement; installation of non-visible rooftop equipment; the repair, replacement or
new construction of non-visible rear stairways and decks; and enlarging window or door openings at
non-visible rear facades.2 :

No Certificate of Appropriateness .
Existing Landmark Districts: With the exception of seismic upgrades, exterior alterations that require a -
building permit in existing landmark districts also require a C of A or an Admin C of A.

Proposed for the Duboce Park Landmark District: The designation ordinance for the proposed district
identifies many scopes of work that would not require a C of A or an Admin C of A if certain conditions

! Note that in order to qualify for an Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness, the proposed alteration typically must meet
certain conditions. For example, replacement windows must match the historic windows in terms of material, configuration, and
exterior profiles and dimensions. ’ )

2 These scopes of work do not require an Admin C of A if certain conditions are met. See the draft designation ordinance to review
the required conditions.
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are met. Examples of exempted alterations at the primarj facade include but are not limited to the
installation” of solar panels and supporting structures; in-kind roof replacement; repair of historic
ornament; window repair and replacement; and garage door replacement. Most alterations at the non-
visible rear facade do not require a C of A or Admin Cof A, including exploratory work, window or door
replacement, enlarged window or door openings, and new or repiacement fences. Certain alterations at
visible rear facades also do not require a C of A, such as installation of security gates or grilles, window
replacement or ‘the enlargement of window or door openings, the removal of non-historic ancillary

structures, or construction of new ancillary structures.

Revised Levels of Reﬁiew :
In responseto co.rmnunity' discussions and staff analysis, the Department revised the Duboce Park
Landmark District Designation Ordinance several times in order to more closely align with levels of
review appropriate for this particular neighborhood and dominant building type. The review of certain
scopes of work, as originally presented, was perceived by some as overly burdensome to property
“owners. Because the district’s buildings display remarkable cohesiveness in terms of massing,
materials, fenestration, and cladding, it was possible to exempt many of the contentious scopes of work
from C of A or Admin C of A level of review if certain conditions are met. Examples of revigions to the

review of scopes of work discussed during the community input process include:

e Prioritized C's of A for larger, visible alterations at the primary facade such as visible additions, garage
. insertion, or other projects that might impact a building’s character-defining features.
e Significantly scaled back the review of alterations at the non-visible rear facade, with most scopes of
work exempted from C of A or Admin C of A review.
e Scaled back the review of alterations at the visible rear facades of the 17 properties closest to the park’s
northern boundary.
. Expa.nded the types of alterations that would not require a C of A or Admin C of A when certain

conditions are met.

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 - GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION
Planning Code Section 101.1 - Eight Priority Folicies establish and require review of permits for

consistency with said polides.

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed designation will not impact neighborhood-serving retail uses ot ownershiplemployment
opportunities in such businesses. Residential in character, the district contains just two mixed-use
properties, each of which feature retail or service-oriented businesses at the ground story storefront and

3 The designation ordinance details the conditions that need to be met in order for exterior alterations to be exempted froma C of A

and Admin C of A.
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dwelling units af the upper stories. Retention of historic fabric that contributes to this mixed-use character,
and related use of these buildings would be encouraged within the district.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of sur neighborhoods;

The proposed designation will encourage comservation and protectic;n of neighborhood character as
proposed alferations io exterior features of designated buildings shall be subject to review and approval by
the Historic Preseroation Commission, or as delegated to Planning Department staff by the HPC in
accordance with Sections 1006 through 1010 of the Planning Code and Section 4.135 of the City Char ter,
Designation will encourage retention of the district’s contrzbutory buildings by pwvzdzng access to an
important ﬁnzznczal incentive, mzmely the Mills Act prograri.

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;
The proposed designation will not negatively impact the City’s supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
nelghborhood parking;

The proposed designation will not zmpede transit service or over burden our streets or nezghborhood
parking. '

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commerdial office development, and that future opportuluhes for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed designation would not impact the diversity of economic activity.

6.-That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect agamst injury and loss of
life in an earthquake;

The proposed designation would not modify any physical parameters of the Planning Code or other Codes.
Seismic upgrades are not limited or subject to additional review as a result of this proposed designation.

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

Designation of buildings under Article 10 of the Planning Code will encourage the preservation of
character-defining features .of buildings within the district for the benefit of future generations.
Designation will require that the Planning Department and the Historic Preseroation Commission review
arny proposed work that may have an impact on character-defining features of buildings within the district.
Both entities will utilize the Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in
their review to ensure that only appropriate, compatible alterations are made. In addition, the designation
will require that the Historic Preservation Commission review major alterations at the historic interior
block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets. '

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development;

The proposed designation would not impact or facilitate any development which could have any impact on
our parks and open space or ‘their access fo sunlight and vistas.
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. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 2: CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4. Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, a.rclﬁtecmlfal or aesthetic value,
" and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
continuity with past development. '

POLICY 2.5: . Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than -
weaken the original character of such buildings.

POLICY 2.6: .Respect the character of older developments nearby in the design of new
~ buildings. . '
POLICY 2.7: Récognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an
extraordinary degree to San Francisco’s visual form and character.

The proposed designation would preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural oy aesthetic value by
recognizing their cultural and historical value and providing mechanisms for review of proposed alterations as well
as incentives for property owners to maintain and preserve their buildings. Designation will require that the
Planning Department and/or the Historic Preservation Commission review proposed work that may-have an impact

on character-defining features.

The Market and Octavia Plan of the San Francisco General Plan contains the following relevant

objectives and policies:

OBJECTIVE 3;2: PROMOTE THE PRESERVATION OF NOTABLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS,
: ) INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC BUILIDNGS, AND FEATURES THAT HELP TO
PROVIDE CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST.

POLICY 325 Preserve landmarks and other buildings of historic value as invaluable
- neighborhood assets. : .

POLICY 3.2.6 Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings and resources.

POLICY 3.2.8 Protect and preserve groupings of cultural resources that have integrity, convey
a period of significance, and are given recognition as groupings through the
creation of historic or conservation districts.

POLICY 3.2.9 Preserve resources i‘nlidenﬁﬁed historic districts.

POLICY 3.2.10 Support future preservation efforts, including the designation . of historic
landmarks and districts, should they exist, throughout the plan area.
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POLICY 3.2.11 Ensure that changes in the built environment respect the historic character and
‘ cultural heritage of the area, and that resource sustainability is supported.

POLICY 3.2.12 Encourage new building de51gn that respects the character of nearby older‘
: development. :

POLICY 3.2.15 Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic -
. Properties for infill construction in Historic Districts and Conservation Districts
(designated at the local, state or national level) to assure compatibility with the
character.

POLICY 3.2.16 Preserve the cultural and socio-economic diversity of the plan area through
preservation of historic resources. -

Designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District under Article 10 of the Planning Code will fulfill this objective”
by providing official deszgntztzon and ensuring’ appropriate review of the character-defining features of this
significant group of historic buildings. The designation will ensure the preservation and protection of the district for

future generations. Designation will require that the Planning Department andlor the Historic Preservation
' Commiission review proposed alterations, demolitions, or new construction that may have an impact on character-
defining features of buildings within the district andlor at the interior block park entrances. Both entities will utilize
the Secretary of Inferior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in their review to ensure that
appropriate, compatible alterations are made. Designation a5 an Article 10 landmark district will also qualify
owners of contributory buildings to apply for the voluntary Mills Act program. Approved Mills Act contracts
provide a property tax reduction to offset costs to rehabilitate, restore, or maintain historic properties,

BOUNDARIES OF THE LANDMARK SITE

The proposed landmark site encompasses all lots contained within Assessor’s Blocks 0863, 0864, 0865,
and 0866. The boundary commences. 62’ east of the southeast corner of Scott Street and Waller Street. The
boundary then runs east along the south side of Waller Street, crossing Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac
Streets, until reaching the southwest corner of Waller and Steiner Streets. From there, the boundary runs
- south to the northeast corner of Duboce Park, where it turns west and travels along the property line
separating the residential properties and the adjacent park land. The boundary continues west, where it
jogs slightly south at the interior block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets to
accommodate a 10-foot buffer at each set of steps. The boundary conhnues west along the property line
until it reaches the park edge 28 east of Scott Street. From here, the boundary continues north along the
residential property line until it reaches the point of beginning. See map.
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OTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED

If the Historic Preservation Commission adopts a resolution to 1ecommend approval of the landmark
district designation, its recommenda’aon will be forwarded to the Planning Cominission, which shall
have 45 days to review and comment on the proposed designation. Planning Commission comments will
. then be sent by the Department to the Board of Supervisors together with the HPC's recommendation.
The nomination would then be considered at a future Bdard of Supervisors hearing for formal Article 10

landmark designation.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT‘ RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends approval of the_‘ proposed landmark district designation.

The Historic Preservation Commission may recommend approval, disapproval, or approvél with
modifications of the recommendation of designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District as a San

Francisco landmark district under Article 10 of the.l?lanrﬁng Code.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Draft Resolution of Recommendation

B. Draft Designation Ordinance

C. December 5, 2012 Case Report

D. Draft Landmark District Designation Report

I\ Preservation\ Survey Temm\ Landmark Desigaation Work Program’ Landmark Disieiet Dtbace Park

18
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Article 10 Landmark District

Planning Commission Case Report

Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors
HEARING DATE: January 17, 2013
Date: .January 10, 2013
Case No.: 2011.0683L.
Project: Duboce Park Landmark District
Staff Contact Mary Brown (415) 575-9074 :
' '~ mary.brown@sfgov.org - : ' o

Reviewed By Tim Frye — (415) 558-6822 '

: tim.frye@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is the dESN‘natLOIl of the Duboce Park Landmark District consisting of the 87
properties located in Assessor’s Block 0863, 0864, 0865, and 0866 and the three interior block park
entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets as an Article 10 Historic (Landmark) District pursuant
to Section 1004.2(c) of the Planning Code. Further consideration by the Board of Supervisors will occur at
a future public hearing and will be noticed separately for a future date.

ENVIRONMENTAL REV[EW STATUS

The Planmng Department has determined. that actions by regulatory agencies for protection of the
environment (specifically in this case, landmark designation) are exempt from envuonmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15308 (Class Elght Categorical).

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTIONS

The item before the Planning Commission is to provide recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
(A 94103-2479

Reception;
415.958.6378

Fax:
413.558.6409

Planning

. Information;

415.558.6377

the proposed landmark district consisting of 87 properties and three interior block park entrances as the -

Duboce Park Landmark District. ‘Pursuant to Section 1004.2(c) of the Planning Code, the Planning
Commission is requested to provide review and comment on the proposed landmark district to:

1) address the consistericy of the proposed designation with the policies embodied in the General
Plan and the priority policies of Section 101.1, particularly the provision of housing to meet the
City's Regional Housing Needs Allocatlon, and the provision of housing near transit corridors;

2) identify any amendments to the General Plan necessary to facilitate adoption of the proposed
designation; and

3) evaluate whether the district would conflict w1th the Sustamable Communities Strategy for the
Bay Area.

www.sfplanning.org
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The recommendation and any comments of the Planning Commission shall be conveyed to the Historic
Preservation Commission and Board of Supervisors in the form of a resolution.

OTHER ACTlONS REQUIRED

The proposed landmark d1s’rr1ct requires review and action by the Historic Preservation Commission,
Planning Commission, and Board of Supervisors. The following outlines a schedule for such actions:

At its June 15, 2011 hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission added the subject district to its
Landmark Designation Work Program.

At its December 5, 2012 hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission, by Resolution 696,
confirmed nomination and initiated the Duboce Park Landmark District.

At its December 19, 2012 hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission, by Resolution 699,
recommended approval of the landmark designation.

At the January 17,2013 hearing, the Planning Commission will provide its recommendation and

any comments on the proposed landmark district.

Final actions on the proposed Duboce Park Landmark Dlstrlct will be undertaken by the Board of

Supervisors.

APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS

Section 1004 of the Planning Code authorizes the landmark- designation of an individual structure or
other feature or an integrated group of structures and features on a single lot or site, having special
character or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value, as a landmark. Section 1004.1
also outlines that landmark designation may be initiated by the Board’ of Supervisors or the Historic
Preservation Commission and the initiation shall include findings in support. Section 1004.2 states that
once initiated, the proposed designation is referred to the Historic Preservation Commission for a report
and recommendation to the Board.of Supervisors to approve, disapprove or modify the proposal.

Pursuant to Section-1004.3 of the Planning Code, if the Historic Preservation Commission approves the
designation, a copy of the resolution of approval is transmitted to the Board of Supervisors and without
referral to the Planning Commission. The Board of Supervisors shall hold a pubhc hearing on the

demgnahon and may approve, mochfy or dlsapprove the designation.

In the case of the initiation of a landmark district, the Historic Preservation Commission shall refer its
recommendation to the Planning Commission pursuant to Section 1004.2(c). The Planning Commission
shall have 45 days. to provide review and comment on the proposed designation and address the
consistency of the proposed designation with the General Plan, Section 101.1 priority policies, the City's
Regional Housing Needs Allocation, and the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Bay Area. These
comments shall be sent to the Board of Supervisors in the form of a resolution. !
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Section 1004(b) requires that the designating ordinance approved by‘the Board of Supervisors shall
include the location and boundaries of the landmark site, a description of the characteristics of the
-landmark Wthh justify its des1gnat10n, and a description of the partlcular features that should be
preserved.

Section 1004.4 states that if the Historic Preservation Commission disapproves the proposed designation,
such: action shall be final, except upon the filing of a valid appeal to the Board of Supervisors within 30
days. :

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION & SURROUNDING LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

The Duboce Park Landmark District (district) is a three-block residential enclave in the Duboce Triangle
neighborhood. The district is immediately adjacent to and shares a common development history with
Duboce Park, a small civic park composed of open grassy areas, wandering paths, a playground, and
recreation center. The district is comprised of 87 residential buildings and. the stone steps and rock
retaining walls at the tIu'ee interior block park entrances: Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets.

Construction dates of contributing buildings within the district range from 1899 to 1911. Nearly two
thirds of the buildings were constructed in 1899 and 1900. The district’s buildings display similar
massing, materials, and uniform front yard setbacks that provide a cohesive streetscape of Victorian- and
Edwardian-era resideres. Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac
Streets are single-family dwellirigs, while flats dominate the lots facing Waller and Steiner Streets. A few
mixed-use properties are found in the district, such as the three-story flats-over-store building on the
southwest corner of Waller and Steiner. Buildings in the district range from 1 % story-over-basement to
four stories in height, with two and three stories predominating. Mid-block buildings are typically
smaller than those constructed at the corners or on Waller and Steiner Streets. These buildings are more
likely to draw from Victorian-era form and massing such as prominent gabled roof forms and
asymmetrical massing at the primary facade. The district’s largest single-family residences and flats were
built on corner lots dJIectly adjacent to the Park. These buildings are typically two- to three- stories in
height and feature consistent detailing on the primary, park facmg, and rear facades.

Properhes in the dlstmct are assigned one of two zoning districts. Buildings zoned RH-2 are found on the
interior block streets of Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets. Properties zoned RTO are located on
Waller and Steiner Streets. All buildings in the district are located within a 40-X height and bulk zoning
district. Buildings in the immediate vicnity of the district are zoned RH-3 (Scott Street, Waller Street, and
Duboce Avenue), RM-1 (Waller Street), and RTO (Steiner Street and Duboce Avenue). Surrounding
blocks likewise have a 40-X height and bulk limit with the excephon of the California Pacific Medical
Center, Davies Campus, to the southwest of Duboce Park, which has a split 65-D and 130-E height and
bulk limit.

DISTRICT SIGNIFICANCE
The Period of Significance for the district dates from 1899 to 1911, inclusive of the known penod of.
construction of all buildings within the district. :
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Association with significant events
The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant for the unusual development history of the contested

tract of land upon which it was built and the way in which the contested natiire of the tract impacted the

District’s physical appearance and- connection to the adjacent park. The tract (formerly known as the
Public Reservation, Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract) was subject to a decades-long series of court battles
over legal ownership, with the City of San Francisco losing half of its claim to the land to the German
Savings and Loan Association in the late 1890s. After acquiring title to half of the tract, the bank
subdivided the land, carved out interior block streets, and sold lots to builders who developed the
residential portion of the tract. The lots sold quickly and a handful of builders immediately began
developing the parcels. Due to the delay in development caused by the litigation, construction dates for
the vast majority of contributing resources within the district range from 1899 to approximately 1902.

This short period of development and limited number of builders resulted in a remarkably uniform
streetscape of Victorian- and Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

The contested nature of the tract, its history as a debris dump, and neighborhood activism and
development of the adjacent civic park are key themes linked to the Duboce Park I.andmark District. One
important visible manifestation of this interrelated history is found at the park’s northern border —
specifically the lack of separation between the park and residential buildings. The district represents the
best example of San Francisco’s handful of municipal parks that directly abut residential - buildings,
without any separation of a street or sidewalk. In addition, the historic stone steps and rock retaining
walls at the three interior block park entrances — Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — reflect the
transformation of the City-owned portion of the contested tract from a dumping ground for Serpentine
rock rubble to a picturesque, landscaped civic park. Serpentine rock rubble is also found in the

foundations of many district buildings.

. Significant architecture:
The Duboce Park Landmark District is- s1gmf1cant within the category of architecture, as a remarkably

intact district of Victorian- and Edwardian-era residential buildings. The district expresses the distinctive

characteristics of late Vlctonan— and Edwardian-era architectural styles, 'with the Queen Anne style

widely represented. Although the district displays a remarkable variety of ormament, unifying design
- features include asyminetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, the use of multiple textures and
~ wood cladding, and front yard setbacks.

Many of the Queen Anre cottages and flats were developed by Fernando Nelson, a master buﬂder
known for his exuberant ornamentation and elaborately applied millwork. Nelson designed and built
approximately one half of the district properties, including nearly all of the residerices on Carmelita and
Pierce Streets. The district represents one of the earliest developments in his 77-year career and is an
excellent representation of his effusive interpretation of the Queen Amne .style. District features
characteristic of Nelson’s Victorian-era period include button boards, drips, and donuts; blocky geometric
cut-outs above the entry porch; two-sided bay windows; half-circle rows of dentils located in gable ends;
and a wavy, stylized quarter-sunburst detailed at the arched entry. :
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The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district often resulted in a rare fusion of
Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for
Edwardian-era flats to feature unusually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several
are capped with the gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

The Department and the Historic Preservation Commission believe that the subject district is eligibleasa -
landmark district due to its association with significant events and significant architecture and retains
sufficient integrity with which to convey this significance. A detailed integrity analysis and
documentation of the district’s character-defining features are found on.pages 28-29 and 33-37 of the
Duboce Park Landmark District Designation Report. The Historic Preservation Commission’s resolutions
initiating and recommending desighation of the district are also attached.

OUTREACH AND ENGAGEMENT

The following section provides an overview of the Department’s outreach activities focused on the
district. The Department engaged in extensive community outreach, produced informational materials,
and hosted eight community events, as detailed below. Representatives from Supervisor Scott Wiener's
office, the Recreation and Park Department, and the Duboce Tnangle Ne1ghborhood Association
attended most of these events,

EVENTS

DTNA Meeting, April 2011

Department staff presented the Historic Preservation Commission’s Landmark De51gnatlon Work
Program (Work Program) at a regularly scheduled Duboce Triangle Nelghborhood Assodation meeting.
See attached. :

Historic Preservation Commission Hearing, June 15, 2011

In advance of the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing to add the sub]ect district to the Work Proo-ram, the’
Department produced promotional materials and conducted outreach to property owners, tenants,
government officials, and community stakeholders. A letter and packet of information, which included a )
four-page FAQ related to the landmark designation process and potential benefits, an informational letter
for property owners, and a brochure of existing landmark districts was mailed to tenants and owners of
property located within the proposed landmark district. In addition, a hearing notification flyer was
posted in the neighborhood. All materials are attached. At the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing, with the stated
support from properfy owners and the.Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association, the HPC
unanimously added the subject district to.its Work Program. Foﬂowﬁg the indusion of the subject
district to the Work Program, the Department developed a series of community events and ouftreach
materials as described below. '

Department Event No. 1: July 16,2011 Neighborhood History Walking Tour .

Department planners Moses Corrette, Mary Brown, and Tim Frye led three separate large groups on a
neighborhood history walking tour of the subject district. Department planners shared the history of the
neighborhood and provided information regarding the landmark district designation process indudiné
promotion of the Landmark Designation Kick-Off Meeting. Materials and outreach associated with this
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event include an events flyer which was mailed fo all r.esidents owners, and stakeholders {see attached).
In addition, the flyer was hand delivered to every ‘building in the sub]ect dlstnct and posted on poles and
businesses in the nelghborhood

. Department Event No 2: July 18, 2011 Landmark Designation chk—Off Communlty Meeting

Two days after the Neighborhood History Walking Tour, the Department hosted a Kick- Off Community
Meeting at the Harvey Milk Recreation Center. This event was promoted in conjunction with the walking
tour. The Department presented an overview of what Article 10 designation entails, how Article 10 .
designation differs from the historic resource survey evaluation, the potential benefits and drawbacks of
de51gnahon, and the pernut process for alterations to Article 10 landmark dlstnct bLuIdJngs

Department Event No. 3: August 16, 2011 Comimunity Meeting

" Preservation incentives and the process for review of future alterations were the focus of the second
Duboce Park Community Meeting. See attached presentation. A flyer for this event was mailed to all
residents, property owners, and stakeholders. The flyer was also posted in the neighborhood and hand
delivered to all properties within the subject district.

Department Event No. 4: August 30, 2011 Ask-A-Planner Night

The Department hosted its first “Ask-A-Planner” event at the Duboce Park Café across the sireet from the
subject district. This one-hour event was intended to supplement the larger community meeting process
and to provide for casual one-on-one discussions related to the proposed landmark designation. Several
stakeholders attended the event and engaged in discussion regarding potential future alterations to
properties within the district. This event was promoted in conjunction with the August 16® Community
Meeting. : :

Department Event No. 5: September 20, 2011 Community Workshop '
This interactive workshop focused on commumity review of a draft designation ordinance for the subject
district. New policies introduced by the Historic Preservation Commission, such as delegation of review
to Department staff in the form of Administrative Certificates of Appropriateness, allowed for greater
flexibility and engagement with the community in the’ tallormg of the designation and required levels of

review.

Topics at the workshop included prioritizing preservation needs and levels of permit review. Working in
‘small groups, workshop participants provided input on how to best protect neighborhood character
through appropriate review of identified scopes of work. Participants prioritized scopes of work for three
separate levels of review: Certificate of Appropriateness, Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness,
and No Certificate of Appropnateness The goal of the workshop was to gain a better understanding — at
an open, public forum — of the types of alterations that stakeholders prioritize for additional review. The
feedback gathered at the workshop helped tailor a designation ordinance that aligns more closely with
community needs, provides a clear and predictable review process for specific scopes of work, and

protects the character of the neighborhood.

Department Event No. 6: September 27, 2011 Ask-A-Planner nght

A second “Ask-A-Planner” event was held at the Duboce Park Café a week following the community -
workshop focused on review of alterations. Department planners and Commissioner Alan Martinez
engaged several property owners in detailed discussions regardmg levels of review identified and
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pﬂoﬁﬁzed at the workshop. It served as an additional forum to receive feedback and hear of concerns
regarding the review of certain scopes of work. This event was promoted in conjunctioni with the August
events and with the September 20th Community Workshop.

Department Event No. 7: December 7, 2011 Drop-In Event / Community Meeting

‘With Supervisor Scott Wiener and the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Assocdiation, the Department

hosted a Drop-In Event / Community Meeting fo share revisions to the proposed levels of review. During

the first half of this event, Department planners were on hand to discuss the revised review framework

and to discuss the differences between the current California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review

process and the proposed Artidle 10 review process. During the meeting’s second half, the group
convened for a larger question and answer session with Department staff, Supervisor 'Scott Wiener, and

the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Assodation. In addition, Executive Director of San Fraricisco

Architectural Heritage, Mike Buhler, provided information at the meeting about the Facade Easement

program.

Promotional materials for this event included a save-the-date postcard and a five-page mailing to
residents, owners, and stakeholders outlining the revised levels of review for alterations. Large-scale
posters included graphics outlining the proposed levels of review at the pnmary facade, visible rear
facade, and non-visible rear facades. :

DTNA Meeting, August 13, 2012

On August 13, 2012, the Department provided an information update regarding the sub]ect district and
amendments to the Mills Act program at the regularly scheduled Duboce Triangle Neighborhood
Association meetmg

' 'Department Event No. 8: November1, 2012 Final Community Meeting
On November 1, 2012, the Department hosted its final community event focused on the sub]ect district.
At the meefing, participants Visited three stations staffed by Department planners: Mills Act, Revised
Levels of Review, and Designation Process / Timeline. In addition, Supervisor Scott Wiener provided an
overview of the recently implemented amendments to the Mills Act program. Residents, stakeholders,
and property owners were notified of this meeting via a postcard mailing.

ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRE : :
At the request of property owners and Supervisor Scott Wiener, the Department created an on]me
questionnaire to solicit feedback regarding the proposed district. The online questionnaire was designed
specifically for residents and owmners of buildings located within the proposed district. It was available
~online from November 5, 2012 through November 26, 2012. Participation was limited to one
questionmaire per owner household and one questionnaire per tenant household. Tenants and owners
were provided the option to submit a paper questionnaire, though no household availed themselves of
this option. The questionnaire and responses are induded in the attached appendix.

"The questionnaire was designed to gauge support and opposition to the proposed district as well as the
underlying. reasoning behind these opinions. In addition, the questionnaire examined the impact of
expanded access to the Mills Act program on support or opposition to the survey and the level of interest
of applying for the Mills Act. :
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Participation in the online questionnaire was encouraged through several channels. All residents and
property owners were mailed a postcard containing a link to the questionnaire on November 5, 2012. The
online questionnaire was promoted at the Department’s Community Meeting on November 1, 2012..
Mention of the online questionnaire was added to an update on the project website. The Department
emailed an announcement and web link for the questionnaire to the 65 people on its project mailing list

on November 7, 2012 and a follow-up reminder email on November 21, 2012. Supervisor Scott Wiener

emailed a web link for the questionnaire to the list of people who had previously contacted his office
regarding the proposed designaﬁori.

The online questionnaire produced a total of 38 valid household responses. Six of the 44 submitted
questionnaires were eliminated from the final analysis for the following reasons: participant did not live
or own property in the proposed district (1); more than one questionnaire was submitted for a single
owner household (1); participant did not indicate support or opposition to the district (2); and participant
did not provide a name and address, hence it was not po'ssible to confirm residency or property
ownership in the proposed district (2). . The following analysis focuses primarily on the support or
opposition to the designation and the underlying reasons for this support or opposition.

The vast majozity of responses were provided by property owners. Just four renter households were
included in the analysis.

QUESTIONNAIRE FINDINGS

Property owners supported the proposed landmark district designation by more than a two-to-one ratio.
Of the 34 owner participants, 65% support or strongly support the designation, compared to 29% who
oppose or are strongly opposed. Just four renters completed the questionnaire. One was in strong
support, one in strong opposition, and two were neutral on the proposed designation. See charts below.

Designation: Total Responses by Household

16
14
12
10
8 E Renter
c ol
Owner
4
2
0 - ety
Strongly Support Neutral Oppose Strongly
Support . Oppose
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Designation: By percentage

E Renter

® Owner

Support / Strongly Neutral - . Oppose / Strongly

Support Oppose
Impact of Mills Act

Half of the respondents md.lcated that the Mills Act program, parhcularly ‘the recent amendments
expanding access to the program, impacted their view of the proposed designation. Nearly 20
respondents indicated that they plan to apply for the Mills Act program if the district is formally
“designated.

Reasons for Support
Supporters of the district were asked to rank the reasons behind their support of the district. 96% of
respondents indicated that protecting the visual and architectural character of buildings in the distict
was very important. Protecting the midblock park entrances was important or somewhat important to
87% of respondents. Providing “clear expectations and guidelines for myself and my neighbors in the
review of future exterior alterations to the district” was very important to 70% of respondents and
somewhat important to 30%. Bestowing neighborhood recognition was very important to 65%,
somewhat important to 26%, and ot important to 9% of participants. Improving property values or
taking advantage of the Mills Act was very important to 39% and somewhat important to 52% of
participants. Participants also provided additional qualitative responses for their support of the
designation which are included as an attachment to this case report.

Reasons for Opposition

The top three ranked reasons for opposing the proposed desxgnatlon were “opposition to any additional
fees or review time for myself or my neighbors in the review of future exterior alterations” (93% of
participants found this very important); “I have experienced or know of past negative experiences with
the Dept. of Building Inspections or with the Planning Department” (85% of participants found this very
important); and “I am opposed to government oversight of my property” (65% of participants found this
very importanf, while 21% indicated it was somewhat imiportant). Participants also provided additional
qualitative responses for their opposmon of the designation Wthh are included as an attachment to this
case report.
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COORDINATION WITH CITY OFFICIALS AND AGENCIES

At the June 15, 2011 HPC hearing regarding the Work Program, staff from the Recreation and Park
Department voiced their concerns over inclusion of Duboce Park in the subject district. As background,
the park was listed as a contributing element of the identified eligible National Register historic district
during the Market and Octavia Area Plan Historic Resource Survey. The survey was endorsed by the
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board on December 19, 2007. For the purpose of CEQA the park is
considered a historic resource and a contributing element of the identified eligible district. The
Department recognizes that the park has undergone substantial renovation since its creation, including
the construction of a recreation center, basketball courts, streetcar tunnel portal, and playground. The
most significant character-defining features of the park, in relation to historic themes identified for the
subject district, are the lack of separation between the park and adjacent residential buildings and the
interior block park entrances. As a compromise, the Recreation and Park Department suggested that
rather than including the entire park in the subject district, the park-portion of the district-be limited to
the historic stone steps and retaining walls at the three interior block park entrances. This boundary
largely alleviates the Recreation and Parks Department’s concerns regarding review of non-character-
defining elements of the park. On November 2, 2011, the Department presented this boundary option to
the Capital Committee of the Recreation and Park Commission.

The Recreation and Park Department prefers this option limiting inclusion of the park in the subject
district to the three interior block park entrances and surrounding 10’ buffer. Supervisor Scott Wiener is

likewise supportive.

WEBSITE

In June 2011, the Department created a project webpage — http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org — which it
updated frequently during the outreach and engagement process. This webpage includes the following
materials: a searchable Google Maps component which provides direct access to previously documented
building evaluations; a Duboce Park Fact Sheet; uploaded PDFs and calendar notification for meetings
and events; uploaded five-page PDF mailer of proposed framework for review of alterations; updates
related to preservation incentives and post-event progress reports; and recent studies focused on the
impact of historical designation on property values. ‘ .

MEDIA .
The Department produced updates. for the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association’s Fall 2011,

Winter 2011, and Fall 2012 newsletter editions. The Department was interviewed by reporters from the
New York Times and the San Francisco Examiner. The New York Times article, produced by the Bay Citizen,
contained inaccuracies and misrepresentations regarding the impact of the proposed designation.

OTHER ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Mills Act Amendments

At the December 7, 2011 Community Meeting, many property owners expressed interest in the property
tax savings offered by the Mills Act and concern that the existing application process presented a barrier
to realizing those savings. At the request of property owners, Supervisor Scott Wiener sponsored
legislation to amend San Francisco’s Mills Act Program to make the application process quicker, cheaper,
and more predictable. The Department coordinated with the San Francisco Assessor’s office to set -
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established periods for the submittal and review of Mills Act applications and reduced the application
fee. The improved program became effective in October 2012.

RECOMMENDATION

The HPC has recommended to the Board of Supemsors approval of the Duboce Park Landmark District
to include 87 buildings and the three interior block park entrances. The Planning Department has
determined that the proposed historic district designation appears to be consistent with, the General Plan
and Priority Policies of Section 101.1, will not necessitate General Plan amendments, and will not Confhct .
with regional housing or environmental sustainability policies.

The Department recommends approval of the proposed de51gnat10n with the follomng non-substantive
changes to the Designation Ordinance:

1. Correct a typo on page 22, line 13 by inserting the word “visible” in front of “rooftop
equipment.” ' A
Bold the heading “Repair or Replacement of Arch_ltectu.ral Details” on page 21, line 18

3. Reorganize the order of Section 8, “Standards for Review of Applications,” to create separate
subsections for the review of alterations to the interior block park entrances and the review of

exterior alterations and new construction.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposed landmark district is consistent with the objectives and policies embodied in the General
Plan, Priority Policies of Section 101.1, the Market and Octavia. Plan, and the Sustainable- Commurutles
Strategy for the Bay Area as outlined below.

GENERAL PLAN POLICIES
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 ~ GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY AND IMPLEMENTATION

Planning Code Sectio_n' 101.1 - Eight Priority Policies establish and require review of permité for
consistency with said policies. The proposed designation is consistent with the eight Priority Policies set
forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preéerved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed designation will not impact neighborhood-serving retail uses or ownershiplemployment
_opportunities in such businesses. Residential in character, the district contains just two mixed-use
. properties, each of which feature retail or service-oriented businesses at the ground story storefront and

dwelling units at the upper stories. Retention of historic fabric that contributes to this mixed-use character,
. and related use of these buildings would be encouraged within the district.

-
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2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and econorm'c diversity of our neighborhoods; :

The proposed deszgnatzon will encourage comservation and protection of neighborhood character as
proposed alterations to exterior features of designated buildings shall be subject to review and approval by
the Historic Preservation Commission, or as delegated fo Planning Department staff by the HPC in
accordance with Sections 1006 through 1010 of the Planning Code. Designation will encourage retention
of the district’s contributory buildings by providing access to an important financial incentive, namely the
Mills Act program. o ‘

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed designation will not negatively impact the City’s supply of aﬁordable housing.

" 4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service Or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking;

The proposed designation will not impede transit service or overburden streets or neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportumﬁes for
resident employment and ownershlp in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed designation would not impact the diversity of economzc activity.

6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against mjury and loss of
lifein an earthquake,

The proposed designation would not modify any physical parameters of the Planning Code or other Codes.
Seismic upgrades are not limited or subject to additional review as a result of this proposed designation.

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

Designation of buildings under Article 10 of the Planning Code will encourage the preservation of
character-defining features of buildings within the district for the bemefit of future generations.
Designation will require that the Planning Department or the Historic Preservation Commission review
any proposed work that may have an impact on character-defining features of buildings within the district.
Both entities will utilize the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in

" their review to ensure that only appropriate, compatible alterations are made.
Designation promotes preservation by qualifying owners of contributing buildings within the district to
apply for the Mills Act property tax reduction program. The Mills Act program allows owners of
landmarks and buildings that contribute to landmark districts to receive a property tax reduction to offset
costs to rehabilitate, restore, or maintain their historic property, such as roof replacement, seismic
strengthening, or general maintenance and repair. -
8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development; '
The proposed designation would not impact or facilitate any development which could have any impact on
our parks and open space or their access to sunlight and vistas. '

12
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URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT Objectives and Policies :
- “The Urban Design Element of the General Plan contains the following relevant objective and policies:

OBJECTIVE 2: CONSERVATION 'OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE,
- CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4. Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value,
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide
.- continuity with past development.

POLICY 2.5:  Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than
weaken the original character of such buildings.

POLICY 2.6:- Respect the character of older developments nearby in the design of new

' buildings. »

POLICY 2.7:  Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an
: extraordinary degree to San Francisco’s visual form and character.

The proposed designation would preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value by
recognizing their cultural and historical value and providing mechanisms for review of proposed alterations as well
as incentives for property owners to maintain and presetve their buildings. Designation will require that the
Planning Department andlor the Historic Preservation Commission review proposed work that may have an impact

. on character-defining features. )

MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN
The Market and Octavia Plan of the San Francisco General Plan contains the following relevant objective
and policies: :

OBJECTIVE 1.2 ENCOURAGE URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA’S
UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER URBAN FORM AND
STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER.

POLICY 12.1 Relate the prevailing height of buildings to street widths throughout the plan
area. , :
POLICY 1.2.4 Encourage buildings of the same height along each side of major streets.

. The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District exemplifies the urban foﬁn promoted by this objective. Designation
will help maintain the existing comfortable, human-scaled interior blocks and relahonsth between building height,
street width, and front yard setback.

OBJECTIVE 2.3 PRESERVE AND ENHANCE EXISTING SOUND HOUSING STOCK.

POLICY 2.3.1 Prohibit residental demoliions unless they would result in sufficent
replacement of existing-housing units. Even when replacement housing is
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provided, demolitions should further be restricted to ensure affordable housing

and historic resources are maintained.

Deéigndtion of the Duboce Park Landmark District under Article 10 of the Pla11n;'71g Code will fulﬁ'll this objective
by requiring the Historic Preservation Commission’s review and entitlement, in the form of a Certificate of
Appropriateriess, of proposals fo demolish buildings within the district. Such review would allow time for the

exploration of feasible alternatives to the demolition of historic buildings.

- OBJECTIVE 3.1 OBJECTIVE 3.1 ENCOURAGE NEW BUILDINGS THAT CONTRIBUTE TO THE
BEAUTY OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND THE QUALITY OF STREETS

- AS PUBLIC SPACE.
POLICY 3.1.1 Ensure that new development adheres to principles of good urban design.

Designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District under Article 10 of the Planning Code will fulfill this objecti've
by requiring the Historic Preservation Commission’s review of proposed new construction. The Standards for
Review of alterations to district buildings, as outlined in the Duboce Park Landmark District Designation
Ordinance, complement and enhante the Market and Octavia Plan’s Fundamental Design Principles.

OBJECTIVE 3.2: PROMOTE THE PRESERVATION OF NOTABLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS,
INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC BUILIDNGS, AND FEATURES THAT HELP TO
PROVIDE CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST. '

POLICY 321 Preserve landmarks and other buildings of historic value as invaluable
neighborhood assets.

POLICY 3.2.2 Encourage rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic buildings and resources.

POLICY 32.4 Protect and preserve groupings of cultural resources that have integrity, convey
‘a period of significance, and are given recognition as groupings through the
creation of historic or conservation districts. '

. POLICY 3.2.5 Preserve resources in identified historic districts.
POLICY 32.6 Pursue future preservation efforts, including the designation of historic
landmarks and districts, should they exist, throughout the plan area

POLICY 32.7 ‘Ensure that changes in the built environment respect the historic character and
cultural heritage of the area, and that resource sustainability is supported.

POLICY 3.2.8 Encourage new building design that respects the character of nearby older
development. ' :

POLICY 329 Promote preservation.inceriﬁves that encourage reusing older buildings.
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POLICY 3.2.11 Apply the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic
' Properties for infill construction in Historic Districts and Conservation Districts
(designated at the local, state, or national level) to assure compatibility with the
character. :

POLICY 3.2.12 Preserve the cultural and socio-economic dlversfcy of the plan area through.
' ' preservation of historic resources.

Designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District under Article 10 of the Planning Code will fulfill this objective '
by providing official designation and ensuring appropriate review of the character-defining features of this
significant group of historic buildings. The designation will ensure the preservation and protection of the district for
future genmerations. Designationn will require that the Planning Department and/or the Historic Preservation
Commzission review proposed alterations, demolitions, or new construction that may have an impact on character-
defining features of buildings within the district and/or at the interior block park entrances. Both entities will utilize
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in their veview o ensure that
aﬁpi’opriate, compatible alterations are made. Designation as an Article 10 landmark district will also qualify
owners of contributory buildings to apply for the voluntary Mills Act program. Approved Mills Act confracts
provide a property tax reduction to offset costs to rehabilitate, restore, or imaintain historic properties.

OBJECTIVE 4.1 PROVIDE SAFE AND COIV[FéRTABLE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR

PEDESTRIAN USE AND IMPROVE THE PUBLIC LIFE OF - THE
NEIGHBORHOOD

POLICY 4.1.3 Establish and maintain a seamless pedestrian ﬁgﬁts—of—way throughout the plan

area.

Designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District under Article 10 of the Planning Code will fulfill this objective
by maintaining the historic interior block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets. Maintaining
this connection between residential buildings and the park provides a tangible connection to the historic relationship
between the park and neighboring buildings and helps create 4 unique sense of public life within the neighborhood.

General Plan Amendments
Identification of any amendments to the General Plan necessaxy to facilitate adoption of the proposed
designation:

No amendments to the General Plan are necessary to facilitate adoption of the proposed designation.

Sﬁstainable Communities Strategy
Evaluation of whether the district would conflict with the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Bay
Area: .

The Market and Octavia Area Plan promotes the Sustamable Communities Strategies and related
transportation, affordable housing, job creation, environmental protection, and climate change goals. The
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- proposed designation does not appear to be in conflict with the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the
Bay Area, which is a regional blueprint for transportation, housing ‘and land use that is focused on -
reducing driving and associated greenhouse gas emissions. The proposed designation is consistent with
policies regarding transit-oriented growth and sustainability outlined in the General Plan and Market and

Octavin Plan.

Balancing the new construction envisioned in the Market and Octavia Area Plan with-preservation and
retenition of existing historic buildings addresses sustainability goals as preservation is an inherently

_ sustainable practice. As noted on the National Park Service, Technical Preservation Services web page, and
in its publication, “The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation & lustrated Guidelines on
Sustainability for Rehabilitating Historic Building,” the repair and retrofitting of existing and historic
buildings is copsidered to be the ultimate recycling project. Historic building construction methods and
materials oftén maximized natural sources of heating, lighting and ventilation to respond to local climatic
conditions. These original features can function effectively together with any new measures undertaken fo
further improve energy efficiency and make existing buildings even more sustainable.

- ATTACHMENTS
Draft Resolution
Duboce Park Landmark District Designation Ordinance
Duboce Park Landmark District Legislative Digest- '
Duboce Park Landmark Designation Repbrt ‘
Historic Preservation Comnission Resolution 696 -
Historic Preseroation Commission Resgiutian 699
Outreach Materials
Online Questionnaire and Analysis
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The Historic Preservation Commnission (FIPC) is a seven-member body that makes recommendations to the Board of
.Supervisors regarding the designation of landmark buildings and districts. The regulations governing landmarks and
landmark districts are found in Article 10 of the Planning Code. The HPC is staffed by the San Francisco Planning

- Department.

This draft Landmark Designation Report is subject to possible revision and amendment during the initiation and designation
process. Only language contained within the Article 10 designation ordinance, adopted by the San Francisco Board of

. Supervisors, should be regarded as final.

N
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Duboce Park Landmark District
87 Buildings, 3 Interior Block Park Entrances

Built:  ¢.1895-1907
Builde_rs: Fernando Nelson, George Moore, Charles Olinger

Overview - ’

The Duboce Park Landmark District (district) i5 a three-block residential enclave in the Duboce Triangle
heighborhood. The district is immediately adjacent to and shares a common development history with Duboce Park,
a small civic park composed of open grassy areas, meandering paths, a playground, and recreation center. The
district is significant for the unusual and contested history, and the litigation that resulted in the subdivision of
interior block streets and the adjacent civic park. The district is comprised of 87 residential buildings and the stone
steps and Serpentine rock retaining walls at the three interior block park entrances: Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac
Streets. The district and adjacent park are sited on a contested plot of land formerly known as the Public Reservation,
Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract. Through a decades-long series of court battles, the tract was split nearly in half, with
the City retaining title to what is now Duboce Park and the German Savings and Loan Association acquiring title to
the adjacent land, which is what now encompasses the district. In the late 1890s, the German Savings and Loan
subdivided the land and sold lots to builders who developed the residential portion of the former Marion Tract. The
nearly 40-years of contested claims and litigation, the resultant delayed development of the residential buildings, and
creation of the civic park are inexiricably intertwined. One visible manifestation of this interrelated history is found
in the lack of separation bétween the park and residential buildings — it is the best example in San Francisco of a dvic
of park that immediately abuts residential buildings, without any separation of a street or sidewalk.

The district is also significant as an excellent example of mass-produced Victorian-era architecture designed for

middle-class turn-of-the-century San Franciscans. Construction dates of confributing buildings within the district
range from 1899 to 1911. Nearly two thirds of the buildings were constructed in 1899 and 1900. Most buildings in the
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district were constructed by two key builders: the prolific Victorian-era master builder Fernando Nelson, known for
his lavishly applied ornamentation, and the smaller-scale partnership of George Moore and Charles Olinger. The
short 'périod of construction combined with the limited number of builders resulted in a remarkably uniform
streetscape of houses and flats dominated by Vfct_orian—era design influences, which include exuberant Queen Anne
decorative elements, a profusion of shingled cladding, angled bay windows, and gabled or hipped. roof forms.
Likewise, the builciings’ similar massing, materials, and uniform front yard setbacks provide a cohesive streetscape of

one and a half- to four-story residential buildings.

Duboce Park Landmafk District boundary.

Development History

Buildings within the district were constructed on land originally set aside as a public park. Known variously as the
Public Reservation, Hospital Lot, and Marion Tract, the highly contested public land — bounded by the streets now
known as Duboce Avenue, Scott Street, Waller Streef, and Steiner Streets — was subject to decades of lifigation and
contested oWnership. As noted in the San Francisco Chromicle in 1900, “The tract of land has long been a bone of
contention, and, cut down one-half of its original size through litigatior.”? Court rulings in the mid-1890s resulted in
the partial subdivision of the original Public Reservation into-a civic park (to the south) and smaller, builder
developed parcels (fo the north). The creation of Duboce Park and the adjacent residential development are

historically and physically intertwined, linked by the rubble that once covered the entire tract.

The following section details the historical development of this contested tract, from -early Consolidation Acts,
prolonged litigation, the role of neighborhood improvement clubs, the creation of Duboce Park, and the cormection

between the park and adjacent residential development.

Early History

Consalidation Acts

The first indusion of the Duboce Park area within San Francisco’s city limits occurred in 1851, when one of three
Consolidation Acts passed by the San Francisco City Council extended the dity limits south to Twenty-Second Street

and west to Castro Street. At the Hime, expansion of the street grid to the west and south had been hampered by the
existence of squatters on Pueblo Lands (territory of the City of San Francisco inherited from the Mexican

! San Francisco Chronicle. Dedication of Duboce Park, September 10, 1900, 9.
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govemnment) and by the efforts of largé private landholders such as the Noe, Bernal and De Haro families, to

maintain their properties intact.

These conflicting claims were largely resolved by the Van Ness Ordinance of 1855. Named for then-councilman (and
later mayor), James Van Ness, the Van Ness Ordinance clarified land itles in the outlying areas. The ordinance
settled land claims largely in favor of squatters by granting titles to those in actual possession of land on or before
January 1, 1855. The City’s claims to the Pueblo Lands were formally recognized by the U.S. Land Commiission in the
1860s. : a

Shortly after the expansion of the city limits, street grids began to be plotted in the area, though in reality streets
‘remained ungraded, unpaved and lacked any infrastructure. A small subdivision, known as the Mission Dolores
tract (now portions of the Mission District, Eureka Valley and Duboce Triangle neighborhoods) was established by
the platting of those streets. It was bounded by Castro Street to. the west, Duboce Avenue to the north, Valencia
Street to the east, and Eighteenth Street to the south. To the north Iay.r the vast Western Addition neighborhood,
comprising most of the city limits west of Larkin Street and north of Market Street.
Development was slow, hampered by the lack of reliable transportation. The area presently known as Duboce.
Triangle did not become readily accessible until Market Street was graded west of Dolores Street during the 1870s.
'However, it was still considered difficult to reach due to its distance from downtown San Francisco. The
construction of the first cable car by Andrew Hallidie in 1873 revolutionized mass fransit in San Frandisco. The 1880s
witnessed a proliferation of cable car lines running to the Western Addition and Upper Market areas, such as the
Market and Haight (Red Line) which opened in 1883; the Market and Castro Line in 1887; and the Market and Hayes
(Green Line) opening in 1889.2 These fransit lines made commuting fo jobs downtown and in the South of Market
Area feasible, and residential construction Began to proliferate in the Duboce Triangle area.

Map of streetcar fines in San Francisco, circa 1895.
Source: Anne Moudon, “Built for Change:
Neighborhood Architecture in San Francisco”
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1986), 24.

Public Reservation and Contested Ownership

Duboce Park had been designated as a “public reservation” as early as 1856 in the Van Ness Ordinance. It was one of
several block-square reservations set aside as public parkland in the Western ‘Addition, such as Alamo Square,

% Joe Thompson, Market Street Cable Railway, hittp//www.cable-car-guy.com/hitmY/ecsfmst html.
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Jefferson Square, and Lafayette Square. Although these reseljx{ahonivxvg{e relatwely small in relaﬁon to the overaII

area of the Western Addltlon, the fact that any land was set aside for the pubhc gobd was at the Hime an

unprecedented event in San Francisco.

" Unlike the other park reservations, which were typically square or rectangular, the Public Reservation in the Duboce
Park area had an odd wedge shape due to the awkward intersection between the Western Addition and Mission
Dolores surveys. In fact, its creation was likely the result of trying to rectify the intersection between the dlf:fermg
street grids. In addition, the topography of the site was different from the other parks, which were usually centered

on hilltops and, other than Jefferson Square, not as steeply sloped.

For San Francisco’s early park reservations, though, mere designation as open space was usually not enough Clty
authorities often had to confront squatters and other competing interests to preserve the open reservations. Duboce
Park is a notable example of this phenomenon. As early as 1861, a city map labeled the park as a “hospital site” for a
proposed city hospital. Why it was re-designated from parkland to a hospital site is unknown, but it remained as
such on city maps throughout the latter half of the nineteenth century. In the meantime, the open land was still the
subject of squatters’ claims related to the earlier land title disputes. In May 1869, a portion of the northern half of the
City reservation was awarded by the District Court of San Francisco to Mary Polack. Four years later, in January
1873, a group of court-appointed referees awarded another portion of the City reservation to Dan Rogers.? The City,

however, continued to dispute their ownership.

In the 1880s, the Public Reservation (site of the district and Duboce Park) was leased to the San Francisco Female
Hospital at the rate of $1.00 per year, although the hospital was never built. In 1896, the City finally relinquished its
claims to the northern half of the Public Reservation, which by then was often referred to as the Hospital Lot. By that
time, the German Savings and Loan Association had assumed ownership of the land, and in July 1897, the bank
asked the City to accept deeds for the extension of Pierce Street south of Waller Street, as well as deeds for two new
. dead-end streets called Primrose and Daisy Streets (now known as Carmelita and Potomac).* The bank then sold the
remaining land to private developers who began constructing houses. It is these properties north of the existing park

that now make up the Duboce Park Landmark District.

. The loss of formerly public land to pnvate owners was long a sore spot for City leaders. A San Francisco Chronzcle
article in 1902 laments: “The site of Duboce Park was a bone of contention for four decades, and the litigation which
lost to San Francisco a piece of land as large again as the present park shows what can happen to municipal holdings

when citizens are apathetic.”®

Hospital Lot Improvement Ciub _ S

By 1896, the Hospital Lot / Marion Tract was occupied by Buckman’s Camp, a ramshackle collection of stables and
temporary boarding houses that served as a lodging place for laborers. The camp, named after its owner, the
contractor A.E. Buckman, raised the ire of nearby residents and property owners, who n August 1896 orgamzed a
comunittee to 1id the park of the squatters and demand a settlement of land ownership issues. The newly formed
“Hospital Lot Improvement Club” petitioned the Department of Health to close the camp as a public health

3 City of San Francisco. ‘Real estate owned by the City and County of San Francisco and Historical Data Relatmg to Same, with citations
from decisions of the Superior, Supreme and Federal Courts.” San Francisco: Board of Supervisors. 1910, 81.

* hid,, 9.
5 San Francisco Chronicle, The Story of Duboce Park, April 27, 1902, A10.
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nuisance$ Residents of the camp were reportedly infected with typhoid fever. Within weeks, several hundred
residents had joined the dub which increased its demand for City action and decried Buckman’s refusal to close the
camp as “an infamous oufrage on a long-suffering community that has borne this nuisance patiently for about two
years...”” By late August, Buckman had agreed fo remove his camp from City property and the club set its sight on
improving the public land for neighborhood use.8 '

Although the Hospital Lot Improvement Club was successful in ridding the area of the laborers’ carﬁp, the tract
remained a rubble-strewn mess and the “dumping of garbage could not be stopped.”® It was still filled with rock
rubble from the 14 Street excavation project, often mounded in massive piles many feet high. This former staging
area was decried as “blight upon the neighborhood,”™ and the lot continued to be a bone of contention with nearby
residents, who stewed over the City’s continued inaction. The City, for its part, indicated a lack of urgency in
undertaking the monumental and expehsivetask of converting the debris-strewn area into a civic park, and the area
remained a dumping ground for many years following the settlement of land claims.

A 1902 article in the San Francisco Chronicle summarized the contested nature of the site and factors which caused it to
lay largely fallow for decades:

“More than forty years ago, this site, and as much more land adjoining, was set apart by the municipality for hospital
uses. No one knows just how, but complications concemning titles and taxes accumulated and the dty fought out the
issue with the German Savings Bank and the Sharp estate, with the result that one-half of the property was awarded to
the bank. That settled, no one bothered about what should be done with it and in tum this property was a dumping
ground, a vegetable garden and finally was covered with stables and all the unsightly appurtenances of a contractor’s
camp. The era of the vegetable garden was picturesque at least and lasted until 1895, when a Jocal firm secured the
construct to cut through Fourteenth Street. It supplemented this by getting from the German Bank permission to dump
rock on these blocks. This was done and the building of temiporary boarding houses and stables made this section one
of the most undesirable in the city. The unsanitary conditions of this camp developed typhoid fever, and matters went
from bad to worse until the people who managed to remain in the vicinity decided to get what was their due.”11

¢ Sant Francisco Chronicle, Buckman®s Camp Nuisance, Angust 9, 1896, 32.
7 San Francisco Chranz’c[é, Organized to Protest, August 17, 1896, 10.
2 San Francisco Chronicle, Buckman®s Camp to Go, August 29, 1896, 7.
® San Francisco Chronicle, The Story of Duboce Park, April 27, 1502, A10.
1° fbid.
1 by,
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Buckman’s Camp (presumably), site of present day district and adjacent Duboce Park. No date.
Source: 5an Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library

New Park Improvement Club .
With construction of residential buildings on the privately owned portion of the Marion Tract, came renewed efforts

to clean up the abandoned lot. These new residents, who included builders George Moore and Charles Olinger, the
politically connected Supervisor James Gallagher, and developer E.-W. Hinkle, revived and reconstituted the old
Hospital Lot Improvement Club into a new association — the New Park Improvement Club - to pressure the City

into cleaning up the abandened lot and developing a park.

In June of 1900, the New Park Improvement Club was formed to promote the development of the vacant lot into a
civic park. As noted in the San Francisco Chronicle, “People living in the vicinity of the hospital Jot [Marion Tract],
bounded by Steiner, Scott, Ridley [Duboce Avenue], and Waller streets, are showing much interest in the project of
converting the lot into a-park, and are raising money to supplement the appropriation made for this purpose by the
Board of Supervisors.”®? The revived club lobbied the Board of Supervisors to set aside the land for its intended use —
a civic park — and quickly raised $1,000 to assist the Park Commission in the lot’s dlean-up. The proactive role of the
New Park Improvement Club in lobbying and raising funds for creation of the long-planned civic park provided the
crucial momentum for the park’s creation. As noted in an April 1902 San Francisco Chronicle report on the park’s

development history: -

*“What these citizens of Duboce Park district have done for their locality any other improvement club can repeat. Some

civic pride, a little sacrifice, some time and a bit of money is the.recipe the Duboce Club is glad to give to all who want

to know how they made their part of town one of the most homelike and inviting spots in the seven by seven miles of

this municipality. Toc often citizens grumble and fuss and then ask for what is well nay Impossible: they make plans

for stupendous improvements and get nothing, If each district, each neighborhood would work to improve itself, the
' city would wake up some day and find itself beautiful.1® :

2 S Francisco Chronicle, New Park Improvement Club, Raising Money to Beautify Hospital Lot, June 26, 1900, 5.
13 Sun Francisco Chronicle, The Story of Duboce Park, Apnl 27, 1902, A10.
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Park Dedication and Development .
The new park was dedicated around the same time that Colonel Victor Duboce, a returning hero of the Spanish-
American War; returned to San Francisco from his post in the Philippines. He was in poor health and in a vote of
sympathy for the ailing Colonel Duboce, the Board of Supervisors passed a resolution extolling his “high character,
loyalty, and amiable disposition” and renamed Ridley Street (also known as 13th Street for a time) to Duboce Avenue
in his honor. The Board also voted to convért the undeveloped portion of the old hospital lot into a park to be named
Duboce Park. ‘

Duboce Park was dedicated on September 9, 1900. At that time, the park was neither dleared, graded, nor landscaped
— it was the vision of a future park that was celebrated, not the reality of the still vacant, rubble-strewn landscape. At
the dedication ceremony, Mayor James Phelan described the future park’s condition: “It looks as if it had been the

“scene of a battle among the gods in which they threw huge rocks at one another.”1¢ A reported 1,500 people attended
the dedication ceremony, which was in part a celebration of the future park and a memorial o the recently passed
Colonel Duboce. At the dedication, a flag was raised on the new flagstaff, purchased by the New Park Improvement
Club, placed in the center of the park. v

At the dedication ceremony, Mayor Phelan lamented the loss of City property through litigation: “For some reason
the city has lost cne-half the piece of land that it originally had, but is fortunate in getting the other half. It is better as
a park than as a hospital, for which it was originally infended, for the one conduces to health of the community,
while the most the other can do is to restore it The people have been wise enough at this time to set apart for a park
this piece of land.”®

Development of the new park’s paths, lawns, and rubble-mounded flower beds was underway in 1901, and within a
year, the park was cleared and landscaped. A 1902 Parks Commission report detailed the comsiderable work
undertaken fo transform the rubble duﬁip into a picturesque park. Several tons of dumped rock — mounded in some
places six or seven feet above grade — was redistributed on the land, some “to fill in hollows and others to build
rockeries.”%6 The rock debris was then covered with soil, mulched with manure, plowed, raked, and sown with grass
and plantings.”” The land’s transformation was triumphantly described in the Parks Commission annual report,
“Three years ago a more uninviting spot for a square could hardly be imagined; to-day a g:ee{fl lawn, rockeries and
flowering shrubs form a pleasant, inviting picture to the eye.”

Constructed during the long tenure of Park Superintendent John McLaren, Duboce Park was designed as a large
expanse of lawn, crossed by meandering walking p.ath‘s, with groupings of tréés,‘ shrubs, and flowering beds. The
rockeries (rock gardens) were formed by mounding Serpentine rock rubble into laige beds planted with a range of
flowering plants. Nearly 4,000 flowering pLénts and bulbs were planted, along with 14 species of flowering and
evergreen shrubs, hedges, and trees including Magnolia, Lemonwood, Spindle tree, Mexican orange shrub, Bottle
Brush, and a handful of Cordyline Palms.'® Constructed during the period when “pleasure gardens” were a popular
aspect in urban planning (c.1850-1900s), Duboce Park embraced the conventions of that school of park design. The -
concept of the pleasure garden referenced pastoral landscapes with few man-made elements. They presented a

Y San Framcisco Chronicle, The Dedication of Duboce Park, September 10, 1900, 9.
Y Ibid. . ..

¥ Annual Report of the Board of Parks Commissioners of San Francisco, 1902.

7 hid.

18 Ihid.

1 Tbid.

391



counterpoint to the city around them by providing a “wilderness” setting and circulation paths that broke the. strict
grid of the city streets. They represent an effort to provide relief. to city workers at a fime when the wban

environment was Ieducmg the availability of open Jand.

) _ . View from 1904 of the Duboce -
: Park rock gardens. In the
background are district houses

o y
on Carmelita Street.
. Source: San Francisco History
! Center, San Francisco Public
d Library
.; '*i'c . i,
_;.': s = j

Street Platting and Connection to the Park
Historically, San Francisco parks were platted as floating blocks, separated from street-facing buﬂdmgs by streets and

sidewalks. The construction of residential buildings adjacent to park land, with no physical separation such as a
street or sidewalk is highly unusual. In order to maximize the development potential for its half of the land, the
German Savings and Loan Association, however, opted to carve three interior block streets perpendicular to the park,
rather than parallel. This decision resulted in the unusual development pattern of buildings placed directly adjacent.
to the, park, with prominent side and rear facades. As noted in the following section, builders in Duboce Park
responded to this unusual site placement by extending the street-facing design along the buildings’ side a_nd rear

profiles.

In addition to the open connection between Duboce Park and the nearby residences, elements on the periphery of the
park reflect this dlose and unusual association between residential and park developmeht, most notably, the rustic
interior block park entrances. Located at the foot of Carmelita, Pierce, énd Potomac Streets, these entrances feature
rustic stone steps flanked by low retaining walls built of Serpentine rock set in a random rubble pattern. The onsite
presence of Serpentine rock was a result of the 1890s dumping of rubble excavated during the extension of Duboce
Avenue near Market Street. Its later use in the rock retaining walls provides a direct, visible connection to the history
of park and residential development. Just as the dumped Serpentine rock was mcorporated into rockeries and
interior block park entrance, the dumped rock was also used in the construction of the new residential buildings. The
Serpentine rock was incorporated into the foundations for many of the new houses in the adjacent district. Although -

foundations are typically not visible from the street, a portion of Serpentine foundation is visible on at least one

building directly abutting the park.
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Left: View from Duboce Park Jooking east toward the highly ornamented park-facing facade at 50-52 Carmelita Street.
Right: View from Duboce Park looking north toward the visible Serpentine rock foundation of 44 Potornac Street.

Left: Stone steps at the Potomac Street interior block park entrance. Right: Detail of rubble rock retaining wall at the
Pierce Street interior block park entrance. Below: Pierce Street interior block park entrance (Source: Google Earth).

s

Duboce Park Refugee Camp

The 1906 Earthquake and Fire devastated much of San Francisco. Unlike eastern portions of the Western Addition,
the Duboce Park area was relatively undamaged aside from cracked ‘foundations and toppled &ﬁﬁneys.
I_mmeaiately following the disaster, refugees from nearby areas streamed into Duboce Park to cémp. By July 1906,
Duboce Park was officially organized as Relief Camp No. 19 with 300 residents living in tents. Although the San
Francisco Relief Corporation‘ placed redwood “refugee shacks” iIl'Pa].ka throughout the City, Camp No. 19 remained .

393



“atent calnp until it was disbanded on February 8, 1907.% As San Francisco rebuilt itself, Duboce Park was restored fo

its pre-quake appearance.

1906 Earthquake Refugee camp in Duboce Park. Source: California Historical Sociefy.

20 San Pranciséo Relief Corporation, Department Reports of the San Francisco Relief and Red Cross Funds (San Francisco: annual report of
the San Francisco Relief Corperation, March 19, 1907), 18. '

394 . o



MISCELLANEOUS,

>m;i_mLT. e i - ST

iI?Loys 265

Germon Sa\"mgs and Loan Soc.

e e e e s

_' i:ESl?t\_t_r[urh\'_\y

VO L TR B TN oJE ~ N R <. -
1894 Block Book. By 1894, the old Hospital Lot had been split, nearly in half, though continued court battles prevented
the subdivision and development of the German Savings and Loan Association’s holdings. Notably, the bank refinquished
its claim to the northwest portion.of the tract, an oddly shaped lot near the corner of Scott and Waller Streets, which the
City later acquired (see following map). A single lot was carved from the bank’s fract, a 25" x 100" ot owned by Patrick
Murphy, which had a depth greater than that of adjacent parcels when the land was subdivided. This oversized Jot

. dimension persists to this day. .

13
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1899 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. The red dotted fine indicates the historic boundary of the Public Reservation /-

Hospital Lot / Marion Tract. By 1889, earfy development is shown along the interior block streets of Portola (Potomac

Street), Plerce Street, and Primrose (Carmeljta Street). The 1893 Sanborn Fire Insurance map (not shown due to poor

reproduction quality), surveyed prior to the start of residential construction, showed the tract to be vacant with the

exception of a farge stable or shed structure located near Scott'and Waller Streets. Source: Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps,
. 1899, Volume 3, Sheet 328.
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1901 San Francisco Block Book. The red dotted line indicates the historic boundary of the Public Reservation /Hospital
Lot / Marion Tract. By 1901, the German Savings and Loan Association had sold all but 16 of the subdivided lots. The
northern portion of the park was noted as City Property controfled by the Fire Department, though fhe Department never
built a station and the land has remained part of the city park.
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Residential Development

Residential development of the northern half of the former Public Reservation / Hospital Lot / Marion Tract came
soon after the settlement of land claims in the late 1890s. By that time, the German Sévings and Loan Association had
assumed ownership of the land, and in July 1897 the bank begaﬁ to carve out interior block streets and subdivide the
large lot into smaller, 25" x 90-95" parcels.? The bank then sold the remaining privately held land of the former Public

Reservation to developers who began constructing houses.

According to a review of water connection permits, the first house in the district — 78 Carmelita Street — was

connected to the water system on April 21, 18992 Master builder Fernando Nelson designed the 980-square-foot
turreted Queen Anne house as a small-scale replica of his personal residence at 709 Castro ‘Streét. The 1899 Sanbom
maps indicate that Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets had been platted into the ndrthem portion of the Tract and

some buildings were already constructed. Residential construction was rapid, particularly on Carmelita and Pierce

Streets. These included clusters of sihgle—fa.mﬂy dwellings along the east sides of Carmelita and Pierce Streets, as’
well as three single-family dwellings along the east side of Potomac. The lots facing Waller and Steiner Streets were

nearly completeiy vacant, save for two single family dwellings on Waller Street between Carmelita and Pierce. By
the end of 1899, 40 houses and flats — nearly half of the entire 87-property district — were constructed.

" The frenzied pace of building activity continued into 1900, with the construction of an additional 19 houses and flats,
primarily on Waller and Potomac Streets. Steiner Street was the last block segment to develop, with a row of three-
story flats constructed in the early 1900s. Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac
- Streets were single-family dwellings, while flats dominated the lots facing Waller and Steiner Streets. A few mixed
use properties were builf, such as the prominent three-story residential-over-commerdial building on the southwest
comer of Waller and Steiner (501 — 505 Wa_ller'Street), which was John Nolan’s saloon for many years, On Steiner
Street, a butcher lived above his buicher shop.

Early district residents were solidly middle-class. As noted earlier, many of thé new residents were active in the New
Park Improvement Club’s efforts to lobby for creation of the ad]acent park. Res1dents of the first constructed block in
the district ~ the smaller one- to two-story Queen Anne cottages on Carmelita Street — included Angus Beaton, a
shipwright, and Rutherford Beaton, a clerk, who resided at 62 Carmelita Street; Miss Helen Bush, who resided across
the street at 61 Carmelita Street; James Dockery, an insurance agent, resided at 78 Carmelita; Albert T. Halck, a
foreman, at 58 Carmelita; Alexander Gardner, clerk, at 65 Carmelita Street; and tailor Tobias Roberts and Miss Rose
Siminoff, a cloak maker, at 54 Carmehta Street®

21 ITbid,, 9.

22 Due to the loss of building permits and Assessor’s sales records during the 1906 earthquake and fire, the exact construction dates for the
district’s contributing resources are unknowrn. Dates of construction were extrapolated from water connection records, notices in the San
Francisco Chronicle, and documentation on Sanbom Fire Insurance Maps.

1900 San Francisco City Directory

17
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Left: 78 Carmelita Streef, built 1899. Fernando Nelson’s first
building in the district was modeled on his personal residence on
Castro Streef (pictured below). : S

Below: 709 Castro Street was fater raised to accommodate
garage openings and moved to a corner lot.

Source: 1976 Department of City Planning Architectural Survey

Builders

After settlement of Iand claims, the German Savings and Loan Bank moved to subdivide the land, deed the new
interior block streets to the City, and sell the lots to private developers. The lots sold quickly. In April 1899, the San
Francisco Chronicle reported that in a matter of weeks, over 60 of the vacant 85 lots had been sold to builders for prices
ranging from $1,250 to $3,750.% Many were purchased by master builder Fernando Nelson. Builders, rather than
trained architects, are creditéd with the exuberant and richly detailed design of the district’s buildings. :

Fernando Nelson
Fernando Nelson was a master San Francxsco carpenter and builder who, during the course of his 77-year career,

constructed over 4,000 houses in emerging nexghborhoods throughout San Francisco.? An extracrdinarily prolific
builder, Nelson is credited with building at least 43 of the district’s 87 buildings, in what was then one of his earliest

and largest developments.#

Bom in New York in 1860, Nelson moved west to San Francisco in 1876. As a teenager, he was employed as a
carpenter by builders in the Mission District and Noe Valley. Young, ambitious and entrepreneuri;l, Nelson
completed his first solo commission, an $800 house in 1880. He built the house on the side, working on evenings and
Sundays after his regular work shift. The house at 407 30% Street in Noe Valley (extant) was designed in the flat front
Italianate style. A few years later, in 1883, Nelson expanded his role from employed carpenter to buﬂder-developer,
constructing a group of 20 houses on the slopes of Bernal Heights.” The modest houses were, according to Nelson,

25 San Francisco Chronicle, Real Estate News, April 29, 1899.

"% San Francisco Chronicle, 1952. '

%7 Based on analysis of Spring Valley Water Works, date of supply application records.
B San Francisco Chronicle, S.F. Veteran Builder Here Half Century, April 19, 1930.
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“like bams” compared to his more extravagant buildings in Mount Davidson later in his career In 1889, he
parinered with his brother-in-law, William Hamerton, with whom he built two- and three-unit flats in the Haight-
Ashbury neighborhood. The parfnershlp dissolved within a few years as the two had differing business objectives.
Hamerton preferred the rental income generated by building flats, while Nelson wanted to sell single-family, private
homes.® Tn the late 1890s, Nelson purchased a tractof land at the southeast comner of 20th and Castro Streets in the

‘Eureka Valley neighborhood. He sited this, and future developments, close to newly expande& public transportation

cable car and streetcar lines. In an interview with historian Judith Waldhorn, Nelson’s son, George, recalled, “He
thought that people should pay for their houses according to how far they were from the nearest [train] line, he said
that after a certain distance; they should just give them the houses.”3!

Nelson based his business model on direct sales of houses designed in a limited number of interior plan l‘ayouts. He
typically built a personal residence for himself or a family member at a corner lot, used an adjacent lot for his shop
and lumber storage, and sold the remainder of the lots to interested homeowners with a contract for construction.®
Buyers chose a design from Nelson's calling card, which illustrated Plan A on one side and Plan B on the other, and
their ornamentation from his mill-supplied pattern books.* However, most buyers left the decorative decisions to
Nelson. Nelson’s son described the design process, “Dad was always proud that you could tell a Nelsor-built home,
and they did stand out. One reason, I guess was that in the early days he had two plans — one on one side of the card
and the-other on the reverse side. To cut costs, he limited hls buildings to those two basic plans.”3* '

Despite the similar plan layout, Nelson provided a range of ornamentation, resulting in similar, yet unified designs.

Typical house pléns included long corridors running front-to-back with rooms distributed to either side; “public”
rooms (such as living rooms) were located at the fronts of houses and "private” rooms (such as bedrooms) were
positioned at the rear. These Victoriani-era houses were, as one historian tiotes, ”Usua]ly set on a custom-made base
that responded to the irregularities of the topography. The Victorian house was basically a predesigned ‘box’onto
which many additions and adorfiments could be grafted to suit individual needs and tastes.” This aflowed for great
flexibility on the parts of home builders in determining final appearances. Nelson often decided on defails after

~houses were already built. According to his son, Nelson would “get an idea, scrawl it on. an envelope or paper bag
*and take it down to the Townley Brothers mill. The details would be produced in great quantltles, and Nelson would

then have them hauled out to the construction site and nailed onto the houses.” 7

Some of Nelson’s signature elements include applied panels with rounded ends called “button boards,” pendaht—like

‘ applied omaments called "’drips,” and bands of cut-out circles referred to as “domuts.”® One of the district houses,

49 Carmelita Street, appears to include a line of Nelson ”dénuts"’ above the entry porch. Another disﬁncﬁVe Nelson
design element — a blocky geometric cut-out desigri located above the entry porch ~ is found on several buildings on
Carmelita and Waller Streets. Other Nelson design elements found in the district include an unusual two-sided bay

-

2 Thid.

*® Tudith Waldhom, “Draft Notes, Interview with George Nelson,” October 8, 1974 (N otes on file at San Francisco Architectural Heritage,
Fernando Nelson file). .

31 tbid. -

%2 John Freeman, “Fernando Nelson: Master Builder,” San Francisco Architectural Heritage, Heritage News, September/October 2003, 6.
33 Waldhom, “Draft Notes.”

3% San Francisco News, Fernando Nelson Came Here in >76 January 3, 1952.

3 Moudon, Built for Change, 56.

37 Waldhom & Woodbridge, Victoria's Legacy, 137.

% Thid.
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window; a half-circle row of dgntﬂs located in gable ends; and wavy, stylized quarter—éunburst detailing at the
arched entry. o

After developing the tracts in the former Marion Tract, Nelson shifted his attention to the Richmond District, where
he bought the old Bay District Race Track. In addition to his earlier developments in Bernal Heights, Noe Valley, and
Eureka Valley, Nelson’s firm developed tracts in many new neighborhoods throughout the City, including the Inner
Richmond, Sunset Terrace, Parkwood Heights, West Portal Park, Merced Manor, Mt. Davidson Manor, Twin Peaks,
and Silver Terrace. He died in 1953 at the age of 93.

Fernando Nelson houses

» a0t : = =
Clockwise from top left: A pair of small-scale mirrored cottages on Canmelita Street; detail view of the direct connection

between a house on Waller Street and Duboce Park; a row of Nelson’s 2V story over raised basement Queen Anne
buildings on the west side of Pierce Street; and a row of Nelson’s houses on Pierce Street, several of which feature applied

stick work reminiscent of the Tudor style.

George H. Moore & Charles Olinger'
Other important, though lesser-known, district builders include the parmership of George H. Moore and Charles

Olinger. Most houses along Potomac Street (formerly known as Portola Street) were developed by Olinger, a lumber
dealer, and Moore, a carpenter. The men lived across the street from each other: Olinger at 63 Potomac Street and
Moore at 56 Potomac Street. Moore and Olinger had a financial stake in the neighborhood’s desirability and
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successful development, and as nofed earlier, both men were active in the New Park Improvement Club. Olinger
and his family were longtime residents of Poformac Street. He lived there from 1899 until 1917 and members of the
Olinger family remained at 63 Potomac Street into the 1930s. Moore resided just a few years on Potomac Street,
moving to Oakland in 1903 and later to Sausalito.- ' :

Olinger and Moore purchased multiple lots on Potomac Street in July 1899 with the infention of selling empty lots
with contracts for houses built to order.® The pair also offered completed houses for sale. Real estate ads from that
period trace their progress. On February 3, 1900 the pan: offered lots at the corner of Steiner and Waller Streets for
sale for $1,550 each with “houses built to suit purchaser. 74 Tt is unclear if the lots sold, as a few months later the pair
offered three “Modern Houses just completed of 6, 7, and 8 large rooms: sun all day” at the same COrmer. % Moore’s

residence at 56 Potomac is listed in newspaper advertisements as the informal sales office.

Far Left: 63 Potomac Street. Builder
Charles H. Olinger lived here with his
wife Caroline and four children from
1899 until 1917,

Left: 56 Potomac Street. Builder
George H. Moore lived with his wife,
child, servant, and boarder at this
house from 1899 to 1903. The fiouse
also served as his sales office and was
listed frequently in the real estate
section of the San Francisco

Chronicle.

The Moore and Olinger houses on Potomac Street are readily distinguishable from Femnando Nelson’s flamboyantly

ornate designs. The buildings are more muscular with hipped or gambrel roof forms and display notably less applied

ornament. The buildings feel solid, robust, with angled and shallow bays, and flared eaves. Most feature a wide

angled bay at the first story, adjacent to an open entry porch. The upper levels are more likely to feafure squared

bays that project slightly over the first story. Many of Moore and Olinger’s houses are quite small, occupying
approximately one third of the lot, though their flats buildings ate much larger, oc'cu.pying most of the lot2 Moare

and Olinger also built flats that expressed the Classically-inspired elements associated with Edwardian-era design.

These flats feature pedimented hoods, Corinthian columns, garlands, swags, muscular window bays, and

denticulated cornice detailing. ‘ .

Other builders in the district lndude brothers Edmund H. and August Reinhold Denke, who designed and built a
two-story flats building at 69 Potomac Street for property owner John C. Lustufka. The Alameda-based architects
designed the building i na Queen Anne style reminiscent of their work in the city of Alameda.® Architect Isaac

% San Francisco Chronicle, Real Estate News, July 22°% 1899, 5.

* San Francisco Chronicle, February 3, 1900, 10.

1 San Francisco Chronicle, May 25, 1900, 8.

% Spring Valley Water Works records lst the building footprint at just 730 square feet.

* San Francisco Chronicle, Real Estate News, March 24, 1900, 7.; Census Records for 1900 & 1910; and Victoria's Legacy.

21
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Anderson is credited with building two single-family houses (68 and 72 Pierce Street) in 1899 and two flats buildings
{115-119 and 121-125 Steiner Street) in 1902. Builder G.L. Sweeney constructed a handful of flats buﬂdmcrs from 1901
to 1907 including 501, 533-537, 661-663 Waller Street and 107-111 Steiner Street.

A row of Olinger/Moore houses on the east side of
Potomac Street. Built 1899-1900.

Source: Bing.com

Victorian-Era

The 1890s marked the Victorian-era of construction at its most varied and exuberant. Bu.lldmg trade catalogs of the
era boasted an almost unlimited array of ornament and supplies, from milled geomedlric trim pieces to a galaxy of
different doors, windows, and porches.* This ready supply of millwork is reflected in the buildings of the-era, which
display an astonishing array of applied ornament, inventive shapes, and textured cladding. Notable design features
include the near ubiquitous use of broad, angled bay windows. Likewise, the use of brackets and raked eaves and
decorative shingles in the tympanum are extremely common. Large-scale builders, such as _Fefnando Nelson, often
left signature omament on their buildings. Judith Waldhorn, author of Victoria's- Legacy, the seminal text on San
Francisco architecture of this perio&, describes the shift toward non-Classical omament embraced by Victorian-era

design:

“The promise of redwood was fulfilled as local millwrights pushed the material to its limits, fumning, sawing,
carving, pressing and incising...No longer was wood used to mimic stone details or to faithfully reproduce
Classical embellishment such as quoins or Corinthian columns. Breaking away from more traditional
residential adornments, architects, contractors, and owners could choose from a bewitching assortment of
such details as geometric sirips, waffles, leaves, drips, holes and sunbursts.”4

By 1895, the Queen Anne style was approaching its zenith, most often in the form of multi-story flats or sihgle—family
cottages. In both cases, buﬂﬁgs typically featured a front facing gable roof, often with decorative wood shingles and
applied ornament near the gable peak. Queen Anne residences also typically featured a bay window on one side of
the building, flanked by a covered porch on the other. Here, the upper portion of the porch was often decorated with
turned spindlework, while above, the upper floors were highlighted with molded or shingled best courses. The most
elaborate residences, flats and houses, might also feature rounded towers at the comer.* Though Victorian-era
architectural design displayed a remarkable variety of ornament, unifying features in the district include
asymmeirical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, and the use of multiple textures, materials and colors.

% Based on 2 draft, unpublished architectural history produced for the San Francisco Planning Department, 2009.
* Judith Lynch Waldhorn and Sally B. Woodbridge, Victoria’s Legacy: Tours of San Francisco Bay Area Architecture (San Francisco: 101
Productions, 1978), 14-19. ’ ‘

* Ibid.
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The Queen Anne style is the district’s most widely represented style. Architectural details commonly found on
Queen Anne buildings throughout the district include raked comnices, flared eaves, shingled tympanums, diamond
and fish-scale shingles, turrets (particularly at corner buildings), projecting bracketed cornices, steeply pitched gable
roofs, double-gables, finials, geometric applied omarmnent at spandrel panels, dentils; friezes decorated with plaster
ornament, e_gg'and dart molding, cut-out screens, sunbursts, donut cut-outs, intermediate comices, window and door
hoods, spindle screens, turned wood balustrades and newel posts, Tudor-inspired stick work, turned wood porch
supports, a variety of wood dadding and patterned wood shingles, arched porticos, and Corinthian or Composite
columns and pﬂasters. Anthropomorphic details are rare but present within the district. Queen Anne buildings in the
district typically feature longer flights of wood stairs that project forward from the building.

Many of the Queen Anne influenced buildings on Potomac Street, built Olinger and Moore, stand out for their
muscular massing, restrained ornament, projecting second story overhangs, and hipped roof forms. In contrast, the
developer Fernando Nelson designed most of the Queen Anme buildings on Pierce, Potomac, and Waller streets, to
reflect his embrace of more exuberant and delicate architectural features, including spindle screens, furrets, and cut-

oufs.

While most 1890s buildings are a riot of millwork and omament, the last few years of the decade also witnessed the
initial appearance of a more restrained type of building, often embellished with the sparse use of Classical
architectural details - particularly swags, garlands, and modillions. ¢ In the coming decade, these buildings, often
referred to as “Edwardian-era,” would dominate the architecture of the neighborhood.

Left: A generously ornamented Victorian-era corner building at Waller and Pofomac Streets. Right: Detail of Queen Anne
detailing of flats on Waller Street.

Edwardian-Era

Like the Victorian-era, the anardian—era refers to a period of the British Monarchy, marked by the reign of King
Edward from 1901 to 1910. Architecturally, however, it is more often used in San Francisco to describe a popular

" Based on a draft, unpublished architectural history produced for the San Francisco Planning Department, 2009.
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.vernacular interpretation of the Classical Revival style used from about 1900 to 1915. Compared to the: exuberant
millwork and “gingerbread” of the previous decades, Edwardian-era buildings are typically more restrained in their
applied omarmment, most often employing a subtle use of Classical details. The Edwardian-era “style” was commonly
applied to three-unit flats buildings - like those found within the district — with wide angled or round bay windows,
flat roofs, bulky projecting cornices, and columned porch entries. Such buildings were already becoming common
prior to the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, but in the wake of the disaster, theﬁr became the design of choice for

reconstruction.

The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district, however, often resulted in a fusion of
Edwardian-era massing with Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for Edwardian-era flats to feature
unusually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several are capped with the gable roof form more

. commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

Although one key hallmark of the Edwardianiera is the relative resfraint in omamentation, the most readily
recognizable aspect of development during this era is the siting of buildings. Whereas previously, most properties
featured a pronounced setback from the street, Edwardian-era buildings typically made maximum use of the
building lot and were constructed to the edge of the sidewalk ® Entrances of Edwardian-era flats in the district are
typically flanked by Classical columns or pilasters, and decorated with applied plaster ornament, such as garlands
and floral friezes. Such buildings, particularly those on Steiner Street, feature wood or terrazzo steps with solid -
cheek walls and landings. These stairs are typically located largely within the building envelope and provide-access

to recessed entrance doors.

Left: Fdwardian-era flats on Steiner Street. The gable-capped flats represent a transition between Queen Anne and
Classical Revival forms and massing. Right: A typical Classical Revival flats entryway.

“ Thid.
* Ibid.

406



Postscript

The last district contributor was constructed in 1911, an in-fil project at 82 Pbtomac Street consisting of a three-story
flats building that replaced an earlier stable found at the rear of the corner lot at Waller and Potomac Streets. Since
that time there has been remarkably little change in the historic fabric of the district buildings, although the adjacent
park has seen substantial changes since 1902. The first major intrusion-in the park was construction of the Municipal
Railway’s Sunset Tunnel portal in 1926. The Sunset Tunnel opened on October 11, 1928 as a primary toute to the
Sunset district for the N-Judah streetcar line. The tracks cut into the southwestern portfion of the park from Duboce )
Avenue midway between Walter and Noe Streets, rlm.nmg nearly to the park’s westemn edge at Scott Street and
Duboce Avenue. A playgrou_nd and basketball courts were added. In 1957, a recreation center was built foward the
western edge of the park and its footprint was expanded during a 2009 remodel. In the late 1970s, the rock gardens
were removed and the original park paths rerouted and paved. Recently, the neighborhood invested in a decorative
lighting system and created a labyrinth. Despite these changes, the park plays the same role for the commumity as it
Initially did and boasts similar sprawling lawns with meandering paths and groupings of frees along the perimeter. It
likewise retains its connection to the adjacent district via the historic Serpentine rock interior block park entrances at
Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Siveets.

View from 1937 showmg the parks CIrculatlon vegetat/on, and connectlon to the interior
blocks. Source: David Rumsey Historical Map Collection .

The district has, however, experienced substantial social, economic, and ethnic shifts. Duriﬁg World War TI, the influx
of defense workers from the South resulted in a large number of African’ Americans moving to the nearby Western

. Addition neighborhood. In the 1960s, many African American families moved to the Dubote Triangle neighborhood,
as the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency projects forced thousands from their homes in the nearby Western
Addition neighborhood. ‘ '

For a time, into the 1970, the district was a predominately African American neighborhood. One of the early Black .
Panther Party rallies was held in the mid-1960s on the steps of 75 Potomac Street, eveniually spilling over into the

™
m
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park % Hippies moved to the district as did several houses of prostitution.” H. Atlo Nimmo, a Professor Emeritus of
Anthropology” at California State University' East Bay and longtime resident on Potomac Street, documented the
social and ethmic change of his block in Good and Bad Times in a San Francisco Neighborhood. He writes of the shift in

the mid-1980s population:

“Another elderly Black man, Mr. Crenshaw, also died. He and his wife lived in the top flat above the grocery
store at the corner of Potomac and Waller. They owned the building and for many years Mrs. Crenshaw and
her sister operated the small grocery: store called “Two Sisters” on the ground floor. They sold delidous
barbecized chickens as well as cigarettes by the “stick.” I suppose they will be replaced by the ever increasing
mainstrearn Whites who are moving into the neighborhood.”# (May 21, 1987)

By the late 1970s, white residents — many of them gay or lesbian — returmed to the district. At that time, nearby Castro
Street was emerging as the center of the gay, pnmanly male, community. The new gay residents are credited with
sprucing up the exterior of the then unfashionable Victorian-era houses and painting the exteriors in a riot of colors.
As Alexander Bodi argued in his 1983 study of the neighborhood, “Genfrification always is accompanied by
displacement; in the Duboce Triangle as elsewhere, it was the people with lower incomes — induding_ét’tmic

minoritfies—who are squeezed out. As the‘poorer p_eopl.e were displaced, more gays moved in. Today, at least half

the population of the Triangleé — 3,012 by the 1980 census — is believed to be gay.”>

Today, the netghborhood composition continues to change as new residents are attracted to the area.-Subcultures

of

of

the district are evolving, as noted by Nimmo, and newer “subcultures will even‘maﬂy be altered and perhaps

absorbed by the inevitable wave of change that arrives in the neighborhood.” 5

View from 2012. Source: Google Earth

* H. Arlo Nimmo. Good and Bad Times in a San Francisco Neighborhood: 4 stzoly of Potomac SZ7 eet and Duboce Park, (San Francisco:
October Properties, 2007), 26.

5% Alexander S. Bodi, “Duboce Triangle of San Francisco: A study of Community,” Master’s Thesis, Anthropology, San Francisco State
University, May .1983.

2 Nimmo, Good Times and Bad, 74.

3 Bodi. “Duboce Triangle of San Francisco,” 84.

%4 Nimmo, Good Times and Bad, 40.
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Atticle 10 Landmark Dlstrlct Designation

CRITERIA FOR DESIGNATION

Criteria
Check all criteria applicable to the significance of the district that are documented in the report. The criteria checked
is (are) the basic justification for why the resource is important.

X_ Association with events that have made a significant contribution fo the broad pattems of our history.

Association with the lives of persons significant In our past.

[

Embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent .a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

Has yielded or may be likely to yield information in history or prehistory.

Statement of Significance

Characteristics of the Landmark thatjusﬁfy its designation:

Association with significant events

The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant for the unusual development history of the contested tract of land
upon which it was built and the way in which the contested nature of the fract impacted the district’s physical
appéarance and connection to the adjacent park. The tract (formerly known as the Public Reservation, Hospital Lot,
and Marion Tract) was subject to a decades-long series of court battles over legal ownership, with the City of San
 Francisco losing half of its daim to the land to the German Savings and Loan Association in the late 1890s. After
Acquiring title to half of the tract, the bank subdivided the land, carved out interior block streets, and sold lots to
builders who developed the residential portion of the fract. The lots sold quickly and a handful of builders
immediately began developing the parcels. Due to the delay in development caused by the litigation, construction
dates for the vast majority of contributing resources within the district range from 1899 to approximately 1902. This
" short period of development and limited number of builders resulted in a remarkably uniform streetscape- of
Victorian- and Edwardian-era houses and flats of similar design and proportion.

The contested. nature of the fract, its history as a debris dump, and neighborhood activism and development of the

“adjacent civic park are key themes linked to the Duboce Park Landmark District. One important visible
manifestation of this interrelated history is found at the park’s northern border — specifically the lack of separation
between the park and residential buildirigs. The district represents the best example of San Francisco’s handful of

* municipal parks that directly abut residential buildings, without any separation of a street or sidewalk. In addition,

" the historic stone steps and rock retaining walls at the three interior block park enfrances — Carmelita, Pierce, and
Potomac Streets — reflect the transformation of the City-owned portion of the contested fract from a dumping ground
for Serpentine rock rubble to a picturesque, landscaped civic park. Serpentme rock rubble is also found in the
foundations of many district buildings. -
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Significant architecture:

The Duboce Park Landmark District is significant within the’ category of architectire, as d Temarkably intact district
of Victorian- and Edwardian-era residential buildings. The district expresses the distinctive characteristics of late
Victorian- and Edwardian-era archifectural styles, with the Queen Anne style widely represented. Although the
district displays a remarkable variety of ornament, unifying design features include asymmetrical and articulated
facades, steep roof pitches, the use of multiple textures and wood cIadding, and front yard setbacks.

Many of the Queen Anne cottages and flats were developed by Fernando Nelson, a master builder known for his
exuberant ornamentation and elaborately applied millwork. Nelson designed and built approxm\ately one half of the
" district properties, including nearly all of the residences on Carmelita and Pierce Streets. The district represents one
of the earliest developments in his 77-year career and is an excellent representation of his effusive interpretation of

the Queen Anne style. District features characteristic of Nelson’s Victorian-era period include buiton boards, drips,
‘and donuts; blocky geometric cut-outs above the entry porch; two-sided bay windows; half-circle rows of dentils
Jocated in gable ends; and a wavy, stylized quarter-sunburst defailed at the arched enfry.

The turn-of-the-century development of buildings within the district often resulted in a rare fusion of Edwardian-era
massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for Edwardian-era flats to feature
unusually oramented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several are capped with the gable roof form more

commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

Period of Significance

The period of significance for the district dates from 1899 to 1911, inclusive of the known period of construction of all .
buildings within the district :

Integrity

The Duboce Park Landmark District retains the physical components, aspects of design, spatial organization, and
historic associations that it acquired during the 1899-1911 Period of Significance. Despite limited alterations to
individual buildings, the district retains sufficient overall integrity to convey its significance.

The seven aspects of integrity are location, design, materials, workmanship, seiting, feeling, and association.
Alterations introduced after 1911 generally detract from infegrity. The impact of these alterations is limited however,
due to then' low number, small-scale, and general conformity with the historic design. The disfrict was largely spared
the remodeling, recladding, and stripping of omament that characterizes many Victorian-era neighborhoods. It
learly exhibits high physical integrity of materials, design, and workmanship, with most buildings still retaining
historic double-hung wood windows, wood cladding, decorative shingles, millwork, and historic applied ornament.
Likewise, the district’s roof forms, front setbacks, massing, and entrances are largely intact. There-are no significant
intrusions in the district and just one building was constructed after the identified 1899-1911 Period of Significance.

Limited alterations are found within the district. Several buildings have been re-clad in stucco or asbestos shingle
siding and some windows replaced with aluminum sliders or vinyl sash. Most buildings were remodeled to
accommodate a garage opening, though for the most part such alterations do not diminish the overall infegrity of the
district. A few buildings feature pop-out garage siructures that fully envelop the front yard set-back. Nonetheless,
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despite the diminished integrity of certain individual bu_ﬂdmvs, the district when evaluated as a whole retains
sufficient integrity with which to convey its ﬂgm.ﬁcance , -

‘The iﬁten'or block park entrances at Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets ].ikewise retain sufficient integrity with
which fo convey significance related to the contested nature of the Tract. Despite recent alterations at the Carmelita
Street entrance, the historic stone steps and Serpentine rock walls at the three interior block entrances provide a direct
~ and tangible connection to the intertwined development history of the park and residences and the contested Tract’s
historic use as a rubble debris dump. '

Resources located within the Duboce Park Landmark District boundaries are identified as Contributory or Non-
Contributory. Contributory resources were constructed during the district’s period of significance and retain a
sufficient level of integrity. Non-Contributory resources may have been construucted during the district’s period of
significance but have lost integrity such that significance is no longer conveyed. The district is comprised of 79
contributing buildings, three contributing interior block park enfrances, and eight non-contributory buildings.

Article 10 Requirements Section 1004 (b)

Baundaries of the Landmark District

The boundary of the Duboce Park Landmark District commences 62 east of the southeast comer of Scott Street and
Waller Street. The boundary then runs east along the south side of Waller Street, crossing Carmelita, Pierce, and
Potomac Streets, until reaching thg southwest cormer of Waller and Steiner Streets. From there, the bou.ﬁdary_then
runs south to the northeast corner of Duboce Park, where it turns west and travels along the property line separating
the residential properties and the adjacent park land. The boundary continues west, where it jogs slightly south at the
interior block park enfrances at Carmelita, P‘ierce,. and Potomac Streets to accommodate a 10-foot buffer af each set of
steps. The boundary continues west along the property line until it reaches the park edge 28" east of Scott Street.
From here; the boundary continues north along the residential property line until it reaches ‘the point of beginning.
The district encompasses all lots contained within Assessor’s Block 0863, 0865, 0865 and 0866. See map.

N
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Contributing Properties

The following properties are contributors to the Article 10 Iandmark district:

APN - - | FromSE# | ToSt.# | Street Name = | Date Built
0863-009 49 49 Carmelita St. 1899
0864-011- | 50 52 Carmelita St. 1899
0863-008 53 53 Carmelita St. 1899
0863-007 57 57 Carmelita St. 1899
0864013 |58 58 - Carmelita St. 1899
0864-014 60 62 Carmelita St. 1899
0863-006 61 61 ‘Carmelita St. 1899
0863-005 65 65 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864015 | 66 66 Carmelita St. 1899
0863-004 69 69 Carmelita St. . 1899
0864-016 70 70 Carmelita St 1899
0863-003 73 73 Carmelita St. 1899

| 0863-002 77 77 Carmelita St. | 1899
0864-018 78 78 Carmelita St. 1899
0865-011 46 48 Pierce St. 1899
0864-010 47 47 Pierce St. 1899
0864-009 49 51 Pierce St. 1899
0865-012 52 152 Pierce St. 1899
0864-008 55 55 Pierce St. 1899
0865-013 56 56- Pierce St. | 1899
0864-007 | 59 59 Pierce St. 1899
0865-014 60 60 Pierce St. 1899
0864-006 63 65 Pierce St. 1899
0865-015 64 64 Pierce St. 1899
0864-005 67 67 Pierce St. 1899
0865-016 68 68 Pierce St. 1899
0864-004 71 71 Pierce St. 1899
0865-017 72 72 Pierce St. 1899
0864-003 75 75 Pierce St. 1899
0865-018 - | 76 76 Pierce St. - 1901
0864-002 79 79 Pierce St. c. 1901
0866-010 44 48 Potomac St. ¢.1900
82?%%286'- 47 51 Potomac St. 1901
0866-011 50 54 Potomac St. 1900
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AN |Fromstd | Tosts | SteetNimé |
0865-009 53 57 Potomac 5t.
0866-012 56 56 Potomac St.
0865-008 59 59 Potornac St.
0866-013 60 60 Potomac St.
0865-006 63 . 63 Potomac St.
0866-014 64 64 Potomac St.
0865-005 | 65 65 Potomac St.
0866015 | 66 66 Potomac St.
0865-004 67 67 Potomac 5t.
0866-016 68 68 ' Potomac St.
0865-003 69 69 Potomac St.
0866017 | 70 . 70 Potomac St.
0865-029 71 .75 Potomac St.
0866018 | 72 76 Potornac St.
0866-019 82 86 Potomac St.
0866-009 101 105 Steiner St.
0866-008 107 111 Steiner St.
0866-007 115 115 Steiner St.
0866-006 ; | 121 125 - Steiner St.
0866-005 127 131 Steiner St.
0866-002 133 135 Steiner St.

| 0866-001 501 505 Waller St.
0866-024 511 | 511 Waller St.
0866-023 515 517 Waller St.
0866-022 521 525 | Waller St
0866-021 527 531 Waller St.
0866-020A. | 533 537 Waller St.
0866-020 539 | 539 Waller St.
0865-025 563 567 Waller St.
0865-023 579 579 Waller St.
0865-022 581 581 Waller St.
0865-021 587 587 Waller St.
0865020 | 591 595 Waller St.
0864-026 | 601 601 Waller St.
0864-025 607 609 Waller St.
0864-024 611 617 Waller St.
0864023 | 621 | 621 Waller St.
0864-022 627 627 Waller St.
0864-021 633 633 Waller St.
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APN... - | FromSt# | ToSt# |SteetName | DateBuilt
0864-020 639 639 Waller St. 1900
0864-019 643 | 643 Waller St. 1900
8?23001153 661 663 - | WallerSt. - 1902
0863012 667 667 Waller St. 1900
0863011 | 673 675 Waller St | 1900- - -
0863-016 679 681 Waller St. 1900

Carmelita Street interior block park éntrance

Pierce Street interior block park entrance

Potomac Street interior block park entrance .

For the purpose of Article 10, the park entrances at Potomac Street, Pierce:
Street, and Carmelita Street are defined as the steps, rock walls, and a
surrounding 10-foot buffer. The buffer area includes the sidewalks, street
rights of way and area within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock

walls.

Non-Contributing Properties

The following properties are located within the district boundaries, but are considered non-contributing elements.
The majority were constructed within the period of significance, but do not contribute due to subsequent alterations

that have significantly altered their integrity such that they can no longer readily convey their significance.

APN From St. # To St. # Street Name Year Built
0864-012 54 54 Carmelita St. 1899 *
0864-017 74 74 Carmelita St. ¢.1899
0865-019 80 _ 80 Pierce St. 1899
0865-007 61 61 Potomac St. 1900
0866-003 137 137 Steiner St. 1902
0866-004 - 139 141 Steiner St. 2009
0865-033 569 573 Waller St. 1900
0865-001 559 561 | Waller St. .1905
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' Character-Defining Features

Whenever a building, site, object) or landscape is under consideration for Article 10 Landmark designation, the
Historic Preservation Commission is required to identify character-defining features of the property. This is done to
enable owners and the public to understand which elements are considered most important to preserve the historical
and architectural character of the proposed landmark. ’

The character-defining inferior features of buildings in the district are identified as: None.

The character—deﬁﬁng exterior features of buildings in the district are identified as: All exterior elevations and
rooflines. - '

The character-defining landscape elements of the district are identified as: The rustic interior block park enfrances at
Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac Streets — which include the historic stone steps, Serpentine rock retaining walls sef in
a random rubble pattern, and the public rights-of-way within a 10-foot buffer — and the lack of physical separation
between the park and adjacent buildings. ‘

The following section describes in further detail the character-defining features of the district and of individual
buildings and landscape elements contained therein. Landmark district designation is intended to protect and
preserve these character-defining features. i
1. Overall Form, Continuity, Scale and Proportion

Due to the brief period of construction — most buildings were constructed between 1899 and 1902 — and combined
involvement of two primary builders, buildings within the district exhibit a remarkable consistency in terms of
massing, scale, style, detailing, front yard setback, and feeling. ‘

District buildings are overwhelmingly residential, being composed primarily of single-family dwellings and
residential flats. A few multiple-family residences within the district (typically located on street corners) also include

a commercial use at the street level.

Buildings in the district range from 1 % story-over-basement to four stories in height, with two and three stories
predominating. The district’s largest single-family residences and flats were built on corner lots directly ‘adjacent to
the Park. These buildings are typically two- to three- stories in height and feature consistent detailing on the primary,
Park-facing, and rear facades. -

Generally speaking, the buildings fronting Carmelita, Pierce and Potomac Streets were originally constructed as one-
or two-family dwellings, while flats dominated the lots facing Waller and Steiner Streets. Mid-block buildings are
typically smaller than those constructed at the corners or on Waller and Steiner streets and are more likely to draw
from Victorian-era form and massing such as prominent gabled roof forms and asymmetrical i::tass;‘ng at the primary
facade. Though consistent in massing, single-family build.ingé on Potomac Street feature the greatest variety of roof
forms, including gable, hipped, cross-gable, and one building with a side gable roof form and small eyebrow
dormers. Buildings located along the interior blocks feature uniform front yard setbacks of approximately nine feet
and are often bounded by a low cast stone site wall. The flats buildings on Steiner Street do not feature front yard
setbacks; rather, they present a modulated massing of muscular bay windows and deeply recessed enfry porticos.
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The Queen Anne style buildings present in the district may be subdivided ipﬁqpr basic arrangements: 1 % story-
over-raised-basement single-family cottages, and 2 % story—over—raised—basément singié famﬂy dweﬂjﬁgé or flats.
The buildings tend to conform to a basic plan of a projécﬁng bay on the first floor, flanked by am open porch and
entry to the side—with the porch entry often surmounted by spindle work or decorative porch brackets. Roof forms
are hipped or steeply pitched front-facing gables. Slighfly projecting second story overhangs are common.

Edwardian-era flats building are three stories-over-basement in height with wide projecting structural window bays,
featuring angled- or bent-sash windows. The roofline of Edwardian-era flats buildings feature projecting cornices
that follow the profiles of the primary facades. The buildings are typically topped with flat roofs, though several
feature gable roof forms. Massing is symmetrical, except at the first story, where the two structural bays are occupied

by a recessed enfrance at one side and a projecting bay window at the other.

Original roof projections include turrets topped with witch’s cap or conical roof forms and small-scale cross-gables
atop projecting bay windows. Turrets, found on both Queen Anne and Edwardian-era buildings, are generally
located at the corner, adjacent to or embedded within a forward-facing gable. Additionally, several buildings exhibit
what appear to be historic dormers. Located on sloped gables, these dormers are.small in scale, gabled, and match

the ormamentation and fenestration of primary facades.

Although the roof forms — particularly at the non-visible rear facade — of a substantial number of buildings have been
altered to incorporate skylights, small dormer windows, fire escapes, or solar panels, these alterations were
constructed outside of the Period of Significance and have not gained significance in their own right.

Simnilar roof forms, massing, and setbacks result in a cohesive sﬁeetséape of rooflines, enfrances, continuous primary
facades, and modulated bays. With no visual separation between buildings in the district, the block faces present an
overall appearance of attached row-houses; however, with a few exceptions, it is unlikely that buildings feature

shared structural walls.

2. Fenestration ‘ .
Fenestration is remarkably consistent throughout the district, consisting of vertically oriented double-hung wood

sash windows, with ogee lugs, set in wood surrounds. Windows are typically set in wide angled bays with smaller
windows set flush with the facade, often adjacent to the primary entry door. Windows surround are typically topped

with comices, occasionally featuring pediments, with ornamented details.

Smaller vertically oriented windows, set in a single, pair, or ganged configuration, are also often located in the
tympanum of the Queen Anne style buildings. Tympanums typically have a higher solid-to-void rati6 than the lower
stories. Several buildings — typically Edwardian-era flats buildings - feature curved wood sash windows set in
curved structural bays. Angled or curved bays typically contain three windows, though certain bays of corner
buildings contain four windows. While rare, several buildings display two-sided angled bay windows at the primary

facade.

Large corner buildings with greater surface area have a higher solid-to-void ratio than mid-block buildings. Window
bays and window openings set flush with the facade are typically placed in the same location, presenting a stacked

appearance, at each story of the three story corner buildings.
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The vast majbrity of buildings within the district retain some or all historic doubie—hung wood sash windows with
ogee lugs. Replacement windows made of aluminum or vinyl sash, casement windows, or windows with divided
lights that were added to buildings after the Period of Significance have not gained significance in their own right.

3. Materials & Finishes o .

Buildings in the district are of wood frame construction and were historically clad in horizontal wood siding. Exterior
surface finishes are painted. Channel drop wood siding is typical at the secoﬁdary and rear facades, while a
combmétion of flush, lap, channel drop, and shingles are typically found at the primary facades of Victorian-era -
buildings. Flush wood siding is most common on the primary facades of Edwardian-era flats buildings. Most
buildings retain their historic siding though a few were later clad in stucco, asbestos, or composite shingle siding.

These replacement sidings have not gained significance in their own right.

. Historicallf, the gabled roofs within the district were dad in unpainted wood shingles.' These historic roofing
materials are no longer present. Existing gable roofs are typically finished with asphalt or composite shingles that
match the color and tone of fhe historic wood roofing imaterials. Though generally compafible, this replacement
roofing material has not gained significance in its own right.

4. Architectural Details . _

Common fraits found throughout the district are bay windows, gable roofs, decorative cornices, ornamental shingles,
and spindle work, as well as more classically influenced detailing such as dentils, pediments, columns, and applied
plaster ormament. Omamental details are typically larger and more robust in scale at the first story, with finer, more

. delicate features located at the upper floors.

Many of the district’s buildings retain their original primary entrance doors. These paneled wood doors, often
slightly wider than contemporary enfrance doors, are commonly glazed at the upper portion and feature corniced
hoods and incised or applied ornament. Occasionally, a single fixed window is located adjacent to the entry door of
Queen Anne buildings and some doors, of both Queen Anne and Edwardian-era buildings, are fopped with transom
windows. '

Queen Anne Design Elements _

Late Victorian- and Edwardian-era architectural styles predominate, with the Queen Anne style most widely-
represented. Though Victorian-era architectural design displayed a remarkable variety of ornament, unifying

features include asymmetrical and articulated facades, steep roof pitches, and the use of multiple textures, materials

and colors.

Many of the Queen Anne style buildings on Pofomac Street, designed by developer George Moore, stand out for their
muscular massinig, restrained ormament, projecting second story overhangs, and hipped roof forms. In confrast, the
developer Fernando Nelson designed most of the Queen Anne buildings on Pieree, Potomac, and Waller streets, to
reflect his embrace of more exuberant and delicate architectural features, i'nlduding spindle screens, turrets, and cut-

outs.

Architectural details commonly found on Queén Arme buildings throughout the district include raked comices,
flared eaves, shingled tympanums, diamond and fish-scale shingling, turrets (particularly at corner buildings),
projecting bracketed cornices, steeply pitched gable rodfs,_ double-gables, finials, geometric applied ornament at '
spandrel panels, dentls, friezes decorated with plaster ornament, egg and dart molding, cut-out screens, sunbursts,
donut cut-outs, intermediate cornices, window and door hoods, spindle screens, turmned wood balusirades and newel
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posts, Tudor-inspired stick work, tumed wood porch supports a Vanety of Wood daddmg and pattemed wood
shingles, arched porticos, and Corinthian or Comp051te columns and pxlasters Anth.ropomorpl'uc details are rare but
present within the district.

Historically, there were several types of stairs constructed in the district: longer flights of wood stairs that typically
project out from Queen Anne style buildings and shorter flights fypically found thhm the recessed entries of
Edwardian-era flats buildings. » :

The Queen Anne buildings on interior block streets are typically accessed via a straight run flight of wood stairs. Due
to the slope, stairs on the west side of these blocks are significantly longer than those on the east. Historically, wood
stairs on these interior blocks were solid and uniform in appearance; featured closed risers, solid cheek walls beneath
the stairs, turned wood balustrades, and capped newel posts; and had a painfed finish. Some flights of stairs were

. later replaced with brick, concrete, tile, or terrazzo. These replacement stairs have not gained significance in their

own right.

Edwardian-Era Design Elements
Edwardian-era . buildings, referred to locally as Classical Revival, were constructed in San Francisco from

approximately 1901 to 1910. The term Edwardian is used architecturally to describe a more vernacular interprefation
of the Classical Revival style and is commonly applied to three-unit flats buildings — like those found within the
district — with wide angled or round bay windows, flat roofs, bulky projecting cornices, and columned porch entries.
Edwardian-era buildings within the district, particularly those on Steiner Street, feature wood or terrazzo steps with
solid cheek walls and landings. These stairs are typically located largely within the building envelope and provide
access to recessed entrance doors. Entrances of Edwardian-era flats in the district are typically flanked by Classical

columns oz pilasters, and decorated with applied plaster ornament, such as garlands and floral friezes.

Architectural ornament associated with the Edwardian-era is typically more restrained than those used duxing the
Victorian-era. The turn-of-the-century development of bﬁﬂdi:ngs within the district, however, often resulted in a
fusion of Edwardian-era massing with exuberant Victorian-era detailing. It is common in the district for Edwardian-
era flats to _featuré unusually ornamented spandrel panels and decorative friezes and several are capped with the

gable roof form more commonly associated with Queen Anne style buildings.

5. Landscape Elements
Properties within the district typically feature uniform front yard setbacks on each block face. Setbacks on the west

side of interior blocks are generally much deeper — typically 13 to 17’ — than the east side, which, depending upon
the block, range from approximately 5 to 13. Setbacks on the western portioﬁ of Waller Street are uniform on each
block face, ranging from approximately 8’ to 12’. Despite the variability in front yard depth, each block face features
similar setbacks and reads as,uniform. Buildings located on the eastern portion of Waller and Steiner streets,
typically Edwardian-era flats, are built ouf to the sidewalk, with no or minimal front yard setbacks.

Historically, front yards were bounded with low cast stone site walls and planted with vegetation. Site walls on
Carmelita Street — and possibly other blocks — were originally topped with decorative iron fencing. Despite the west
to east downward slope, the yards located within the front setback are level rather than terraced or sloped.

Several sections of site walls on Carmelita Sireet retaini all or a portion of their original decorative iron fencing. Front

yard setbacks and remnants of intact cast stone site walls are also located along Waller, Pierce, and Potomac Streets.
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The addition of garages has altered the front yards of many district properties. None of the historic buildings within

 the district were originally constructed with an integrated or detached automobile garage. On most blocks, portions
of site walls were removed and front yards partially paved in order to accommodate driveways for garage}s nserted
‘in the basement of many buildings. Several properties feature detached or semi-attached pop-out garages in the front
yard. Garage structures, openings, and driveways are not considered signiﬁcaﬁt in their own right.

6. Interior Block Park Entrances )

~ The development history of residential properties within the Duboce Park Landmark District is closely intertwined
with the history of the adjacent Duboce Park. Certain identified elements on the periphery of Duboce Park reflect this
close association between residential and park development; notably, the lack of a physical separation between -
residential buildings and the park and rustic entrances from cul-de-sac streets into the park. These park entrances -
located at the foot of Potomac S&eet, Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street — feature rustie stone steps flanked By low
retaining walls built of Serpentine rock set in a random rubble pattern. .

For the purpose of Article 10, the park enfrances at Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street are defined as
the steps, rock walls, and a surrounding 10-foot buffer. The buffer area includes the sidewalks, street rights-of-way
and area within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock walls. ‘

Zoning

Properties in the Duboce Park Landmark District are zoned Residential (-RH~2) and Residenfial Transit Oriented
(RTO) as indicated on the map below. All buildings in the district are located wifnjn a 40-X height and bulk zoning
district. '
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The red outline indicates the Duboce Park Landmark District boundary.
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- 11/29/2012

Presentation Overview

_= Background on Market / Octavia Survey & Process

= Development history of Duboce Park Historic District

= Federal, State, and Local {Article 10) Designaﬁon

= Article 10 designation process

= Article 10 permit review process (Certificate of Appropriateness)
= Next Steps :

Market / Octa\_zia_ Survey ) ' Surveys

= Part of Market / Octavia Area Plan X i . = Does not au’(ufnaﬁca]ly designate a property as a jocal Article 10 landmark or
« Used for the development of 5 IR - cause it to be formally isted on the National or Califoria Registers
policies and objectives for area L _“ Lo

plans « Facilitate compiiance with state-mandated environmentat regulations {CEQA)

= Benefit for property owners

« Deveiop recommendations for Arficle 10 Landmarks and Districts
« Historic Preservation Commission
« Board of Supervisors
=~ Community
« Community interest in Ariicle 10 Designation of Duboce Park

= Survey of over 1,563 buildings
= Eligible historic districts and
individual properties identified

= Historlc Preservation Commission
adopted survey findings in 2009

Duboce Park Historic District ' , . Historical Development

= Determined Efigible for National Register ‘ . + Site of "Public Reservation,” 1856

= 80 Contributors on 89 Parcels - Largely undeveloped for 50 years ¥
= Duboce Park dedicated and developed

= Significart for its Architecture (National Register Criteria C) in 1901
i . » Street R.O.W. & Buildings constructed
¢.1897-1913
« Predominately ¢.1897-1905
= Relationship of buildings fo the Park

"« Lots were sold to builder developers:
Fernando Nelson

U -
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Visua{ Cohesion

« Styles:
= Victorian-Era
« Shingle / First Bay Tradition
* Edwardian-era '
= Cohesive in terns:
« of property types
« height & massing
= set-back
=« Exuberance of detail
= High level of integrity

« Buildings are little changed
since 19t century

Local Article 10
Hisloric Dighricis
& Landmarks

= FIECTRNTTN
*  hodc |dLwdmak

Article 10: Local Designation

« Arficle 10 landmark designation is list of buildings and sites of local, state, or nafional
importarice

« Limited to the exferior of the properties, generally only what can be viewed from the
surrounding pubfic right-of-way

« Coffied in Article 10 of the Planning Code

"~ One step further i’ requiring review of certain types of work by the Planning
Deparlment preservation staff and sometimes the Histaric Preservalion
Commission (HPC)

< Local designation does not probibit, but it does require additional serufiny regarding
the demolition of landmarks to ensure that the City does not lose important historic
TESDUICES
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National & California Registers:

= The National & California Registers are a fist of buiidings and sites of local,
state, or national importance

» Administered by the Nafional Park Service (NPS) through the Califarnia
Office of Historic Preservation {OHP} ’

¥

« No connection to the San Francisco Planning Department,

» Offers recognition and cerfain’ protections under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

£

Article 10 Designation

« Landmark status can enhance a property’s stature
« increase the value of the property
« Requires a public hiearing for some exterior alterations
» Introduces a level of expectation for all property owners and tenants
regarding building alterations
« Provides more oversight to maintain visual character
= Rehabifitation and property tax incentives
- Federal and State level
~ 20% Rehabilitation Tax Credil
« the Mills Act Program
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£ Motion

 Lant Use Committes

\anning Department

i meztings sponsored ' .
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Article 10 Designation Process s

Next Steps

= Answer any guestions
= HPGC Landmark Designiation Work Program .
- Early Summer Hearing '
« Hearing notices wili go out to all property owners in the next montfl
« Return in the near future to continue the discussion
- Gawge the cormmunity's interest in the potential designation

- Work with the property owners and tenants for a better understanding of
the benefits and responsibitities of designation

R
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Certificate of Appropriateness

« Certificale of Appropriateness or “C of A”
= Section 1005 of Planning Code
= Section 4.135 of the City Charter

- Except for ordinary maintenance and repair, all work associated with
the character-defising features of a building or a district

- As a policy, alterations should meet the Secretary of the Interjor's Standards for
Rehabilitation for the Treatment of Historic Properties. “The Standards”™
» Most commonly used treatment because il allows for efficlent comemporary use
through alferafions and additions .

« C of A appealed to Board of Appeals or
Board of Supervisars i combined with another entitlement like a Conditional Use
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 « San Francisco CA 94103 « Fax (415) 558-6409

N OTICE OF PUBLIC HEARIN G

Hearlng Date: Wednesday, June 15, 2011

Hearing Time: Beginning at 12:30 PM |
Location: . City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400
Case Type: Landmark Designation Work Program

Hearing Body: Historic Preservation Commrssron

PROJECT DESCRIPTION.

This notice is to inform you that the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) will consider adding 16 individual buildings
and two proposed districts to its Landmark Designation Work Program (Work Program) during its regularly scheduled public
hearing on Wednesday, June 15, 2011 at 12:30 P.M.

Please note that the June 15" hearing is not a vote on whether io designate the proposed buildings or districts as city
landmarks. This hearing is a vote on whether to direct Planning Department staff to proceed with additional research and
community outreach in order to consider formal designation at a future date.

This hearing is an opportunity to share your support, opposition, and/or interest regarding the proposal to add 18 individual
buildings and two proposed districts fo the HPC’s Work Program. The two proposed landmark districts include Duboce
Park (bounded by the south side of Waller, the west side of Steiner, the east side of Scott and north side of Duboce streets)
and the discontiguous Market Street masonry district. Both districts were identified as part of the Market & Octavia Area
Plan.

- The individual buildings include, but are not limited to the following:
Twin Peaks Bar at 401 Castro Street, Samuel Gompers Trade School at 106 Bartlett Street, Sunshine School at 2728
Bryant Street, Russell House at 3778 Washington Street, Congregation Emanu-El School Building at 1337 Sutter Street,
Grabhorn Building at 1335 Sutter Street, Sailors’ Union of the Pacific at 434-450 Harrison Street, Doelger Homes Sales
Office at 326 Judah Street, New Era Hall at 2117 Market Street, 2 Clarendon Avenue, 2173 15" Street, Swedish American
Hall at 2168 Market Street, Cowell House at 171 San Marcos Street, 3655 Clay Street, and the Mothers Building and
Fleishhacker Pool Building at the San Francisco Zoo.

This hearing is not limited to the aforementioned buildings and districts. Property owners and members of the public may
propose additional properties or districts for consideration for the Work Program. Your participation at this hearing is
encouraged. The Department welcomes your input on the Work Program and asks that you direct your comments to the
Department at the contact information listed below.

A hearing agenda and case report related to the Work Program will be available on the Department's website one week
prior fo the hearing:. hitp://'www.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1892

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Mary Brown Telephone: (415) 575-9074 E-Mail: mary.brown@sfgov.org
Historic Preservation homepage: http://www.siplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1825

Hh o 3 [ 35 ] 415.558.6282.

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.558.6251
Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.558.6307 4217




" Duboce Park Histofic District

Landmark Designation Kick-Off

Walking Tour: -
History and Architectural Styles of Duboce Park_Neighborhood

Saturday, July 16t 10am

Discover the history of Duboce Park and its adjacent neighborhood. Learn about the differences
between Queen Anne and Edwardian-era Classical Revival styles.

Join Planning Department staff for a walking tour of one of San Francisco's unique neighborhoods. Gather at 10am at
the park end of Potomac Street. The tour will begin at 10:30am and will last approximately one hour. Come early for
moming snacks. Planners will be available for questions before and after the walking tour. ' :

Community Meeting: Landmark Kick-Off!

Monday, July 18t 6:30pm
Harvey Milk Center for the Arts, Photo Exhibition Room

The first in a series of community meetings focused on the process and impact of local Landmark
dasignation. Come learn about the basics of Landmark designations, get involved in the process,

and bring your questions! i

The Historic Preservation Commission recently added the proposed Duboce Park Historic District to its Landmark
Designation Work Program. In the coming months, the Planning Depariment will host several opportunities for you to
learn more about the history of the Duboce Park neighborhood, fo meet your neighbors, and to find out more about
what Landmark designation might mean for you and the neighborhood. At a series of community meetings, starting
on Monday, July 18, 2011, the Planning Department will provide short presentations on the Landmark designation
process and answer your guestions. Topics discussed will include how Landmark designation differs from the recent -
historic resource survey evaluation; what are the potential benefits and drawbacks of designation; and the permit
process for alterations to Landmark buildings. Come find out more about what Landmark designation does (and does

not do) and provide your input. :

We invite you to join the Historic Preservation Commission, the Planning Department, and the Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association in this community-initiated effort to tailor a Duboce Park Landmark designation that
celebrates and preserves the history and exceptional architectural character of this historic neighborhood.

For more information contact Mary Brown, Preservation Planner, at 415-575-9074 or Mary.Brown@sfgov.org.

SAN FRANCISCO ‘ This méten'al is based upon work assisted by a grant from the

’ PLANN!NG BEPARTMENT . Departmeni of the Interior, National Park Service. Any opinions,

findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this
material are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the
views of the Department of the Interior.
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Duboce Park Historic Distrjct
Proposed Landmark Designation

The Historic Preservation Commission recently added the
proposed Duboce Park Historic District fo its Landmark
Designation Work Program. We invite you to join the
Historic Preservation Commission, the Planning
Department, and the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood
Association in this community-initiated effort fo taflor a
Duboce Park Landmark designation that celebrates and
preserves the hisfory and exceptional architectural
character of this historic neighborhood,

Commumty Meetmg
Incentives, Alteratlons & Review Process for Landmark Districts

Tuesday, August 16th, 7pm
Harvey Milk Center for the Arts

The Planning Department continues its series of community meetings related to the proposed Landmark designation.
This community meeting will focus on preservation incentives (including tax credits and easements), alterations, and
the permit review process for Landmark buildings. It will include an in-depth discussion of the similarities and .
- differences between the current review process for identified historic buildings and the permit process for alterations

‘to Landmark buildings. Bring your questions about real or hypothetical alterations and/or general questions about
‘ Landmark designations. .

““Ask a Planner Night” at Duboce Park Cafe

Tuesday, August 30, 6-7pm
Tuesday, September 27, 6-7Tpm _
Duboce Park Cafe, 2 Sanchez Street, outside seating area (look for the sign)

Preservatlon planners will be hand for one-on-one discussions related to the proposed Landmark designation. If
you've been thinking about a home improvement project, bring your questions and get immediate feedback regarding
the review process. -Learn more about preservation incentives, including the more flexible California Historic Building
Code. :

For more information contact Mary Brown, Preservation Planner, at 415-575-9074 or Mary.Brown@sfgov.org. Check the website
for updates, events, historic maps and photos, and finks fo preservation-related resources.

http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

) ) ) This material is based upon work assisted by a grant from the Department of |
SAN FRAN CIS C O ' the Interfor, National Park Service. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions

or recommendations expressed in this matedal are those of the auth
P LAN N I NG DEPARTM ENT and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of the IntenorOF(S) .
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Presentation Overview

= Review of July 18, 2011 Community Meeting

= Preservaiion Incentives & Responsibilities
=/’Alter_aﬁons & Review Process for Landmark Districts
« Q& A - Staff and Dogpatch District resident

< Next Steps :

&

Community Meeting
ugust 16, 2019

= HPC Work Program

= Development History -
of Duboce Park

= Significant
architecturally,
cohesive, with
integrity.

= Additional research in
progress

= Overview of
Designation pracess

State Historical Bunldmg Code (CHBC)

The CHBC provides alternative buxldlng regulations for
permitting repairs, alterations and additions necessary for the

preservation, renabilitation, change of use, or con‘unued use of
a "qualified historical building.” o 2 iz

[ncentives

- State Historic-
Building code

- Mills Act property
Tax

- Federal
Rehabilitation Tax
Credits

+ Tax Deduction for
Preservation Facade |
Fasements
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Mills Act .

The Mils Act Historical Property
Contract program allows qualified
.owners o receive property tax
reduction and use that savings to
offset the costs fo rehabilitate,
resfore and maintain thelr properties.

BULLETIH HO. 8

= Easements are legal
agreements

= Qualifying property

= Voluntary donation by
property owner

= Held by non-profit

= RS reviews

= Perpetual protection

« City of San Francisco i ]
is not a party to the' NATIONAL TRUST
agreements {(except Jor HISTORIO PRESERVATION®
Recorder’s Office)

Material Retention in Rehabilitation

431

Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits

= 20% Tax Credit for Rehabilitation

= Applies to substantial rehabilitation projects for income-
producing properties

= Properties must be listed on the Nafional Register
individually or as a district contributor -

« Rehabilitation must follow Secretary of the Interior
Standards (interior and exterior)

. = Partnership among Office of Historic Preservation,
National Park Service, and Internal Revenue Service

= Resources online at htip://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

| necessary

Preservation Responsibilities

=Maintain the condition of
the property

= Certain alferations may
trigger C of A process

= Compatibility of
materials with
neighborhood and the
building

= Retain historic fabric,
and replace only when

Alterations and the permit review
process for Landmark buildings




= =

Overview: Alferations and the Permit
Review Process

» What is
reviewed by
the Planning
Department?

» How does the R?Z;fl_.[:@é‘
Planning -
Department
review?

-3 L
Reguleatignh

ke

Certificates of Appropriateness

« Not needed for ordinary
maintenance and repair

= Precedes a building permit

= Administrative C of A

- Standard C of A
HPC full hearing
(application, notice &
poster)

« Exterior afterations:
“The Standards”

Review Process for Landmark Districts:
Standard C of A - HPC Hearing
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Similarities and Differences between:

Current review Review process
process for . - 5, |for alterations to
identified historic "|Landmark
buildings - |buildings

Review Process for Landmark Districts:
Administrative C of A = 1A

No notice required

= Exploratory and
investigative work

= Rebujlding front
stairways and railings

= Window replacement g 3 - —

= [nstallation of rooftop ¥ ) )
equipment

of rear yard decks
and stalrways

F&T;‘\‘D SN L RTINS DATTTRRENY S R - .
Example: Adding a large dormer within a
designated-Article 10 district

-

. Submit permit and file a
CofA

2. Reviewed by a Preservation
Specialist

3. Apply Code, Guidelines,
and Standards

4. Permit 30-day nofification &
C of A 20-day notification
(concurrent notices)

If needed; BRPC hearing for
CofA

5. Issue C. of A and approve

permit




Next Steps
Return en September 20' fo
continue the discussion

=« Workshop on designation
ordinance

= “Ask-a-Planner” nights at  http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

Duboce Park Café Overview. of the District
= August 30" & September 271 Download Materials
= Reporis on additional Get Invoived
“research Contacts
= “Topic Cards" stakeholder's RSS feed
interests ’

Mary.Brown@sfgov.org -

. _Sp ecial guests - TBA Woses.Corrette@sfgov.org

~
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Duboce Park Historic District
Review the Designation

The Historic Preservation Commission recently added the
proposed Duboce Park Historic District to its Landmark
Designation Work Program. We invie you to join the
Historic Preservation Commission, the Planning
Department, and the Duboce Triangfe Neighborhood
Association in this community-inifiated effort to tailor a
Duboce Park Landmark designation that celebrates and
preserves the history and exceptional architectural
character of this historic neighborhood.

Community Workshop:
Review of Proposed Landmark DeSIgnatlon Ordlnance

. Tuesday, September 20t, »7pm
CPMC Hospital, Davies Campus
Gazebo Meeting Room - Between main hospital building {North Tower) and South Tower

This interactive workshop will focus on community review of & draft designation ordinance for the proposed Duboce
Park Landmark District. Topics to be discussed include prioritizing preservation needs and levels of permit review.
Information gathered at this workshop will help create a road map for future changes to the district and shape the
permit review process for fuiure alterations and new construction. Working with Planning Department staff,
participants are encouraged fo provide input en the unique character .of the district and how to best protect that
character. Thisis. your opportunity to help shape community-supported tevels of review of proposed future changes

" to properties in this unique nelghborhood

“Ask a Planner Night” at Duboce Park Cafe

Tuesday, August 30, 6-7pm
Tuesday, September- 27th, 6-7pm
Duboce Park Cafe, 2 Sanchez Street, outside seating area (look for the sign)

Preservation planners will be on hand for one-on-one discussions related fo the proposed Landmark designation. I '
you've been thinking about a home improvement project, bring your questions and get immediate feedback regarding
the review process Learn more about preservation incentives, including the more flexible California Historic Building

Code.

For more information contact Mary Brown, Preservation Planner, at 415-575-9074 or Mary.Brown@sfgov.org. Check the website
for updates, events, historic maps and photos, and links to preservation-related resources.

http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

This material is based upon work assisted by a grant from the Department of

SAN FRAN C ISCO ) the Interior, National Park Service. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions
PLAHN!NG DEPARTM ENT or recommendations expressed in this materfal are those of the author(s)
’ T j ’ S and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of the Interior.
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Frequently Asked Q_uestions
“Local Landmarks and Landmark Districts

Why are buildings designated as local Landmarks or Landmark Districts?

- The purpose of landmark and local Jandmark district designation is two-fold: to bestow
distinction upon and foster appreciation of San Francisco’s representative buildings, structures,
“and objects, and to ensure compatible future exterior alterations.

Over the past 40 years, the City and County of San Francisco has designated 260 landmarks and

11 local landmark districts. San Francisco’s landmarks and local landmark districts feature iconic

buildings and high-style designs as well as residential, commercial and indusirial building’s that
reflect the expeﬁence and landscapes of everyday San Franciscans. Designating landmarks and
local landmark districts of iconic buildings, exceptionally cohesive architecture, and buildings
with strong cultural associations, helps retain a tangible comnection to our collective past.
Property owners benefit from the official commitment to historic preservation and the security of
knowing that their property will not be negatively affected by future development trends in the
neighborhood.

What are the potential benefits to Local Landmark or Landmark District Designation?

- Several local, state and federal preservation incentive programs encourage property owrners to
repair, restore, or rehabilitate historic properties. See the relevant Preservation Bulletins listed on
the Planning Department’s website for more details on the Mills Act (which can provide up to a
50% reduction in property taxes in exchange for the rehabilitation, preservation, and long-term

maintenance of historic properties), Federal Tax Credits (which can provide a 20% Rehabilitation

Tax Credit for the rehabilitation of income-producing historic properties) and the California
Historical Building Code (which allows for a more flexible alternative building code for thé
preservation or rehabilitation of buildings designated as "historic”).

The 'designation process for local landmark districts can also help build community. Working

together to create and maintain a landmark district can bring neighbors together, build a sense of

community, and foster civic pride. Designation can provide certainty to the community by
maintaining the scale and visual characteristics of the built environment thrbugh the
discouragement of speculative tear-downs or incompatible alterations.

What are the potential drawbacks to Local Landmark or Landmark District Designation?

In order to ensure that proposals to alter designated landmarks and local landmark districts are
compatible with the existing historic fabric, an additional level of review is required for proposed
exterior alterations. Proposals to demolish a landmark or building within a landmark district —
though not impossible - would likewise require additional review. While some welcome this
extra review, others might be concerned about fees or the additional time required for permit
processing.

This review comes in the form of a Certificate of Appropriateness, which for smaller pfojects

(such as window replacements or a new deck) can be reviewed administratively by Planning

www.sfplanning.org
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Department sta_EE or for larger projects (such as an addl’aon) by the Historic Preservation -
Commission (HPC). There is fee associated with a Certificate of Appropriateness, which is scaled
relative to the total construction cost of a proposed alteration. The majority of Certificates of
Appropriateness are approved administratively by staff without an HPC hearing. HPC hearings
for larger projects can occur concurrently with other standard neighborhood notification
requirements, thereby minimizing the extra time required for review.

‘What is a Certificate of Appropriateness? ‘

A Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) is the entitlement required for exterior alterations
requiring a permit for local landmarks and properties located within a local landmark district. C's
of A are reviewed by the HPC or administratively by Planning Department staff to ensure that the
character- -defining features are preserved and that alterations, demolitions and new construction

* are compatible with existing historic fabric.

It is important to note that a C of A is not required for any interior alterations including kitchen or
bathroom remodels, nor is it required for ordinary maintenance and repairs — i.e.,, work done
solely to correct deterioration, decay, or damage — if the replacenient materials and defails are in-
kind. Examples of ordinary maintenance and repair include roof replacement, repair of dry rot,
and the replacement of front stairs or railings. '

As part of the collaborative landmark district designation process, the Department will work with
the community to specify in the designation report the scopes of work that would require a C of A
in order to preserve important architectural features. The community is encouraged to participate
in this collaborative effort.

Does Landmark designation affect the interior of my house?
No. Landmark designation of residential buildings applies to the exterior only, including roof
lines. Occasionally, designation covers the lobby or interior of public or publically accessible
buildings such as government buildings or theaters.

What impact does historic designation have on property value?

Independent studies across the country have examined the impact of property values in landmark
districts. These studies have shown no indication that property values in landmark districts go
down simply because of their landmark status. Rather; the studies indicate that the value of
properties in landmark districts appredate at a é]ightly higher rate than similar building stock

" outside the district.

Visit the Planning Department website to access outside studies that have assessed the link
between historic preservation and property value in small and large cities.

What is the process to designate a historic district?

The first step is listing a property on the HPC’s Landmark Designation Work Program (Work
Program). The Work Program iscomprised of individual buildings and districts that the HPC has-
prioritized for listing in Article 10 as a landmark or landmark district. Once a property is listed on
the Work Program, the Planning Department will proceed with additional research,
documentation and outreach to stakeholder groups including property- owners, residents,
commercial tenants, and the wider community. '

Community buy-in is essential in the creation of a successful landmark designation. Owner
consent is not required; however, the Department favors a collaborative approach which

Sa FRARCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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emphasizes extensive community outreach and participation. Through a series of meetings,
stakeholder groups and the Department will define the community-supported level of review
required for proposals to alter properties within the potentral landmark district.

After this collaborative process, the HPC will begm the process of formally designating the
proposed landmark district. This process will include numerous opportunities for public input at
hearings before the HPC, Planning Commission, and ultimately the Board of Supervisors. Final
approval of a landmark or landmark district requires a majority vote at the Board of Supervisors.
Public comment opportunities are available at all of these public hearings.

What can we expect to read in a landmark designation report once it is completed? '

Once completed, the report will include a history of the landmark or local landmark district
including cultural associations, significant persons, and the architectural development of a
building or area; alist of contributing and non-contributing properties; a list of character-defining
features; a technical document that outlines the entitlement and review process for those features;
and a draft ordinance and recommendation by the Planning Department. A short descrrptron of
some of the technical terms that will be included in the report is provided below. '

Contributing and N on—Contributing: Contributors to a landmark district are those
buildings, structures, sites, or objects that were constructed during the Period of
Significance and retain their physical integrity. When a landmark district is created,
qualified historians identify a Period of Significance for the district. For example, in
one district, the Period of Significance may be 1884-1929. Buildings or features that
were constructed outside that period would be considered non-contributing.
Buildings and features that were constructed within the period and possess a high
level of integrity would be considered contributing. Also, features that were
constructed within the period but were heavily. altered (possessing a low level of
mtegnty) would also be deemed to be non-contributing. :

Integrity: The authenticity of a property’ s historic identity, evidenced by the survival
of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s Period of Significance.

Integrity is the composite of seven qualities: location, design, setting, materials,

workmanship, feeling and association. When buildings, structures, objects, and sites

retain integrity, they are able to convey their association with events, pedple, and

designs from the past.

Character-Defining Features: Character-defining features are the elements of the
historic resource that represent its significance. For instance, the character- defining
features of a building may include roof forms, proportion, window and door
openings, shape, projections, trim, setting, cladding materials, craft details, and
finishes. Each building, structure, object, and site in a proposed landmark district will
be identified as either contrlbuﬁhg or non-coniributing and the character-defining
features of the district will be catalogued in the designation report.

Will landmark designation require me to restore my building to its original appearance?
No. You are not required to do anything to the property except maintain it to the minimum

" standards of the building code, something that is required of all property owners in the City and
County of San Francisco. ' ' :

SAN FRAHCISCO
. PLANNING DEP’AFITMENT
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Can I add a horizontal or vertical addition to my property?
Yes. The HPC and the Planning Department review proposed additions to landmarks or

buildings within a landmark district for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for

*Rehabilitation (Standards) as well as requirements of the Planning Code. The Standards were
developed by the National Park Service and are used nationwide for the review of proposed
alterations to historic properties. Proposals to add an addition to landmark properties are
reviewed on a case-by-case basis by the HI’C.

Does the HPC regulate landscaping, driveways and sidewalks? -
No, however _any Planning Code and Department of Public Works requirements will still apply.

Canl replace my windows?
Yes. Windows that are visible from the street or other public right-of-way can be replaced with

windows that are appropriate to the landmark property’s Period. of: Significance. For example, if
the building was originally constructed in 1908 with double-hung wood windows, then the
replacement windows should be double-hung wood windows with similar exterior dimensions.
Replacement windows may use double-panes for energy efficiency. However, only those
windows visible from the public right-of-way need to conform tfo these standards. All others can

be replaced as the owner sees fit.

Can a building owner opt-out of a landmark designation?

Individual owners, with the exception of religious properties, can not opt out of a local fandmark
or landmark district des1onatlon The goal, however, is to build support for individual landmark
and landmark district designation through a collaborative community process.

How can | share additional information regarding the history of my house or district?

The Planning Department welcomes additional information regarding buildings or districts
proposed for landmark designation. Please contact the Department if you are interested in
sharing historic photographs, water tap records, maps, architectural plans, building permit
histories or other relevant information regarding your property or neighborhood.

Where can | get more information?
The Planning Department website: www. stpla_umng org contains additional information related

to local landmark and landmark district designation. In the coming months the Department will

- develop additional content related to proposed landmarks and landmarks districts as well as -
more specific information related to the designation process and scheduled community meetings
and hearings. Department staff is also available to answer questions; contact Mary Browm,
Preservation Planner, at 415-575-9074 or Marv.Brown@sfeov.org

This material is based upon work assxsted by a grant from the Department of the Interior, National Park Service. Any opinions,
findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the

views of the Department of the Interior.
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Existing Local Landmark Districts

From 1972 to 2003, the City of San Francisco designated eleven local landmark
districts ranging in size from a handful of buildings to several hundred propemes

gﬂ:ﬁg‘fg‘}g Landmark districts are regulated by Article 10 of the Planning Code.

RDEPARTMENT

Pianning Department
1850 Wission Sireef

Jackson Square Landmark District
Sujte 400 i

San Francisco's earliest surviving commer-

. PLRCELS EL 1)
isco, G 1 P ; . )
:Z: Ozagr;c;m, A £ g cial area features commercial and mixed-

use buildings, predominately brick, erected
in the 1850s to 1860s. Buildings are typically two- to three-stories with
commercial uses at the high ground story.

T: 415.558.6378
F: 415,558.6408

Webster Street Landmark District

BIOOKS

3
Wt

B This residential historic district in the

Western Addition features a unified
collection of builder-developed resi-
dences designed in the ltalianate style. The single-family residences.
and duplexes were designed for middle-income home buyers.

Northeast Waterfront Landmark Districe

JATED

, This commercial and industrial historic
R 1883 district reflects waterfront storage and

' maritime activities, from the Gold Rush
era fo World War Il. [t features a large collection of warehouses and
industrial buildings constructed of brick and reinforced concrete.

Alamo Square Landmark District

SUATED 1

This large residential historic district is clus-

tered around Alamo Square in the Western

i Addition. It features richly omamented

- houges and flats, designed in a range of Victorian- and Edwardian-era
styles, primarily for businessmen and the upper-middle class home
buyer. Al_amo Square Park is also a contributing feature.

ubexty Hlﬂ Landmark District

This Mission District historic dlstnct features
Victorian-era residences designed primarily
in the lialianate, Stick, and Queen Anne
styles. It contains a mix of uniform developer built tracts for the working
class and larger, custom-designed residences for middle-income home
buyers. It includes mixed-use buildings, primarlly along Valencia Street,
{hat feature ground-level! retail spaces. '

Ry
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Teleorraph HIH Landmark District

(I8 This eclectic hillside historic dlstrlct features the largest
795’ -~ concentration of pre-1870s-buildings in San Francisco:

The residential district features small-scale dwellings
accessible only via narrow pedestrian-only lanes and staircases, as well as larger,
iconic Modern buildings such as Richard Neutra’s Kahn House and the Streamline
Moderne Malloch Apartment Building.

Blackstone Court Landmark District

The significance of this tiny mid-block residential district
is more historical than architectural. It is centered
around the now-filled Washerwoman's Lagoon. The lot
lines, small houses, and location on a pre-Gold Rush trail present a unlque physical
expression of pre 1906 development in the Marina District.

S outh End Landmark Dlstnct

This industrial and Warehouse historic district features
a collection of single- and multi-story warehouses,
Constructed of brick and reinforced concrete, the ware-
houses are associated with maritime and rail actlv1t|es The majority of bu1|d1ngs
were erected between 1906 and 1929.

Bush Street Cottage Row Landmark District

The historic district is comprised of residential buildings
— primarily of flat front Italianate and Stick design — plus
a walkway and a small park. Located in the Japantown
'nelghborhood the buildings are relatively small-scale and a uniform two-stories in
height. In the 1930s, the walkway was commonly known as ‘Japan Street” due to the
neighborhood's large population of Japanese-American residents.

Civic Center Landmark Dlstnct

The CIVIC Center historic dlstrlct conststs of monu-
mental institutional buildings flanking a central open
space, as well as nearby large-scale commercial and
apartment buildings. Civic Center institutional buildings are unified in a Beaux Arts
Classical design, described as “American Renaissance.” The Civic Center Plaza
is a contributing feature.

Doopatch Lapdmark District

This historic district features the oldest enclave

of industrial workers' housing in San Francisco. It

is located to the east of Poirero Hill in the Central
Waterfront district. The small-scale Victorian-era cottages and flats housed
workers from the shipyards and maritime-related industries of the adjacent Potrero
Point. Also included are several industrial, commercial and civic buildings.

This marerial is based upon work assisted by a grant from-the Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Any opinions, findings, 2nd conclusions or recommendarions
expressed in this marerial are those of the auchor(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Department of the Inrerior.”
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Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager

DATE: November 2, 2011

TO: Recreati.on and Park Commission
FROM: Mary Brown, City Planning Department

- Lisa Beyer, Recreation and Park Department

RE: Proposed Landmark District in Duboce Park Neighborhood

Agenda Wording

PROPOSED LANDMARK DISTRICT IN DUBOCE PARK NEIGHBORHOOD Presentation and discussion
of the Planning Department's work on the proposed designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District, mcludmg
consideration of the park. (DISCUSSION ONLY)

Background

On June 15, 2011, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) added the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District
to its Landmark Designation Work Program. The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District contains nearly 90
residential buildings and options for including-all or discrete areas of the adjacent Duboce Park. Inclusion on the
Landmark Designation Work Program does not mean that a property is automatically designated as a Landmark.
Rather, by adding a property to the Work Program, the HPC has directed Planning Department staff to proceed with
additional research and community outreach in order to consider formal designation at a future date.

This area was documented in 2008 as an eligible district during the Market and Octavia historic resource survey
effort. The Market and Octavia historic resources survey was part of a larger Market and Octavia Area planning
effort. Beginning in 2006, the Planning Department contracted with the consultant firm Page & Turnbull for a
survey of over 1,500 properties within the Market & Octavia Area Plan boundaries. The 80-block survey area
encompassed portions of several neighborhoods including Hayes Valley, Mission, SoMa, Civic Center, Market
Street, Duboce Triangle, Lower Haight, Eureka Valley/Castro, and the Western Addition.

Page & Tumnbull documented the area bounded by Waller, Duboce, Steiner, and Scott Streets as the boundary of the
survey-identified National Register eligible historic district. Contributors to this identified eligible historic district
inicluded 80 residential buildings and the entire Duboce Park. See attached Department of Recreation and Parks
Department (DPR) 523-series forms. Survey documentation and findings were adopted by the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board in 2008.

The Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association (DTNA) played a significant role in advocating for inclusion of a

historic resource survey as part of the Market and Octavia Area Plan effort and has been a strong supporter of
Landmark designation for the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District.

Community Outreach

The Planning Department has engaged in extensive public outreach related to the proposed Duboce Park Landmark
District designation. Events included a neighborhood history walking tour which highlighted the shared
development history of the Park and neighborhood (July 16, 2011); a community meeting kick-off which provided
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an overview of the Landmark designation process (July 18, 2011); a community meeting focused on preservation
financial incentives and process for review of alterations to T-andraark properties (August 16, 2011); a casual Ask a
Planner night event at the Duboce Park Café (August 30, 2011); a community workshop at which participants

. provided feedback on the proposed levels of review for alterations to buildings and the proposed boundary options
for the District (September 20, 2011); and a second Ask a Planner event focused on review of proposed alterations
to buildings (September 27, 2011). Recreation and Parks Department staff have aftended all of the aforementioned
community events with the exception of the Ask a Planner events. '

In addition, Planning Department and Recreation and Parks Department staff have met several times to discuss the
proposed District boundary options, a potential buffer zone surrounding the steps and rock retaining walls at the
three interior block Park entrances, and appropriate levels of review related to repair or major alterations to the-

aforementioned Park entrances.

Review Process for Alterations in Landmark Districts

Properties that are.designated local Landmarks or Landmark Districts are regulated under Article 10 of the Planning
Code. Once designated, the HPC has review authority -over proposed alterations to Landmark properties. Each
designating Ordinance is tailored to identify the “character-defining features” to be protected and to provide a
framework for the level of review associated with those features.

Levels of review for alterations to Landmark properties include No Certificate of Appropriateness, an
Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness issued by Planning Department staff, or a Certificate of
Appropriateness heard at a regularly scheduled hearing of the Historic Preservation Commission. See attached
“Qptions for Treatment of Duboce Park in Landmark District” for proposed levels of review related to Duboce Park.

Feedback Regarding Park Boundary Options

In meetings with the public and the Recreation and Parks Department, the Planning Department presented two
.options for including Duboce Park within the proposed Landmark District as outlined in the attached document
““Qptions for Treatment of Duboce Park in Landmark District.” The first (Option 1) excludes the Park from the
District boundary except for the steps, rock retaining walls, and 10-foot buffer at the interior block Park entrances at

Carmelita, Pierce, and Potomac streets. The second (Option 2) includes the entire Park in the Landmark District, but

limits review of alterations solely to the steps, rock retaining walls, and 10-foot buffer at the three interior block

Park entrances.

At the aforementioned community events, neighbors frequently mentioned their frustration regarding the alteration
of the Carmelita steps for ADA accessibility. Based on their comments, the issue was not with adding a ramp per
se, but the incompatible design of the ramp, retaining wall, and paving. At the September'ZOth workshop, there was
strong agreement about the need to include the steps and retaining walls in the Landmark designation in order to
provide additional oversight of future alterations. While there was consensus that the steps and retaining walls
should be included within the boundary of the District (Option 1) , neighbors were generally split regarding whether
the entire Park should also be included in the District, even if the Park entrances were the only areas that required

review of alterations (Option 2).

Recreation and Parks Department staff have expressed their préferénce for not including any elements of the Park in
the Landmark District. At a meeting on July 15, 2011, Recreation and Parks Department staff proposed exploring
an option to limit the Landmark District boundary to just the park entrances (steps, rock retaining wall and buffer)

rather than the entire Park.

At public events, in emails and during meetings with Planning Department staff, Supervisor Scott Wiener has
consistently stated his opposition to inclusion of the entire Park within the Landmark District, regardless of whether
or not the designating ordinance specifically excluded review of alterations to any path, landscape feature, building,
structure of object within the Park (with the exception of the steps and retaining walls). In a September 29, 2011
email, Supervisor Wiener stated his support for including the steps, rock retaining walls, and buffer in the
designation ordinance (Option 1).
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Attachments and Links

California Department of Parks and Recreation 523-D form (DPR523D) Duboce Park Historic District
Options for Treatment of Duboce Park in Landmark District

Frequently Asked Questions

Existing Local Landmark Districts Brochure
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SAN FR/’-\NCISCD
PLAHNING DEPARTMENT

Update: Proposed Duboce Park Landmark District

-Since July, the Planning Department (Department) has hosted six community events regarding
the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District and engaged many property owners, residents, and
other stakeholders in the process. Topics covered at community meetings included the Landmark
designation process and impacts, financial incentive programs, and the levels of review for
alterations to properties within the proposed District. ' :

At the most recent community event, on September 20, 2011, the Department hosted an interactive
workshop focused on these proposed levels of review for alterations. The goal of the Workshop

was threefold:

1. . -To gain a better understandmg at an open, public forum — of the types of alterations
that stakeholders prioritize for additional review; and

2. To gauge community support for review of Park features, in parﬁcﬁlar the steps and
rock retaining walls at interior block entrances; and

3. To use this feedback to tailor a designation ordinance that a]igris with community
needs, provides a clear and predictable review process for specific scopes of wozrk,
and protects the character of the neighborhood.

The invaluable feedback at the workshop and subsequent “Ask a Planner” event was used. to
guide discussions and revisions to the designation ordinance. The Department has significantly
scaled back the level of review for scopes of work that meet certain conditions and has reduced
the proposed review of alterations at the rear of properties. The Department also clarified and
simplified the definitions of specific terms and scopes of work.

Materials for Review
Enclosed are the following materials for your review:

1. Levels of Review: This framework identifies the proposed levels of review for specific
scopes of work at the primary facade and at the rear/secondary facades. '

2. Definitions: This document includes definitions for “Visibility” as it relates to alterations
within the district and descriptions for each of the three proposed levels of review:
“Certificate of Appropriateness,” “Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness,” and
“No Certificate of Appropriateness.”

3. Duboce Park Fact Sheet: This Fact Sheet contains quick facts about the types of alterations
that -are covered by Landmark designation (ie, exterior only), potential financial
incentives for preservation, and the Landmark designation process. \

www.sfplanning.org
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If you have questions about the proposed review of alterations, please plan fo attend the final
Department-sponsored community event on December 7%, and/or contact the Department with
your questions or comments. See contact information below. -

Drop-In Event: Review the revised designation

On December 7, 2011, the Department will host a Drop-In event for residents, property OWTers,
and other stakeholders to review the revised framework for review of alterations to properties
within the proposed landmark district. Drop by anytime Wednesday, December 7, 2011 between
6pm - 7:30pm at the Harvey Milk Center (upstairs meeting room) to ask questions of the
Department’s Preservation Planners and provide addifional feedback. '

bNextSteps .

The December 7t Drop-In event at the Harvey Milk Center marks the seventh (and final)
Department-sponsored community meeting related to the proposed landmark district
designation.

At a future public hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) will consider formal
initiation of the proposed landmark district. This process will include numerous opportunities for
public input at hearings before the HPC, Planning Comumission, and ultimately the Board of
Supervisors. Final approval of a landmark district requires a majority vote at the Board of -
Supervisoss. :

Landmark district initiation might be heard at the HPC as early as January 2012. The Deparfment
will notify all residents, property owners; and stakeholders 30 days in advance of this and future
public hearings. The Department will include copies of public comment in support of or
opposidon to the proposed landmark district in its case reports to the HPC, Planmng
Commission, and Board of Supervisors.

If officially designated as a Iocal landmark district, the Department will proceéd with the National
Register Tax Certification process.. This process will officially list the district on the National
Register of Historic Places, enabling property owners to apply for certain financial incentives such
as a Preservation Easement and the 20% Federal Tax Credit for substantal rehabilitations of
income-producing propertes.

Contact Information / Feedback

For more information regarding the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District, please visit
http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org and/or contact Preservation Planner Mary Brown at: 415-575-
9074 or mary.brown@sfgov.org. Public comment may also be addressed to: Mary Brown, San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103.

R AT DEPARTMENT 11-30-2011 .
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DEFINITIONS

- Visible: A building or feature is considered “visible” when it can be seen from a public right-of-
way within the District and/or is visible from Duboce Park. Visibility from Duboce Park is
limited to the highly visible facades of the first three buildings adjacent to the Park.

Due to their distance from the Park, the rear facades of buildings adjacent to the western portion
of Duboce Park (along Scott Street) are excluded from this definition of visibility. See map.

Public Right-of-Way: A public right-of-way is a street, sidewalk, interior block park entrance, or park.

Primary Fagade: A primary fagade is.a building’s main street-facing facade. Corner buildings have
two primary fagades, the second primary fagade may front Duboce Park or the street.

RearFagade: The rear facade is located at the rear of the building.

Interior Block Park Enfrance: For the purpose of landmark district designation, the interior block park
entrances at Potomac Street, Pierce Street, and Carmelita Street are defined as the steps,
Serpentine rock retaining walls, and a surrou_ndmg 10-foot buffer. The buffer area includes the
sidewalks, street right-of-way and area within the park directly adjacent to the steps and rock

retaining walls.

Boundary: The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District is bounded by the west side of Steiner
Street, the south side of Waller Street, the rear property line of lots adjacent to Duboce Park, and
the interior block park entrances (as described above). See map. :
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DEFINITIONS: Levels of Review

Certificate of Appropriateness

A Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) is the entiflement required for exterior alterations —
requiring a building permit ~ to properties located within a local landmark district. A C of A is
required for demolition, new construction, and certain exterior alterations to contributing and
non-contributing buildings in designated landmark districts.

s of A are heard at regularly scheduled and noticed hearings at the Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC) and may occur concurrently with other réquired Plamming Department .
(Department) neighborhood notifications. A sliding scale fee, based on construction cost, is
charged for a C of A

It is important to note that a.C of A is not required for any interior alterations, nor is it required
for- seismic work or ordinary maintenance and repair. The p1oposed Duboce Park Landmark -
District Designation Ordinance identfifies these and other scopes of work that are specifically
exempted from the C of A.requirement. These exempted scopes of work may require review in
the form of an “Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness” or “No Certificate of
Appropriateness.” ‘

Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness
The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District Designation Ordinance identifies certain scopes of
work that may qualify for an Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness (Admin C of A).

The HPC has delegated the ability to approve, disapprove, or modify certain identified minor
alterations to Planning Department preservation staff. An Admin C of A is approved
administratively by Department preservation planners. An Admin C of A does not require
neighborhood notification, nor a hearing at the HPC. A 20-day wait period is required for an
"Admin C of A. During this period, a member of the public may appeal approval of the Admin C
of A, at which point the item would be heard at an HPC hearing. A small fee, based on staff time
and materials, is charged for an Admin C of A.

No Certificate of Appropriateness

The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District Designation Ordinance identifies certain scopes of
work that would not require an entitlement in the form of a C of A or an Admin C of A.
Additional scopes of work that meet specific conditions (such as in-kind materials) likewise do
not require additional review in the form of a C of A or an Admin C of A. The standard permit
review and entitlement processes required of all bujldings in San Francisco will still apply.

Draft 11-30-2011 : o ‘ 20f2
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FACT SHEET: Proposed Duboce Park Landmark District

+ The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District was identified and documented as ehgrble for the National
‘Register in 2008.

e The proposed District is comprised of 89 residential buildings and the historic stonesteps and Serpentine
rock retaining walls at the three interior block Park entrances. It is bounded by Scott, Waller, and Stemer o

streets.

¢ Largely constructed between 1899—1902} the proposed District contains excellent examples of residential
buﬂdings designed by master Victorian-era builders, including Fernando Nelson.

. The proposed district was added to the Historic Preservaﬂon Commlssron 5 Landmark Designation Work '
Provrarn on June 15, 2011

 Thereare currenﬂy 11 Landmark Drstrlcts and 261 md1v1dual Landmarks n San Francrsco

«  The last Landmark District was designated in 2003 (Dogpatch Historic District).

« A minimum of five public hearings are required for deéignaﬁon of a Landmark District:

o Historic Preservation Commission (two)
o Planning Commission (one)
o Board of Supervisors {two)

+ Designation is the only mechanism within the San Francisco Planning Code that provides additional
protection against the demolition of San Francisco’s historically significant buildings.

e Landmark Districr designation ensures that rehabilitation and new construction is compatible with the
neighborhood's historic character.

« The proposed Duboce Park Landmark District designation will apply to the exterior of buildings ordy. Inno
case, will changes to the interior of buildings within the District require additional review.

e A Landmark District’s designation ordinance is tailored to address the historic character of each area and to
meet the unique needs of each neighborhood’ '

+ The Planning Departrnent conducted community outreach events from July 2011- September 2011 including
a walking tour, three community meetings, and two “Ask a Planner” nights held at the Duboce Park Café.

« Funding for public outreach activities was provided by Preserve America, a federally funded program
focused on a greater shared knowledge about the nation's past, strengthened regional identities and local
pride, increased local participation in preserving the r:ountry's cultural heritage, and support for the
economic vitality of local communities. ' : ' :

e  Financial incentives for preservation of historic properties may include donation of a Preservation Easement,
the Federal 20% Rehabilitation Tax Credit, and Mills Act property tax reductions.

http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

This material is hased upon work aséisted by & grant -from the
SAN FRANCESCO Department of the Interior, National Park Service. Any opinions, findings, -
and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this material are

PLANNING DEPARTMENT those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the view of the

Department of the Interior.
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Proposed Duboce Park Landman District

COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PROPOSED REVIEW PROCESS

Current Review Process Proposed Review Process
. Administrative .
Over-the-counter Over-the-counter Certificate of Cemﬁcate of
Scope of Work L Appropriateness
approval approval Appropriateness (C of A)

: (No CofA) (Admm c of A)
RE6ffop. Worl T e
Adding solar panels
Adding solar panel structures
Rooftop equipment (not visible)
Rooftop equipment (visible)
Roof replacement
Windows/and Doorss
Window replacement (primary facade)
Door replacement (primary) : 4
Window or door replacement (rear facade, visible) f
Window or door replacement (rear, not visible)
Enlarge window or door opening (rear)
New window or door opening (rear, visible)
Garage door replacement
Security measures (primary)
Security measures (rear)
Architeéctiiral Details
Replace historic omament
Replace front stairs, railing (prirary)

Exploratory work (primary)

Exploratory work (rear).

Replace siding

Constructl replace mtenor rear fences

Construct / replace fence adjacent fo Park

Replace rear yard decks, stairways, railings (visible)

Replace rear yard decks, stairways, railings
(not visible)

Construct ancﬂlary rear yard structure

Remove ancﬂlary rear yard structure Intake / HRER
Additions’/; EXterior Alferationsiassy - T T

Add visible dormers- (meets Dormer Gurc[elmes)

Add visible dormers

(does not meet Dormer Guidelines) Intake / HRER
Add dormers (not visible) E : S
Vertical or horizontal addition (not visible) Intake E[Tta Kok

Vertical or horizontal addition {visible) Intake / HRER

Garage insertion (meets Garage Guidelines)

Garage insertion (does not mest Garage Gu:dellnes)

lntake / HRE
ey =% 3
Miscellaneousi:

ey

ANY interior alteration

Seismic work

Ordinary maintenance & repair

Add or replace commercial signs and awnings

Exterior alteration requiring building pemit not exempted

in Designation Ordinance . thd
Demolition Intake / HRER
New building construction ] ) Intake / HRER

Can be approved over-the-counter / No Ceriificate of Appropriateness required
Administrative Certificate of Appropriateness required (No HPC hearing)
Certificate of Appropriateness required (HPC hearing)

HRER Historic Resource Evaluation Response required or likely (appx. $3,300 fes)
Intake Per Planning Code, project can not be approved over-the-counter '

If project meets general conditions, Residenfial Design Guidelines, etc.

If project meefs certain conditions as idenfified in the Designafion Ordinance

*k

Planning Department Draft 12-2-2011 4 5 3 '



Review of Previous Meetings / Evenis / Progress
« HPC Work Program

= July Kick-0ff Walking Tour &
Community Meeting

« August Community Meeting:
Incentives, Types of Review
(CEQA)

= Meetings with Rec. & Parks
Depariment

= Additional historic research in~
progress '

= Preserve the historic character of the community

Workshop Overview"

= Review of Previous Meetings / Events / Progress

= Small Groups Report Back
= Next Steps -

= Small Groups Format: 'Review Proposed Designation Ordinance

11/29/2012

Small Group Topics:

1: Historic Preservation Vision & Values (5 min)
2: Primary Facades: Categories of Review (20 min)
3: Rear Facades: Categories of Review (10 min)

4: Park & Streetscape: Bouindaries & Review (10 min)

Report Back (20 min)

A RN DR R LT

2. Primary Facades
= Includes both sides of comer buildings ‘

« Categories of Review:
- Ceriificate of Appropriaieness (RPC C of A),
at HPC Hearing
- Administrative C of A, a)ﬂproved by Planning *
Department staff
= No C of A required, for specified scopes of
work. Regular CEQA review sfill applies.

* Table Material:
- Proposed Category. of Review underfined
« Proposed Designation Ordinance language
- Discuss appropriate review for your District
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3. Rear Fagades

« Visible / Non-Visible

= Visible: Visible from public rights-

of-way including the Park

= Categories of Review:

- Differences between visible /

non-visible

 Proposed review: Lessthan

primary facades

= Discuss appropriate review for

your District

Next Steps

Review tonight's feedback

Continue discussions with Fec & Park and
Supervisor Wiener

Revise Desjgnation Ordinance as needed

Create informational mafling / feedback
form for alf properfy pwners / ienants

“Ask-a-Planner™ mights at Duboce Park Café
» Sept 27M—7pm

Finalize additional research

Website updates

hitp://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

Mary.Brown@sfgov.org

+  Moses.Corretie@sigov.org

it rhay i

ecmea iy et e vicw oI Daparmice o i,
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4. Park & Streelscape
.= Park Boundary Options

» Park Interor Entrances
- Steps and rubble walls
- Proposed review

= Review of Sfreetscape
Elements
« Proposed: No C of A
« Discuss what is appropriate
review for your District

11/29/2012
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SAN FRANCISCO | |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 - San Francisco, CA 9‘4103 - Fax (415) 558-6408

"NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Hearing Date: Wednesday, December 5, 2012
Hearing Time: Beginning at 11:30 AM

Location: - City Hall, 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room
. 400 -

Case No.. = 2011.0683L Duboce Park Landmark Disftrict

Case Type: Landmark District Nomination for Initiation

Hearing Body: Historic Preservation Com'missiovn

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Consideration of nomination and initiation of the Duboce_ Park Landmark District pursuant to Planning Code
Section 1004.1. This hearing is an opportunity to share your support, opposition, and/or interest regarding
the proposal to designate the 87 buildings contained within the following boundary as a landmark district:

All properties are located in Assessor’s Block 0863, 0864, 0865, and 0866. The district is bounded by Scott
Street, Waller Street, Steiner ‘Street, and the northern boundary of Duboce Park as indicated on the map
below. ,

%

o
54
3

o
et}
s
o;§
o

Note: Although the hearing starts at 11:30am, this item may not be the first item on the agenda. Check the hearing
agenda one week prior to the hearing (see below). : :

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:
Planner: Mary Brown - Telephone: (415) 575-9074 E-Mail: mary.brown@sfgov.org

A hearing agenda and case report related to proposed designation will be available on the Department’s
website one week prior to the hearing: http:/iwww.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1892

Duboce Park Landmark District homebage: http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org

Ff2 3 3 Y 25 44 5(558.6282

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.558.6251
Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.558.6307 458
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Since July 2011, the Planning Department has hosted eight community events focused on the proposed Duboce Park -
Landmark District designation. The events, including a kickoff walking tour, “Ask-a-Planner” nights, and community
meetings were designed to engage stakeholders and encourage participation in crafting the local landmark district.
Topics discussed at these events included identification of the important character—def ining features within the district, the

 Mills Act, and permit fees and processing.

The Historic Preservation Commission is scheduled to discuss its recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on the
proposed. district at its December 5, 2012 public hearing. At the urging of residents and Supervisor Scott Wiener, the
Planning Department has developed this questionnaire in order to better understand the reasons behind support or
opposition to the proposed district. The information provided in this questionnaire will be presented at all public hearings
where the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District is under consideration. :

Questronnalre Process
The following is a series of questions for households and property owners located wrthrn the proposed Duboce Park

Landmark District. Names and addresses are requrred for participation and the results will be included in documents
prepared for public hearings:

This guestionnaire should take about fve minutes to complete and will be available through | November 25, 2012.
Participation is limited to one questionnaire per owner household and one questionnaire per tenant household. The
Planning Department will mail a confrmatlon postcard to each patrticipant. :

%1, What is your first name?

[ <,

X2, What is your last name?

* 3, What is the address of the property you own or rent within the proposed landmark

district?

"
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roposed Duboce Park Landmark Dlstnct Desngnatlon

*4. How many years have you owned andlor resided at this address"

]:l Fewer than 2 years

l:l 2 {0 5 years
l:l 6 to 10 years
D 11 ’Eo 20 years . ‘

l:] More than 20 years

5. How many of the Department’s eight events related to the proposed desi'gnation have -
you attended?

The following ‘statements address a variety of issues that were raised at community meetings.

1. Landmark designation is limited to the exterior only and will not regulate paint color, nor will it require review of changes to the interior of a
property.

2. Landmark designation will not require any new or additional review process for common scopes of work such as seismic strengthening, in-kind
roof replacement, ordinary maintenance and repair, and the installation of solar panels. ’

3. Landmark designation will require specialized review and may require additional fees and review time for specifically identified exterior scopes
of work. Based on input from the community, many common scopes of work would be reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff and
would not require a public hearing at the Historic Preservation Commission. Larger projects, such as visible additions, new garage openings, or
alterations that alter charactér—deﬁning features, would still require review and approval by the Historic Preservation Commission. In many cases,
the review fees partially or fglly replace the standard environmental review fees that apply regardless of designation.

‘4. Regardless of landmark designation the Planning Department’s Window Replacement Standards discourage the use of vinyl windows on visible
fagades in San Francisco. Proposals for window replacement in the proposed landmark district would require wood replacement windows whether

designated or not.

5. Landmark designation will not increase property taxes. Landmark designation does, however, qualify owners of contributing building within the

proposed district to apply for the Mills Act property tax reduction program. Long-term property owners, who currently pay lower property taxes, denve
the least benefit from the Mills Act. More recent property owners (post-1999), derive the most benefit.

Page 2
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The Mills Act program allows owners of landmarks and buildings that contribute to landmark districts to receive a property tax reduction to offset
costs to rehabilitate, restore, or maintain their historic property, such as roof replacement, seismic strengthening; or general maintenance and
repair. At the request of many property owners within the proposed district, Superviéor Scott Wiener sponsored legislation to amend San Francisco’s
Mills Act Program to make the épp_licatidn process quicker, cheaper, and more predictable. We are pleased to report that the improved program
became effective in October 2012. For more information, on the substantial property tax savings offered by the Mills Act, follow the link to the

Planning Depariment's website after completing the questionnaire.

* 7. Are you considering applying for the Mills Act?

*8, The improved access to the Mills Act makes me:
D More fikely to support iandmark district designation
D Less likely to support landmark district designation

I___] Has no impact on my opinion of landmark district designation

* 9, Regarding the proposed landmark district designation, please select the option that

best describes your feelings .
':l | am stro‘ngly suppor’tive of Landmark designation
D I am supportive of Landmark designation

I:I I am neutral orll Landmark designation

[:l | am opposed to Landmark designation

l:] [ am strongly opposed to Landmark designation

Page 3

464



| —roppsed Duboce Park Landmark Dlstrlct Desgnatnon

1 . You've indicated that you upport or strongly support landmark dlstrlct de5|gnat|on.

Please rank the followmg reasons that have helped form your opinion.
Very Important Somewhat Important Not important ’ N/A

To protect the visual and . O Q O

architectural character of
buildings in the district

To protect the midblock O O : O

park entrances

-To provide clear O O Q

expectations and

00 O

guidelines for myself gnd
my neighbors in the review
of future exterior alterations,
to the district -

To bestow recognition and Q O ) O

distinction to the
neighborhood

To improve property values O O O

or to take advantage of the

0 0

Mills Act Program

Other (please specify)

Page 4
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Proposed Duboce Park Landmark Dlstrlct DeSIgnatlon

12. You've indicated that you oppoe or strongly oppose landmark dlstrict des:gnation.

Please rank the following reasons thathave helped form your opinion. -
Very Important Somewhat Important . Not Important . N/A

I do not think that my’ O O O O

neighborhood has

signiﬁcant visual or
architectural character
worthy of protection

| am opposed to O O O Q

government oversight of my
property

| am not interested in

O

O

O
O

pariicipating in the Mills
Act Program

| have experienc_ed‘or know O O . O ' O

of past negative
experiences with the Dept.
of Building Inspections or *
with the Planning '
Department

| am opposed to any O O O O

additional fees or review
time for myself or my
neighbors in the review of
future exterior alterations

Other (please specify)

=

~

Thank you for taking the time to participate in this questionnéiré. The Planning Department will mail a confirmation postcard to each participant. If
you have any questions about this questionnaire or the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District designation, please contact Preservation Planner

Mary Brown at 415-575-9074 or Mary.Brown@sfgov.org.

http://dubocepark.sfplanning.org
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- Duboce Park Onllne Questionnalre Reponses

467

: - Event;- BT S PR Plan to apply for, ; c .
)’qars_ of Resldeno_e 'Attendance ' T_enure - ‘Desmnatlon e Mlﬂs L lmpact of MI"S .
6 io 10 years 3 or more Owner Neutral Yes Has no impact on opinion
Fewer than 2 years None Owner Neutral Yes More likely to support designation
6to 10 years - None Renter - |Neutral
"|More than 20 years one or two Renter Neutral
2 to Syears 3 or more Owner Opposed Yes Has no impact on opinion
210 5years one or two Owner Opposed Yes Has no impact on opinion
More than 20 years 3 or more - Owner Opposed No More likely to support designation
More than 20 years one or ftwo Owner Opposed Unsure Has no impact on opinion
More than 20 years  "|None Cwner Strongly Opp_ose No Has no impact on opinion
j11to 20 years None |Owner Strongly Oppose Unsure Has no impact on opinion
11 to 20 years None Owner _|Strongly Oppose Unsure Has no impact on opinion
6to 10 years None Owner Strongly Oppose Unsure Has no impact on opinion
6 to 10 years one or two Owner Strongly Oppose . Unsure More likely to support designation
More than 20 years. 3 or more Owner Strongly Oppose N/A Has no impact on opinion
11 to 20 years one or two Renter Strongly Oppose .
11 to 20 years |3 or more Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support desrgnatlon
11 t0 20 years " - lone or two Owner Strongly Suppoert Yes More likely to support desugnat[on
2o 5years 3 or more Owner . |Strongly Support Yes Has no impact on opinion-
2 to 5 years None Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support designation
2 to 5 years None Owner : Strohgly Support Unsure Has no impact on opinion
2t 5years one or two Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support designation
8 to 10 years None Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support designation
6to 10 years one or two Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support'designation
6 to 10 years 3 or more Owner Strongly Suppert Yes - More likely to support designation
Fewer than 2 years one or two Owner Strongly Support Yes More likely to support designation
More than 20 years three ormore  |Owner Strongly Support Unsure Has no impact on opinion
More than-20 years oneorfwo - . |Owner - |Strongly Support Unsure Has no impact on opinion
More than 20years |3 or more Owner Strongly Support No Has no impact on opinion
More than 20 years one or two Owner Strongly Support Yes Has no impact on opinion
More than 20 years one or two Renter Strongly Support ' '
11 to 20 years 3 or more Owner Support Yes More likely to support designation
11 to 20 years 3 or more Owner Support - Yes More likely to support designation
2to5years None Owner Support Unsure More likely to support designation
2 to byears None Owner | Support Yes More likely to support désignation
Fewer than 2 years one or two Owner Support Yes More likely to support designation
Fewer than 2 years None. - Owner Support Unsure More likely to support designation
More than 20 years None Owner Sljpport No Has no impact on opinion
More than 20 years one or two Owner Support -Unsure More likely to suppori designation
Page 1 of 1




nline Questionnaire: Qualitative Responses

Property, owners supported the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District designation by more than a
two-to-one ratio. Of the 34 owner participants, 65% support or strongly support the designation, .
compared to '29% who oppose or are strongly opposed.

Participants supportive or strongly supportive of the district designation also provided the following

qualitative responses for their support.

As new property owners this is somewhat confusing - however, a balanced approach to
conservation makes sense given the unique aspects of the area. [ hope this is what will be
achieved by this proposal.

Forty-odd years ago, The Western addition was razed in the name of urban renewal. The area
now being considered for landmark status was the next area scheduled for demolition. | i
Hopefully, we have learned somethmg about the need to preserve and protect San Francisco's

historical areas.

TO PREVENT THE URBANIZATION AND MODERNIZATION OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD

To protect the character of the street given the more intensive zoning established by the

- Market-Octavia project.

Property owners suppor‘ave of des1gnaﬁon addmonally provided the foIlowmg “final thoughts” on the

online questionnaire. -

I find the netratlve views.extremely short-sighted; residents need to thm_k beyond their "tenure”
in the area and support preservation for future generahons

I have lived in this neighborhood for over 15 years — first Walter Street, now Carmelita Street
for the last 4+ years. We have a neighborhood worth protecting. As a former City Guide, I
strongly support preserving the character of San’ Francisco's neighborhoods. I am deeply
grateful to the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood Association for startmcr this process and to the
Planning Depar’rment for carrying it forward. Thank you.

I'd love to have confirmed my current understanding that a new garage entrance would require

extra review. If so, is it less likely to be able to do it?

I am concerned that the main park entry, at Pierce, is not ADA/wheelchair accessible. T believe
this can be done sensitively, but am concerned that the landmark legislation not encumber that.

nuhoce Park Landmatk District
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Parnapants opposed or strongly opposed to the district designation prowded the following qualitative
responses for their opposition.

I believe we already have basic preservation laws on the books and that this process is
redundant and makes it appear we had tfo, or have to do something special to be designated
historic. The fact is, the houses themselves make if historic. What we homeowners have done
to these homes is make them livable and done as best we can to maintain their original
character. Now, if present zoning laws would allow someone to build a auto repair shop in an
historic district THAT is something that needs to be dealt with. Otherwise, I think the City
should bestow historic neighborhood status to our neighborhood because we already are
historic and because the homeowners have kept it that way. Make it an award, not just another
obligation for homeowners to abide by.

I have just gone-through 18 months of dealing with Planning and the preservation department
and I would not wish this process on anyone. In my opinion, this will only get worse if the
Landmark Distriet is approved.

My house is under more scrutiny than houses not in view of the park. I feel this could
negatively impact the value of my property and add additional cost to remodeling due to a
higher standard imposed by the Historic District. Besides the Mills Act, which does not apply to
e, there is NO financial help with what could be additional costs for these improvements. [ am
retired and on a fixed income so these kinds of issues worry me greaily. There seems to be a
lack of appreciation on behalf of people imposing this on us that we, the proposed Historic
District Owners, have been responsible for improvement of this area and the over sight of
properties that do not adhere to a certain standard. I know I moved into the area due to the love
for my home and the desire to maintain its historic integrity. I know that the majority of
‘neighbors are of like minds. We didn't need the government, which is already over the top, to
do this. One of the most infuriating aspects of this plan is the fact we were not asked from the
inception of the idea, which was evidently 8 years ago. how we felt about it or if we were
interested in participating in this project. I know that a lot of time and MONEY has gone into
this effort, something that might have been minimized had we been consulted at the outset. The
first I heard of this proposal was about three years ago. The majority of the people who decided
to move ahead with this proposal do not live in the area rior are they impacted by these
proposed rules. These are only a few reasons that I oppose this plan. I will be going to the
Mayor to tell him my point of view. I am certain that others in the area will join me.

Renovations to windows following historical designations can be costly. The cheapest way they
can be fulfilled is through Plexiglas substitutes which are not suitable for a high-traffic area like
Duboce Park. T am not interested in living in a place like Alamo Square. We already have
problems with people leading bike tours that are extremely disruptive to the neighborhood.

The historic district designation introduces additional overhead to a process that already takes
into account, more than some would like, the character of the neighborhood. The new Mills |
Act process is unproven. I would like to see some successful applications before our
neighborhood is even considéred. The notion that home values would increase has never been
shown with data from San Francisco despite the fact that there are many historic districts with

Buboce P

ark Landmark District
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enough data to-make-comparisons: The only assumption-I.can draw is that historic designationt
in a city like SF is irrelevant to property value, people know and seek out great neighborhoods
regardless of any designations. *Maybe* the use of the Mills Act will change this in the future.
Tt is sad that the only contribution to the neighborhood that the City will make is a handful of
historic landmark designation signs and upkeep of the park entrances. At the very least the park
entrances should be restored. Streets and sidewalks should be repaired. Historic lighting should
be put in place. All empty tree basins should be replanted. As it stands the proposal could be
titled the Duboce Park Landmark Facades Designation as that is what it is preserving and
celebrating. The central component of a Historic District but by no means the only component.
Tt is not a holistic designation for a District as evidenced by the lack of investment in the
District. If we are going to declare it a landmark, let's celebrate the entire area, not just the
facades contained within. A survey of this sort should have been one of the first orders of
business. I believe there was an immense strategic error in the presentation of this effort to make
this a historic district. Rather than people in the neighborhood rallying for this, it was perceived
that outsiders were rnot merely suggesting it should happen, but dictating that it would happen.
I think this process would be more effective as .a grass roots effort from within the
neighborhood rather than a top down effort coming mostly from outside the neighborhood in
" question. As it is, despite some very genuine, positive, and supportive efforts from the folks
involved, especially the planning department, it leaves a bitter taste. It as absurd that the
before being approved any of these conditions would be put in place, even if just for 6 months. I
can understand if there are imminent tear downs that need to be protected but there is nothing
imminent and tear down protection appears to be in place already. In general I have seen the
neighbors that can afford to remodel their homes in ways that preserve the historic character
independent of a mandate by the city. I also know that these efforts were to some degree
dictated by the planning department simply based on the neighborhood character. The biggest
issue for people is not the desire to make all of these homes beautiful, it is the cost of getting
high quality work done on these homes, whether to remodel or simply upkeep. In that light this
proposal is simply a burden to owners. - :

¢ The planning and building departments are already a nightmare. Why would anyone want
even more regulation? A review process is already in place to prevent unsightly remodeling

projects.

e The property owners in the designated area have done an excellent joB of maintaining the
historic character of their homes without the involvement of a preservation board. I.don't think
this is needed. I've owned my house for 34 years. I and my neighbors have been careful to
preserve the historic character of our block. We have done this without historic district status.
Conversely, I and my neighbors feel the permitting process in San Francisco is excessive and

_costly. Tt already takes a minimum of one year to get permits for renovations, and for major
renovations it's simply a nightmare. We wish a more efficient process, not another layer in the

permitting process.

e There are protections already in place that limit the scope of what people are able to do to their
homes. I know this form recent first-hand experience. There is also the additional hurdle of
neighborhood notification that allows neighbors to weigh in on alterations. If this was
ELIMINATED from the process, in exchange for the higher scrutiny, I would be a strong

Bubscoe Park Landmaik Distric
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supporter of this.

Too many processes / procedures already in place for construction permits.

" Property owners opposed to designation additionally provided the following “final thoughts” comments

on the online questionnaire.

Don't make maintaining and / or renovating an old house any harder to then it already is (I just
completed a remodel so I know the process well after 1 1/2 years just to get our permitst).

I have owned and lived two separate properties within this proposed Landmark District and I
don't know of any fellow property owner's who asked for this. It rea]ly feels like it's being
forced on us with no clear benefit. '

Ilive in a house that is 3 in from the park. Do not agree with restrictions for the rear or back area
of the first 3 properties closest from the park. Tt is not fair to these home owners.

I want to commend the planners working on this process as well as Supervisor Weiner for their
efforts and their responsiveness.

I will say, Supervisor Weiner and the Landma.rk Board has done a spectacular ]ob in working

- with our community. While I remain opposed to the designation it is solely becatise I do not

like additional government involvement in my homeownership. This City is VERY homeowner
unfriendly and especially Landlord unfriendly and homeowners are already smothered in rules
and regulations. My house is historic because it is over 100 years old and because I take care of
it NOT because governument regulators have protected it. If it's been OK for over 100 years why
do we need government intervention now? I recognize that many want the historic designation
so I'will no longer o'penly opposeit. A lot of work has been done to make this more palatable so
I have resigned myself that this will become the next historic neighborhood.

" Not exactly clear on the benefits/ramifications

- Please think of the neighbors who live here who would have to deal with the extra traffic that

this designation would bring. It's a negative effect on the qualify of life for those who live here.

. Bubso

The "cache" of living in a Landmark District is of no interest to me. What does interest me is less
interference. We are already forced by law to donate thousands of dollars every year in the form
of subsidized housing (rent controlled unit). This is not simply property we own. This is our
home.

Parict.andmark Distict
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Miller, Alisa

From; Communityl eadershipAlliance fadmin@communityleadershipaliiance.net]
Sent; Monday, May 13, 2013 3:27 PM

To: DemocraticCentralCommittee

scl i patriciatura@me.com; Taylor, Adam; Miller, Alisa; Kim, Jane; Chiu, David
Subject: Re: Duboce Park Historic District - '

Re: Duboce Park Hi_st‘oric District
Dear/Honorable Supervisor Scott Wienér—

The Heart of the Triangle Neighborhood Association, which is under the auspices of the Community
Leadership Alliance, would like to express our full support of your pending "Duboce Park Historic
District" legislation. ) :

We would also like to express our profound gratitude to the DTNA for notifying our organization of this
very important-beneficial piece of legislation. However, on a personal note, and as someone who's
family owns a property very nearto Duboce park, we were never notified of outreach meetings, surveys
on this proposed legislation. And the DTNA's e-mail notification of today's Land Use Committee hearing
came to us shortly after the hearing's start time. '

Please keep us apprised of any upcoming hearings or discussions related to the Duboce Triangle. And
lastly, we welcome anyone interested, to attend our Heart of the Triangle Neighborhood Assoc.
- meetings, which are held once monthly.

-Sincerely -
avid Villa-Lobos, Interim Chair _
‘Heart of the Triangle Neighborhood Association:
www.communityleadershipalliance.net
415-921-4192 : ' o S

PLEASE CONTRIBUTE TO COMMUNITY [ EADERSHIP ALLIANCE.

Mail Your Contributions To: Community Leadership Alliance P.O. Box 642201, SF,CA.94164

Or Our On-Line Contribution Link Below:

CONTRIBUTION PAGE:

http://pleaseContribute.com/1497
Thank you so very much for your support

**NOTICE-CONTRIBUTIONS/DUES: Non-Refundable**

VISIT US ON FACEBOOK
hitp://www.facebook.com/communityleadershipallianceSF
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B ] File N; 30070

5/?3/13 Received
in Commilfee /

The following list of 37 property 'dwners in the proposed Duboce-Park historic district are opposed

to the proposal. We have found the proposal to be redundant, burdensome, and without substantive

value to the neighborhood. CEQA has already established robust protection for the historic

elements of our homes and buildings. The proposal burdens owners in terms of direct and indirect

costs as-well as time. The proposal does not enhance the neighborhood in any way.

101 -105 Steiner St. Howard Cooper
- 107 - 111 Steiner St. * Seth Golub
121 - 125 Steiner St. . Peter Thomas Nicolai
40 - 48 Potomac St. John Johnck
56 Potomac St. Jason Monberg
59 Potomac St. - Arceli Laureto

60 Potomac St. Jay Goldberg
61 Potomac St. Dexter Aranas
63 Potomac St. Jack Peurach

69 Potomac St. Donald Jefferey

72 - 76 Potomac St. Tim Dufka and Marie Carlotti
46 - 48 Pierce St. Helene Kocher

47 Pierce St. -Susan Beckstead

52 Pierce St. A, B Jim DeGolia (Degolia family trust)

55 Pierce St. ' Katy Dinner (Merriam Weingarten Trust 2007)
59 Pierce St Terry Regan

60 Pierce St . Randy Broman

64 Pierce St. : JP Balajadia

63 - 65 Pierce St.
67 Pierce St.

Jim Whittenbrook -
Amnold Kleinerman

72 Pierce St. : David Strandberg -

75 Pierce St John Schambre

76 Pierce St. : Amy Rubenstein

80 Pierce St. g Jeanne Finley and Michael Montgomery .
74 Carmelita St. Spencer Feely

Robert Riddell/Sydney Howell Trust
David Vershure :

521 - 525 Waller St. Shirley Liu Clayton Trust

533 - 537 Waller Tamara Lightfoot (2002 Trust)

557 - 561 Waller St. Esandes LLLC '

77 Carmleita St.
77A Carmelita St.

563 - 567 Waller Jake Zalewski v
569 Waller St. Taylor and Rossy Leon De Gautier
581 Waller St. Judy Abe Trust

603 Waller St. Richard Ruvalcaba

611 - 617 Waller St. Michael Ryan Trust

627 Waller St Josef Ruef and Julie Vaughn
639 Waller St. John Dunne
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May 10, 2013

Supervisor Scott Wiener, Chair

Attn: Alisa Miller, Clerk, alisa.miller@sfgov.org
Land Use & Economic Development Committee
Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

" RE: SUPPORT — Duboce Park Landmark District

Dear Supervisor Wiener and Members of-t_he Committee,

On behalf of San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage), | am writing in strong
support for the proposed Duboce Park Landmark District. After a lengthy, collaborative
public process, the proposed historic district is a model of community engagement,
responsiveness, and'cvompromise. ' '

Boastmg one ofthe most intact collections of “Painted Ladies” in the city (78 of the
district’s 87 buildings are “contributing” historic resources), the four blocks that
comprise Duboce Park are undeniably special and worthy of protection. The Duboce
Park neighborhood was identified and documented as eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places in 2008 and was added to the Planning Department’s
Landmark Designation Work Program in 2011. Since then, an unprecedented
community outreach effort led by the Planning Department and Supervisor Wiener’s
office has informed the nomination process. The scaled-back designating ordinance is
the direct result of extensive input from Duboce Park residents.

This exemplary public process has yielded review standards that allow unparalleled
flexibility for owners looking to expand or renovate their historic homes. Bathroom
and kitchen remodels may proceed without historic review of any kind. No additional
review is required for garage doors, window replacement, seismic work, solar panels, '
roof replacement rear yard fences, and most alterations to non-visible facades. Those
projects that are subject to review, such as front step replacement and non-visible
additions, can be signed off by Planning Department staff after a 20-day wait period.
Based on input from residents and Supervisor Wiener, the Planning Department made
over two.dozen changes in order to streamline approval and exempt entire classes of
projects from review under the designating ordinance — for the most part, only major
additions necessitate review by the Historic Preservation Commission. Landmark
designation of Duboce Park would, in some cases, result in less expensive fees anda
quicker review time.

"In response to complaints about seemingly illusory preservation incentives, Supervisor

Wiener worked with Heritage and the Planning Department to craft legislation to ease
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access to property tax beneﬂts under the City’s Mills Act program for hlstonc
homeowners in Duboce Park and throughout the city. Owners of contributing bUIIdmgs
within thee proposed district now qualify for a property tax reduction of up to 50 percent
to offset the costs of maintaining and improving their historic home. o

Heritage strongly urges the Land Use & Economic Development Committee to
recommend designation of the Duboce Park Landmark District. The proposed district will
help assure that this remarkably intact historic enclave will be maintained, yet allowed to
evolve, for the enjoyment of future generations. Thank you for the opportumty to
comment

Sincerely,

bt

Mike Buhler
Executive Dlrector

cc: Supervisor Scott Wiener
' Supervisor David Chiu
Supervisor lane Kim
Mary Brown, San Francisco Planning Department
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Miller, Alisa

From: Desiree Smith [DSmith@stheritage.org]

Sent: - Friday, May 10, 2013 1:12 PM
“To: Co Miller, Alisa
b3 Wiener, Scott; Chiu, David; Kim, Jane; Brown, Mary; Power, Andres; Mike Buhler
subject: SF Heritage Letter of Support for Duboce Park Landmark District
Attachments: SF Heritage - Duboce Park Landmark District (5 10 13).pdf

Good Afternoon Ms. Miller,

Attached you will find a letter from San Francisco Architectural Heritage expressing our support for the 'proposed Duboce
Park Landmark District, scheduled for review at the upcoming Land Use and Economic Development Committee meeting.
Should you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me..

Thank you,

Desiree M. Smith

Preservation Project Manager

San Francisco Architectural Heritage

2007 Franklin Street '

_ San Francisto, CA 94109

P: 415.441.3000 x11 '

F: 415.441.3015

dsmith@sfheritage.org / www.stheritage.org -

In partnership with the National Trust fbr Historic Preservation

‘in Heritage Now | Find us on Facebook | Follow us on Twitter
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Miller, Alisa -

From: Caldeira, Rick

Sent: Friday, May 10, 2013 8:43 AM
To: Miller, Alisa
Cc: Calvillo, Angela .
. Subject: FW: File No. 130070, Buboce Park Historic District
For file.

From: Lili Byers [lilibyers@prodigy.net]

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 5:58 PM.

To: Wiener, Scott; Chiu, David; Kim, Jane

Cc: Brown, Mary; Calvillo, Angela )
Subject: File No. 130070, Duboce Park Historic District

Dear Supervisors Wiener, Chiu and Kim,

I'm writing to express my enthusiastic support for the creation of the Duboce Park Historic District. | am
a 28-year resident of this neighborhood, and | am well aware of the kinds of "improvements" that have
been made already on some nearby homes; e.g., 80 Pierce Street and 569-573 Waller Street. Granted
these modifications were made before the current owners took control, but properties here change
hands often. Some of the current homeowners, who claim they would "never" make tasteless
modifications, may not be here 20 years from now, and who knows what will be in vogue then. -

Itis my understandi_ng that the restrictions this historic district designation would place on homééwners

are pretty mild, and | see no reason not to take this precaution to preserve the beauty and character of
this neighborhood. 1, for one, would be proud to be a resident of the Duboce Park Historic District.

| Sincerely,
Lili Byers

qa'e_.

7
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Milter, Alisa .

From: Board of Supervisors
Sent; " Tuesday, May 07, 2013 1:43 PM
o ‘ Miller, Alisa

‘bject: . File 130070: Proposed Duboce Park Landmark District

\

-——(riginal Message--———
From: Randy Broman [mailto:rbroman@bayarea.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 07, 2013 10:14 AM

To: Board of Supervisors; Lee, Mayor; Wiener, Scott; Kim, Jane; ChIU David; Brown, Mary; Corrette, Moses;
patriciatura@me.com; jasonmonberg@gmail.com; stchambre@comcast net; Susan Porter Beckstead
Subject: Re: Proposed Duboce Park Landmark District

My wife Ann and I have owned and lived in the house at 60 Pierce St, which would be included in the proposed Duboce Park
Landmark District, for over 35 years. Our house is included in the banner photo for the Plannmg Department’s website for
this project, and we are deeply committed to historic preservation in our neighborhood.

Nevertheless we, along with the majority of homeowners included in the proposed Landmark District, have clearly indicated
our opposition to the proposal, strongly and repeatedly. Our opposition is based on our own belief that.the cost-benefit to
the proposal is negative, and the concern that additional regulation of constructlon and renovation in the neighborhood
would impede, rather than encourage, historic preservatlon

1 have emailed those involved on the Planning Commission several times, requesting information regarding benefits of the
proposal. I have yet to receive a response. In the absence of such response, I note that the Planning Department includes a
rather short description of potential benefits on the website, consisting solely of an identification of government programs
providing financial incentives for historic preservation. These programs are already in place, and they are completely
independent of the Duboce Park Landmark District proposal.

The Landmark District proposal provides no financial incentives of it's own.

B the negative side, the Landmark District proposal adds yet another level of review to the notably cumbersome process for

permitting and inspection for building in San Francisco; and a requirement to obtain a Certificate of Appropriateness from a
committee whose members have no financial stake in the outcome. This is on top of a permitting process which already
includes an architectural review for appropriateness, as well as opportunity for notification of, comment by, and public
meeting W|th neighbors proximate to a renovation or new construction.

The have been at least four major renovations on my block in the last several years. Even absent new Certificate of
Appropriateness, these renovations have been entirely in keeping with the historic character of the neighborhood. Each of
the renovations has taken over two years, the existing permitting and inspection process has added a great deal of time and
expense to the project, and those owners overwhelmingly feel the process needs to be simplified, rather than expanded. In a
recent article Wednesday, April 11 2013, the San Francisco Chronicle refers to the city's "Byzantine approval process" as a
contributor to the housing shortage here. In-an email response to me May 3, 2013, supervisor Scott Weiner acknowledged
that existing processes here are "way too complicated, bureaucratic, and expensive”.

The Planning Department claims to have conducted a survey showing that the majority of residents of the Landmark District
are in favor of the proposal. That survey had a response of less than 40% of residents. I myself did not receive the survey,

~ and Mary Brown, who conducted the survey, had my name, address, and email prior to her survey. Many others in the
neighborhood did not receive that survey either, and we have emailed Scott Weiner and and Mary Brown that regard. Again
receiving no meaningful response from the Planning Department, we conducted our own more comprehensive survey, which
showed that a substantial majority of residents of the Proposed Duboce Park Landmark District are against the proposal. We
have offered to support-an audit of our results by any neutral third party - again, no response.

My wife and I are retired now, and like most seniors, our income is significantly less than during our earning years. We love. .- *

San Francisco, and we are comitted to maintain our home to the highest level, from a historic perspective and otherwise. But
we have to watch our budget now, and we hope that the city will not add this uneccessary expense to our cost of living
e.

Respectfully, Randy and Ann Broman
60 Pierce St.
San Francisco CA 94117
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File No.130070

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

5'/73/13 P[.;mmnsg ;4'fTDdUCEd

Amendmen'l's 1650 Mission St
_ Suite’400
. San Francisco,
DATE: - May 13, 2013 v’ Acce P"]’eof cil\ngf{:ggl-sch79
TO: - Land Use and Economic Development Committee Reception:
415.558.6378
CC: Andrea Ruiz-Esquide Faxc
FROM: Mary Brown | 415‘55_8'5409
. . ‘ ani
Preservation Planner E?;?;Z%m:
~ 415.558.6377

RE: Case No. 2011.0683L
Proposed Article 10 Duboce Park Landmark District

ERRATA , '
The Department recommends approval of the proposed designation with the fo]lowmg non-
substantive changes to the Duboce Park Landmark District Designation Ordinance:

1. Correct a typo on page 22, line 13 by inserting the word “visible” in front of “rooftop
equipment.”

2. Bold the heading “Repair or Replacement of Architectural Details” on page 21, line 18.

3. Reorganize the order of Section 8, “Standards for Review of Applications,” to create separate
subsections for the review of alterations to the interior block park entrances and to maintain

consistency with existing designation ordinances:

(b) Move “Exterior Alterations or New Construction” to the bottom of the list, behind

- “Windows.”
(c) Move “Demolition” to the bottom of the List, behmd ”Exterlor Alterations or New

Construction.”
(d) Move “Interior Block Park Entrances” to the bottom of. the list, behind “Demolition.”

Memo
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Miller, Alisa

.. From: - Power, Andres
. Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2013 9:07 AM
' To: ‘ .. Miller, Alisa

Subject: : RE: File 130070: Duboce Landmark District mailing

Can you please add Scott as the sponsor?

Andres Power
Office of Supervisor Scott Wiener
(t) 415-554-6968

From: Miller, Alisa.

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 10:45 AM

To: Brown, Mary; Power, Andres

Cc: Rodgers, AnMarie ,

Subject: RE: File 130070: Duboce Landmark District mailing

Thank you, Mary.
All,

T will need a 2 week notice prior to scheduling this matter (File 130070, Duboce Park Historic District) in Land Use, in
order to get the mailed notice out to the property owners. Thank you.

Afisa Miller

Assistant Clerk

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-4447 | (415) 554-7714 fax
alisa.miller@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Satisfaction form by clicking HERE.

From: Brown, Mary

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2013 10:04 AM

To: Miller, Alisa

Subject: Excel for Duboce Landmark District mailing

Hi Alisa,

Attached is the Excel spreadsheet for mailing labels related to the upcoming Land Use hearing. Please note that there
are two worksheet tabs — one for owner addresses and one occupants (which includes owner-occupants). This results in
some duplicate mailing, but ensures that alfl tenants and owners are notified. Please let me know if you have any
guestions.

Best,
 Aary

1
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Economic Develdpment
Committee will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public -
hearing will be held as follows; at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:

Date: Monday, May 13, 2013
Time: 1:30 p.m.

‘Location: Committee Room 263, located at City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

- Subject: File No. 130070. Ordinance amending the Planning Code, by adding a
new Appendix N to Article 10, Preservation of Historical, Architectural,
and Aesthetic Landmarks, to create the Duboce Park Historic District;
and making findings, including environmental findings, and findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and Planning Code, Section 101.1(b).

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, persons
who are unable to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City
prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be made a part of the official
‘public record in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the Members of the
Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board,
Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, May 10, 2013.

_Cndly AED
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: April 30, 2013 _
MAILED/POSTED: May 3, 2013
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