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Planning Case No. 2016-015685ENV
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 2831-2833 Pierce Street
HEARING DATE: February 26, 2019
ATTACHMENTS: A — Historic Resource Evaluation of 2829-31 Pierce Street for Kent Penwell
by Richard Brandi, dated April 3, 2017
B — Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination

PROJECT SPONSOR: Tara Sullivan, Reuben, Junius & Rose, (415) 567-9000
APPELLANTS: Genevieve F. Anderson and Matthew R. Anderson

INTRODUCTION

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of
Supervisors (the board) regarding the Planning Department’s (the department) issuance of a categorical
exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA determination) for the proposed 2831-
2833 Pierce Street project.!

The department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a categorical exemption for the project
on May 10, 2018 finding that the proposed project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) as a Class 1 categorical exemption.

The decision before the board is whether to uphold the department’s determination to issue a categorical
exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the department’s determination to issue a categorical
exemption and return the project to the department staff for additional environmental review.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND EXISTING USE

The project site is located on assessor’s block 0537, lot 001H, within the Marina neighborhood on the block
bounded by Pierce Street to the east, Green Street to south, Scott Street to the west and Union Street to the

1In some records, the address 2829 Pierce Street is also associated with this assessor’s block and lot. However, the
subject property will be referred to in this appeal response as 2831-2833 Pierce Street.
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north. The project site is zoned RH-3 (Residential- House, Three Family) and is within the 40-X height and
bulk district. The property is surrounded primarily with residential buildings consisting of apartment
buildings to the northwest, fronting Union and Pierce Streets, and one- to three-unit residential buildings
to the southeast and southwest, fronting Pierce, Green and Scott Streets. The project site is not located
within a historic district and is not adjacent to any identified historic resources. The project site is an
approximately 3,808 square foot rectangular parcel with a depth of 136 feet and width of 28 feet. The 2831-
2833 Pierce Street building consists of two dwelling units within an approximately 4,393 square foot, two-
story over garage, approximately 31-foot-tall building. The building was constructed in 1949.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves interior and exterior alterations to the building and includes a horizontal
and vertical addition. The proposed addition would add approximately 3,002 square feet to the existing
building, increasing the square footage from 4,393 square feet to 7,395 square feet. The addition would add
a fourth floor, resulting in a building with three stories over a garage, and increasing the height from
approximately 31 feet to approximately 40 feet in height. The project would expand the square footage of
both dwelling units and no additional parking is proposed. The project also consists of facade alterations
to include new windows and new facade materials.

BACKGROUND

On November 4, 2016, Rodrigo Santos of Santos & Urrutia, on behalf of property owners Kent and Reagan
Penwell, filed a building permit application with the Department of Building Inspection (the building
department). This was routed to the planning department (hereinafter department) for review of the then
proposed demolition of the existing building, and the new construction of a 4-story, two-unit building.

On April 3, 2017, a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) was prepared by Richard Brandi, an historic
consultant on the department’s qualified historic resources consultant list. An HRE is required for projects
that involve the proposed demolition of any building constructed at least 45 years ago where the historic
resource status of the property is unknown (i.e., buildings not previously surveyed and not listed on local,
state, or federal registers).

On May 05, 2017, an Environmental Evaluation Application, Historic Resource Evaluation, and
Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination completed by Rodrigo Santos were
submitted to the department for the environmental review of the proposed demolition.

On September 13, 2017, the department received information via email from a concerned neighbor that
provided additional information about Streamline Moderne architecture and a petition signed by
concerned neighbors.

On September 20, 2017, the department prepared a Preservation Team Review Form, which was attached
to the categorical exemption document issued for this project, determining that the building was not
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) either individually
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or as part of a historic district. Therefore, the building was not considered a historic resource pursuant to
CEQA.

On September 21, 2017, the department determined that the proposed project was categorically exempt
under CEQA Class 1 —Existing Facilities (interior and exterior alterations) and Class 3 - New Construction
(up to 6 residential units), and that no further environmental review was required.

On April 24, 2018, the department received new plans from the building department. The plans reflected
a modified project consisting of an alteration and addition to the existing building instead of demolition
and new construction.

On April 27, 2018, the project sponsor changed to the law firm of Rueben, Junius and Rose on behalf of the
same property owners (project sponsor). A revised environmental evaluation application and plans dated
February 22, 2018 were submitted for environmental review.

On April 30, 2018, the department received notice from the project sponsor to withdraw the original
proposal for demolition of the existing building.

On May 10, 2018, the department issued a new categorical exemption, reflecting the new scope of work.
This categorical exemption, which superseded the 2017 categorical exemption, documented that the
proposed project was categorically exempt under CEQA Class 1 —Existing Facilities (interior and exterior
alterations).

Between August 3, 2018 and August 22, 2018 four requests for the Planning Commission to exercise
discretionary review on the proposed project’s entitlement (approval of the building permit) were filed by
neighbors. The proposed scope of work for the building permit required neighborhood notification to
occupants and owners within a 150 foot radius and the noticing was completed August 6, 2018. These
discretionary review applications are available under department record 2018-006138DRP in the San
Francisco Property Information Map under Planning Applications.

On December 13, 2018, the four discretionary review requests were heard at the Planning Commission.
Information was presented at the hearing that the project sponsor had reached agreement with three of the
four discretionary review requestors regarding design modifications to the project. Following public
testimony, the Planning Commission voted to grant discretionary review and approved the building
permit with modifications and conditions that were proposed through the private agreements. The
conditions included the following:

1. The rear pop out shall be eliminated at all levels except below grade garage level;
2. No portion of the building envelope shall extend beyond the building line of the adjacent

property at 2823-25-27 Pierce, with the exception of bay windows not exceeding the length and
width of the bay windows at 2823-25-27 Pierce Street.
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3. The front facade will be lowered to no higher than 2823 Pierce Street’s existing front deck
railing;

4. The project shall use only transparent material for any portions of the front deck that are taller
than 2823 Pierce Street's existing north side (abutting side) front deck railing; and

5. The five (5) windows in the south facing 4th floor light well shall be frosted or otherwise treated
or located (e.g., clerestory windows) to preserve privacy for both homes.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, approval of the building permit
by the Planning Commission on December 13, 2018 was considered the approval action for the project.

On December 26, 2018, Genevieve F. Anderson and Matthew R. Anderson (hereinafter appellants) filed an
appeal with the Board of Supervisors in opposition to the issuance of the categorical exemption. The
appellants did not file a request for discretionary review nor did either speak at the Planning Commission
discretionary review hearing on December 13, 2018.

On December 31, 2018, the department determined that the appeal of the CEQA determination was timely
filed.

CEQA GUIDELINES

Categorical Exemptions

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requires that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list of
classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and are
exempt from further environmental review.

In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of projects, which
are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of further
environmental review. CEQA Guidelines section 15301, or Class 1 - Existing Facilities, consists of the
operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or
private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no
expansion of use beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination. The key consideration
is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use.

In particular, Section 15301(e) specifies:
(e) Additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of more than:

(1) 50 percent of the floor area of the structures before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is
less; or
(2) 10,000 square feet if:
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(A) The project is in an area where all public services and facilities are available to allow for
maximum development permissible in the General Plan and

(B) The area in which the project is located is not environmentally sensitive.

The proposed project involves an approximately 3,002 square foot addition to a two-unit residential
building, is in an area where public services and facilities are available, and is not located in an
environmentally sensitive area. The resulting building would also be a two-unit residential building.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 establishes exceptions to the application of a categorical
exemption. When any of the below exceptions apply, a project that otherwise fits within a categorical
exemption must undergo some form of environmental review.

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be located --
a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly sensitive
environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all instances, except where the
project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated,
precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of
successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in damage
to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site which
is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

The department followed standard procedures to determine if the building was a historical resource and
found that it was not eligible for listing in the California Register, and therefore not a historic resource
under CEQA.

Other than Historical Resources, none of the other above exceptions apply to the project or the project site.

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines
Section 15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects
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shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15064(f)(5)
offers the following guidance: “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts.”

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The concerns raised in the appeal letter are addressed in the responses below in the order expressed by the
appellants.

Response 1: Consistent with CEQA and departmental procedures, the department reviewed the property
and properly determined that it is not a historical resource under CEQA.

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines sets forth the definition of historical resources, as cited below:

(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code §5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of the Public
Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public
agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that
it is not historically or culturally significant.

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency determines to be
historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical
resource, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be "historically significant” if the
resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code
§5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including the following:

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

(B)  Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or
represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or

(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
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(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of
the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section
5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource
may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

The subject property is not listed in any local, state, or federal registers of historical properties. A qualified
consultant prepared an HRE that determined the building did not meet the criteria for listing on the
California Register. In reviewing the consultant-prepared HRE, Supplemental Information for Historic
Resource Determination, and additional information submitted to the department, Preservation Staff
agreed with the consultant-prepared HRE report and determined that the subject property did not meet
the criteria for listing in the California Register. Preservation Staff did not identify any additional
information that would result in the department determining the building to be an historical resource.
Additionally, the appellants have not provided substantial evidence by a qualified consultant to dispute
department’s findings.

Response 2: Consistent with CEQA and departmental procedures, the department reviewed the
property’s eligibility for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture) and properly
determined that it is not a historical resource under this criterion.

The department reviewed the property to determine if it would be eligible for listing on the California
Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture), thereby qualifying as a historical resource under CEQA. The
Department reviewed the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination and HRE
submitted and conducted additional research on the Streamline Moderne architectural style’s prominence
in San Francisco. The information provided in the appellants’ appeal letter was also submitted as
supplemental information to the Department via email on September 13, 2017 and was taken into
consideration as part of the historic preservation review. Based on all information available, the subject
building was not determined to be eligible as either an individual resource or as a contributor to an eligible
historic district for the following reasons. The building was constructed in 1949 by Marin County-based
architect Conrad T. Kett. The building’s architectural style is best described as a mix of Streamline Moderne
and Mid-Century Modern, as it includes features of both styles.

Although the building has undergone minimal alterations since construction, the original windows have
been replaced over the years (1996, 2010, and 2013). While the original footprint of the building remains,
the building does not represent a fully expressed example of the Streamline Moderne architectural style.
Full expressions of the style exhibit the following features as described in the San Francisco Modern
Architecture and Landscape Design, 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement (Historic Context Statement):

e Primary: Rounded corners and curved surfaces; curved railings and overhangs; speed lines
(bands of horizontal piping, also known as “speed whiskers”); curved glass windows or small
porthole windows; horizontal ribbon windows; flat roof with coping at the roofline; smooth
stucco or concrete wall surface (often painted white); wraparound windows at the corners; metal
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balconettes/railings (often curved); general absence of historically derived ornamentation; and
horizontal orientation and asymmetrical fagade.?

e Secondary: Glass block windows and walls; aluminum, stainless steel, chrome and/or wood used
for door and window trim; towers and vertical projections, typically found on commercial or
institutional buildings; awning or double-leaf garage door; curvilinear/geometric landscaping
and/or hardscape; and dyed concrete paving, typically found with residential buildings.?

While the subject property exhibits some of the identified features, such as horizontal orientation and an
asymmetrical facade, smooth stucco, and general absence of historically derived ornamentation, it does not
include enough of the described features to be considered a fully realized example of the Streamline
Moderne style. Some of the primary features that the building does not exhibit include, but are not limited
to, rounded corners and curved surfaces, curved railings and overhangs, curved glass windows or small
porthole windows, and metal balconettes and railings (often curved).

The Historic Context Statement further discusses the development and implementation of modern
architectural styles, including Streamline Moderne, and provides examples of residential, institutional and
commercial buildings in San Francisco that are full expressions of the style. Additionally, the building was
constructed in 1949, near the end of the Streamline Moderne spectrum, which began in 1930.

Therefore, the building does not appear to be eligible under Criterion 3 for its architecture.

Response 3: Consistent with CEQA and departmental procedures, the department reviewed the
property’s eligibility for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons) and properly
determined that it is not a historical resource under this criterion.

The department reviewed the property to determine if it would be eligible for listing on the California
Register under Criterion 2 (Persons), thereby qualifying as a historic resource under CEQA. Properties
found to be eligible under Criterion 2 have a direct association or associations with the life and significant
work of an individual or individuals who have made substantial contributions to local, state or national
history. Kett did not live in or work out of the subject property. The subject property was constructed as a
two-unit residence and has been maintained as such since its construction. None of its owners or occupants
were found to have made significant contributions to local, state or national history such that the property
would be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2 (Persons).

The significance of a property due to its association with an architect or builder is assessed under Criterion
3 rather than Criterion 2. The department reviewed the property to determine if it would be eligible for
listing on the California Register under Criterion 3 for its association with architect Conrad T. Kett. Kett
was a Marin-based architect who was a member of the American Institute of Architects and is listed in the
AIA Historical Directory of American Architects. However, his designs have not influenced local, state or
national trends such that he would be considered a master architect, although he is known for introducing

2 Brown, Mary, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement,
September 30, 2010, page 157-158. Document can be found: http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/sfmod.pdf
3 Ibid., page 158
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the Ranch type house to Marin County. His known work in San Francisco is limited and includes the
subject property and the Ocean Park Motel (2690 46t Avenue, extant), the latter of which is considered an
example of a full expression of the Streamline Moderne style. The subject property is not an outstanding
example of Kett’s work.

Response 4: Consistent with CEQA and departmental procedures, the department reviewed the
property’s eligibility for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events) and properly
determined that it is not a historical resource under this criterion.

The department reviewed the property to determine if it would be eligible for listing on the California
Register under Criterion 1 (Events), thereby qualifying as a historic resource under CEQA. The subject
property is located within the boundaries of the larger Cow Hollow neighborhood, as defined by the Cow
Hollow Association to be “Greenwich Street, Pierce Street, Pacific Avenue, and Lyon Street.” However, it
is not located within the boundaries of the Cow Hollow First Bay Tradition historic district, which was
previously found to be eligible for listing on the California Register. The boundaries of the historic district
are roughly Filbert Street to the north, Scott Street to the east, Vallejo Street to the south, and Lyon Street to
the west. The district is significant under Criterion 3 (Architecture) for embodying the distinctive
characteristics of the first period of large-scale development in Cow Hollow and the distinctive
characteristics of the First Bay Tradition style. The period of significance for the district is ca. 1888-1914.
The subject property was constructed well after this initial development period of the Cow Hollow
neighborhood and in a different architectural style. Therefore, it would not be considered a contributing
property to the historic district.*

CONCLUSION

The department has determined that the proposed project is categorically exempt from environmental
review under CEQA on the basis that: (1) the project meets the definition of one or more of the classes of
projects that the Secretary of Resources has found do not have a significant effect on the environment (Class
1), and (2) none of the exceptions specified in CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 prohibiting the use of a
categorical exemption are applicable to the project. No substantial evidence supporting a fair argument
that a significant environmental effect may occur as a result of the project has been presented that would
warrant preparation of further environmental review. The appellants have not provided any substantial
evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the Department.

For the reasons stated above and in the May 10, 2018 CEQA categorical exemption determination, the
CEQA determination complies with the requirements of CEQA, and the project is appropriately exempt
from environmental review pursuant to the cited exemption. The department therefore respectfully
recommends that the board uphold the CEQA categorical exemption determination and deny the appeal
of the CEQA determination.

# While not a qualified historic preservation professional, the Cow Hollow Association submitted an email to the
department on February 7, 2019 concurring with the department’s findings. The letter is part of Board File No. File
No. 181247 for this appeal.
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Prepared by:
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125 Dorchester Way
San Francisco, CA 94127

April 3, 2017



HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION REPORT
1. Introduction

This HRE evaluates the building located at 2829-31 Pierce Street, to determine its individual
eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources and whether it lies within the
boundaries of an eligible historic district that has not been previously identified.

Based on archival research, a site visit, and analysis, 2829-31 Pierce Street is not eligible for
individual listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. The Planning Department
has approved the following boundaries for a historic district analysis: the 2800 block of Pierce,
the 2400 block of Union, and the 2400 block of Green Streets. Based on a survey of the area, the
building does not appear to lie within a previously unidentified historic district.

This review was conducted by Richard Brandi who holds an M.A. in Historic Preservation from
Goucher College, Maryland and a B.A. from U.C. Berkeley. He is listed as a qualified historian
by the San Francisco Planning Department and the California Historical Resources Information
System. In addition to researching and writing historic context statements, Mr. Brandi conducts
historic resource evaluations; architectural surveys; CEQA, NEPA and Section 106 reviews;
HABS/HAER documentation; National Register nominations; and project reviews using the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Richard has
completed two nominations to the National Register of Historic Places, two HABS/HAER
documentations, and dozens of HRESs. He has also evaluated hundreds of buildings and surveyed
thousands of buildings and structures. He has conducted design reviews using the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in San Francisco, Chico, Pacific
Grove, Pebble Beach, and Riverside. With more than 10 years of professional experience in
architectural history and historic preservation, Mr. Brandi meets the requirements of a Qualified
Professional as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior.

The building at 2829-31 Pierce stands on the west side of Pierce, between Union Street and
Green Street (Block 0537 Lot 001H). It is located in a Zoning RM-1 Residential House, and 40-
X Height and Bulk District.

Current Historic Status

The building at 2829-31 Pierce Street is not listed on the National Register of Historic Resources
or California Register of Historical Resources, has not been rated by the California Historic
Resources Information Center, and is not designated under San Francisco Planning Code Articles
10 or 11 as a local landmark or within a historic conservation district. The building is not
included in Splendid Survivors and was not included in the 1976 citywide survey. It is located
approximately one block east and north of the Pacific Heights Historic District.



2. Building and Property Description/Site History
Description

This building is a two-story-over-garage, two-unit flat. The building is rectangular-in-plan and
sits on the west side of Pierce Street next to an unnamed alley on the building’s north side. The
building is built into the hill with three stories in front and two stories at the rear. The south side
of the building is attached. The main facade has a recessed entrance on the left with a wood door,
an acrylic corrugated fixed window, and brick planter boxes. Two garage doors are located in the
center and right side of the ground floor. The second and third stories project slightly beyond the
first story and rest on a rectangular wood belt course that is supported by two sets of three metal
columns set at an angle. The window assemblies in the left bay run from the second to the third
story, project slightly from the fagade, and have three, two-part windows on each floor with
spandrels of horizontal wood clapboards capped by a shallow rectangular hood wood. The
window assemblies in the right bay run from the second to the third story and project slightly
from the facade with three windows on each floor with spandrels of horizontal wood clapboards
capped by a shallow rectangular hood wood on the primary facade that wraps on the north side
of the building. The stucco-clad facade terminates with two vents bracketed with wood above the
windows. The cornice has a curved stepped down cornice and a flat roof. The building has
elements of the streamlined moderne style.

Main facade.



The north side of the builing has 13 double-hung wood and vinyl windows and a personnel door.

North side.

The rear of the building has two paried windows and two personnel doors covered by a metal
awning on the first floor. The second floor has a three-part window and two double-hung
windows. Permits indicate that a total of 30 windows have been replaced with either vinyl or
wood composite material, amounting to nearly all the windows on the building.



Rear of building.

The Department of Building Inspection had located the original building permit dated 1948.

Permit History Table

Date Permit Name on Permit | Description of Work
application | application listed

as owner
12/3/1948 104670 Mrs. G. To erect two story, two-family building for

Bacigalupi $22,000; architect Conrad Kett, Sausalito
5/30/1995 09507995 Aktins Tear off existing roof and install new roof
10/10/1996 | 0961536 Underwood Replacement of two vinyl windows on

front facade

7/09/2010 2010070963 | Janice Aktin and | Replace 12 windows size for size, wood to
29 Underwood paint composite, visible from street

2/20/2013 2010222005 | Janice Aktinand | Replace 16 windows size for size, not
44 Underwood visible from street




Site History

The site was formerly the site of a large house and grounds belonging to Elizbeth A. Bixler, wife
of David Bixler, an early California pioneer attorney with extensive land holdings in the
Sacramento Delta. The subject building sits on a protion of lot on the southwest corner of Pierce
and Union that measured 148 feet along Pierce Street and 206 feet along Union Street. The 1900
and 1915 Sanborn maps show a large residence that does not appear on the the 1886 Sanborn
map. Mrs. Bixley died in 1920. The apartment buildings on the corner of Union and Pierce next
to the subject building were built in 1924, and the large house owned by Bixler presumably was
demolished sometime between 1920 and 1924." In 1949, the subject building was constructed on
what had been the southern edge of Bixley’s lot.

— 17

1950 Sanborn. Arrow points to subject house.
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3. Focused Neighborhood Context

The building is located in the Cow Hollow neighborhood. According to Janis M. Horne, author
of, The History of Cow Hollow:

Although San Francisco was founded by the Spanish in 1776 and later governed
by Mexico, it had just become an American possession when the Gold Rush
transformed it from a sleepy village to a thriving city. The population of San
Francisco grew from 3,000 in 1848, to 25,000 at the end of 1849, to about 90,000
(according to William McElroy) in 1861. Yet the Octagon House was literally
“out in the country” when it was built in Cow Hollow in 1861. Cow Hollow was
that part of San Francisco which was bounded by large sand dunes to the north
(about where Lombard Street is today), Franklin Street to the east, Green or
Vallejo Street to the south, and the Presidio to the west. Its primary source of
water was Washerwoman’s Lagoon, which was located between today’s Octavia
and Gough streets. The area was named after its numerous dairy farms, although
it had many vegetable gardens as well. Cow Hollow helped feed the growing city
to the south.

The first effort to settle Cow Hollow occurred in 1845, when Presidio Corporal
Benito Diaz successfully applied to the Mexican government for a grant of land
called Punta de Lobos. The following year, Diaz relocated to Monterey and sold
his land to U.S. Consul and real estate speculator Thomas O. Larkin. Larkin and
two other Americans tried to develop a new town on the rancho, but their scheme
was defeated by the Land Claims Commission, which ruled that Diaz’s original
land grant was defective. As late as 1854, only four homes were known to have
been built in Cow Hollow. Killey and Smith are believed to have founded the first
milk ranch there in 1853, and other dairy farms soon followed, as well as
vegetable gardeners. The number of dairy farms doubled in the 1860s, reaching
23 in 1870 and peaking at 38 around 1880. Dairy farms and vegetable gardens
were not the only businesses in Cow Hollow. Some laundries and a tannery
located near Washerwoman’s Lagoon in the 1850s, and they were followed, in the
latter part of the nineteenth century, by breweries, distilleries, a shipyard, an iron
works, stables, blacksmith shops, coal yards and a gas works, and other
enterprises.

Ironically, only about 15% of all of the dairy farms in San Francisco were located
in Cow Hollow, though the area was so named probably because of the density of
dairy farms. The cows tended to be crowded into corrals and stables rather than
allowed to graze for their feed, and as the density of population increased, the
dairy farmers turned to the illegal practice of feeding the cows distillery slops
(waste from nearby breweries). Combined, the cows’ crowded, unsanitary living
conditions and their type of feed made the dairy farms a potential public health
hazard.

In 1889, San Francisco public health officer Dr. James W. Keeney launched a
crusade against the dairy farms in Cow Hollow. He encouraged newspaper

9



Green Street (the hilly street) at Pierce in 1929. The s

reporters to accompany him as he inspected conditions on the crowded farms and
warned that milk from the cows caused typhus and tuberculosis. The resulting
exposes make fascinating reading. Dr. Keeney also persuaded the San Francisco
Board of Health to condemn some of the worst farms. As a result, the number of
dairy farms in Cow Hollow declined from 22 in 1889, to 15 in 1890, to ten in
1891, to five in 1892 and three in 1897. The era of the dairy farms was coming to
an end.

Other developments were changing the very geography of Cow Hollow. In the
1880s, prison laborers filled in Washerwoman’s Lagoon with sand from the
nearby dunes. In the 1890s, a private developer used more sand to fill in the tidal
lands to the north, creating the Marina district (the area where the Panama Pacific
International Exposition would be held). By 1915, the whole area, including Cow
Hollow, was called the Marina. Only in second half of the twentieth century did
the term Cow Hollow come back into use, to remind us of the days when dairy
farms reigned supreme in this part of San Francisco.?

e

ubject building will be

built to the right on Pierce Street out of the camera’s view (Source: San
Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library, AAB-3905).

10



Potential Historic District Analysis

The Planning Department has approved the following boundaries for a historic district analysis:
the 2800 block of Pierce, the 2400 block of Union, and the 2400 block of Green Streets.

End of the alley in mid block.

11



Looking at alley entrance on Pierce Street. Arrow points
to rear of subject house.

West side of Pierce Street looking toward the corner of
Union Street. The apartment buildings were built in
1924,

12



West side of Pierce Street looking toward the corner of
Green Street.

East side of Pierce Street at Green.
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East side of Pierce Street looking north.

m“\ T e =
East side of Pierce Street looking north.
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East side of Pierce Street looking north at corner of
Union Street.

North side of the 2400 block of Union Street.
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North side of the 2400 block of Union Street.

North side of the 2400 block of Union Street.
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South side of Green Street looking at corner with Pierce Street.
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South side of Green Street Iobking uphill.
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South side of Green Street.
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North side of Green Street looking at corner with
Pierce Street.

North side ofaﬂe_(ﬁeH”Str’eet'mi:d- b':l'ock. R
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North side of Green Street.

The buildings in the area include a wide mix of large 4-story apartments buildings, smaller
apartment buildings, flats, and single-family dwellings ranging in styles from Victorian to
contemporary. The diverse types of buildings and the wide time span during which the buildings
were constructed do not present a concentration of historic resources. Therefore, the area does
not have “a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or
objects united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development” necessary to be
considered an historic distinct.®

The following HRERS in the vicinity are: 2448 Green, category “C” and 2411 Green Category
‘CA.”

4. Owner History

Dates Name Owner(s) Occupation

3/30/48 to 1955 Gisella, Rimo, Aldo & George Botanist/Assistant cashier
Bacigalupi

2/20/1955 to 12/31/69 Gisella and Aldo Bacigalupi Lending

Officer/Botanist/Assistant
Cashier/Unknown

12/31/69 to 6/3/1970 Aldo, Mary, George, Rimo,
Bacigalupi

11/17/93 to 9/28/98 Marilyn A. Adkins & Janice Unknown
C.Underwood

9/28/98 to 11/05/15 Adkins Living Trust & Janice C. | Unknown
Anderson Revocable Trust

11/05/2015 to Present Golden Bear HoldingCo.(Eat) Unknown
LLC

** City Directories end 1982.
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Occupants

Dates Name Occupant Occupation
1951-1971 Gisella Bacigalupi, 2829 Pierce Unknown, widowed
1951-1993 Aldo P.& Mary F. Bacigalupi, Lending Officer
2831 Pierce
1972 Richard E. Jones, 2831 Pierce Unknown
1973-1974 Richard Gibbons, 2831 Pierce Co. Representative
1975 Coleen Ward, 2831 Pierce Unknown
1976-1982 Thomas De Bakker, 2831 Pierce | Escrow Officer

5. Architect/Builder

The designer of the building was Conrad Kett, an architect based in Marin County. According to
an obituary in the Sausalito News, Number 41, October 9, 1952:

Funeral Services were held at Keaton’s Mortuary yesterday for Conrad Temple
Kett, noted architect and ten year resident of Sausalito, who died suddenly
Saturday morning. He was 51. Kett, who lived at 75 Crecienta drive, died in his
sleep from a sudden heart attack. He had not previously been ill. Born in Chicago,
Kelt came to Marin county in 1921 and lived in Mill Valley. He and his family
moved into their Sausalito home ten years ago this month. The well known
architect studied under private tutors and received his architect’s license in 1931.
He specialized in designing homes and introduced the ranch type house to Marin
county. He was known to have turned down many commissions to design
apartments and larger buildings because he preferred to devote his talents to
homes. He was a member of the Sausalito Savings and Loan Board of Directors
and a director of the Marin Taxpayers Association. For many years he was a
member of the American Institute of Architects. He leaves his wife, Laura, a son
Frederick W., who is a freshman student at Stanford University; and a brother
Frederick T Kett, a prominent Marin real estate broker.

Kett is known to have designed several other buildings. He designed the Ocean Park Motel in
1937 in a Streamline Modern with a nautical theme:*

22




Ocean Park Motel.

Also in 1937, Kett designed 2 three-story houses at Ulloa and Laguna Honda Boulevard.”

619 Coloma Street, Sausalito designed and built by
Conrad Keet and his brother Federick Kett in 1950.°
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Picturesque little: Carmel shaps created by Architect Con-

rad T. Kett from unsightly old garages. They were trans-

formed for Eugene N. Fritr Jr., owner of the site, located
on Pine between Mason and Taylor streets.

o .

Fritz Turns Garages Into

5 | Quaint Nob Hill Shops

Conversion of an ugly eyesore in
the form of old garages info a
quaint old Eunglish shop building
containing two wunigue stores has
just been completed by Eugene N.
Pritz Jr. . B . .

The shops, designed by Conrad T.

. owear e e

-

of Pine street, between Mason and

Kett, are located on the north line | 3
Taylor strests. They provide close- i

l AMeha Vni:r ”nmn l 4

in quarters of unusual taste which
Fritz plans to rent to a florist,
beauty establishment or similar
concern which would draw trade
from the thickly populsted high-
class Nob Hill apartment area.

Kett remodeled garages on Pine Street in 1932.
San Francisco Chronicle, March 26, 1932.

6. Eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources

The Assessor uses a date of construction of 1949. The construction permit was dated December
1948 but construction presumably took more than one month making the year of construction
1949. This year is also used as the period of significance.

California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluates a resource’s historic

significance based on the following four criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural

heritage of California or the United States.

24
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Criterion 2 (Person): Resources associated with the lives of persons important to
local, California, or national history.

Criterion 3 (Design/Construction): Resources that embody the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or that represent
the work of a master or possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Information Potential): Resources that have yielded or have the
potential to yield information important to the prehistory or history of the local area,
California, or the nation.

In addition to meeting one of the four criteria, a resource must be more than 50 years old, unless
it can be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand the building’s historical
importance. The age of the building is 68 years, making it potentially eligible for listing.

Under Criterion 1 (Event), the subject building was constructed after much of Cow
Hollow was built and is not associated with any noteworthy event.

Under Criterion 2 (Person), the owners and occupants do not appear to be historically
significant. Therefore, the building is not associated with the lives of persons important to
local, California, or national history.

Under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction). The designer Conrad Kett was an architect
based in Sausalito about whom little is known. His few works in San Francisco and his
residential work in Marin County do not appear to represent the work of a master. The
building at 2829-31 Pierce Street does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction.

This report does not address archeology under Criterion 4 (Information Potential).

Based on archival research, a site visit, and analysis, 2829-31 Pierce Street is not eligible for
individual listing on the California Register of Historical Resources.

7. Integrity

The evaluation of historic significance is a two-step process. First, the historic significance of the
property must be established. If the property appears to possess historic significance, then a
determination is made of its physical integrity: that is, its authenticity as evidenced by the
survival of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. There are
seven aspects of integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association. Since the building does not process historic significance, an evaluation of its historic
integrity is not needed.

25



8. Character-defining Features

NA

9. Bibliography of Works Cited and Archives Consulted.

The sources used for the HRE are:

Draft Supplemental Form for Historic Resource Determination, undated.

Online Resources

National Park Service website: “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation.”
San Francisco Block Books.

San Francisco City Directories.

San Francisco Public Library, San Francisco History Center Photographic Collection.
San Francisco Public Library, Historic Sanborn maps.

San Francisco Planning Department website.

Other Resources

City and County of San Francisco:

Department of Building Inspection
Office of the Assessor-Recorder
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Assessor Data Card
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!San Francisco Chronicle, March 28, 1926.

2 Janis M. Horne The History of Cow Hollow, http://nscda-ca.org/wp/wp-
content/uploads/2013/12/History-of-Cow-Hollow-March-2014.pdf.

® National Park Service website, “How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation,”
www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf.

* http://oceanparkmotel.com/history.html.
> San Francisco Chronicle, November 20, 1937, addresses are not given.

® City of Sausalito Planning Division Memo to Historic Landmarks Board, October 23, 2013
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CASE NO. 2016-015685ENV 2831-2833 PIERCE STREET



Far Staff Use only

Historic Resource Determination

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR

Historic Resource Determination

1. Current Owner / Applicant Information

PROPERTY OWNERSNAME:
KENT AND ReaCAN PENWELL
PROPERTY OWNER'S ADDRESS: - . TELEPHONE:
(41§ ) 238 —¢1&81
18731- 2833 PERCE <T

Jeent, peovel] & d¢h.com

HARRISoN ST

APPLICANT'S NAME: [

RODK‘ G D SP‘NT OS . SameasAboveD
APPLICANT'S ADDRESS: . TELEPHONE:

ZHS‘ (415) 691L-7722

F Sonto s @ Sontosut itz comn

Same as Aboveg

ADDRESS: T TELEPHONE:
( )
EMAIL: _
2. Location and Classification
STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: ZIP CODE:
2829- 2831 Pierce Street 94123
CROSS STREETS: e B
Union & Green
ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: LOT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (SQ FT): | ZONING DISTRICT. HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
0537 ! 001H | 28'X136' 3,808 sq.ft. | RH-3 40-X
OTHER ADDRESS / HISTORIC ADDRESS: (ifapplicable) ___ 2IP CODE:
2831-2833
3. Property Information
_DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: __| ARCHITECT OR BUILDER:
1949 Conrad T. Kett
1S PROPEATY INCLUDED IN A HISTORIC SURVEY? | SURVEY NAME: __ _SURVEYRATING:

Yes[1 No @

DESIGNATED PROPERTY: Article 10 or Article 11 D

CA Register UJ

National Register O



4. Permit History Table

Please list out all building permits issued from the date of construction to present. Attach photocopies of each.

) PEvRM|T: . DATE: DESCRIPTION OF WORK:

1.1 12/03/1948 Original Building Permit

5/30/1995 Tear off existing roof and installation of new roof

10/10/1996 Replacement of two vinyl windows on front facade

7/09/2010 Repléce 12 windows size for size, wood to paint composite, visible from street
2/20/2013 Replace 16 windows size for size, not visible from street

winlo|lo|s]e|n

Please describe any additional projects or information about a particular project(s) that is not included in this
table:

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )
5. Ownership History Table
Please list out all owners of the property from the date of construction to present.

OWNER: 1 DATES (FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION

1.

| N|lola|sle|p

Please describe any additional owners or information about a particular owner(s) that is not included in this
table:

Please see attached ownership table

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V,08.01.2012



Historic Resource Determination

6. Occupant History Table

Please list out all occupants/tenants of the property from the date of construction to present.

DATES {FROM - TO): NAME(S): OCCUPATION

iNjo|o|s|o|p

Please describe any additional occupants or information about a particular occupant(s) that is not included in
this table: ’

Please see attached occupant table

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

7. Property / Architecture Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the existing building and any associated buildings on the property.
Be sure to describe the architectural style and include descriptions of the non-visible portions of the building. Attach
photographs of the building and property, including the rear facade.

_Please see attached sheet

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )



8. Adjacent Properties / Neighborhood Description

Please provide a detailed narrative describing the adjacent buildings and the buildings on the subject block and
the block directly across the street from the subject property. Be sure to describe the architectural styles. Attach
photographs of all properties.

Please see attached sheet

( Attach a separate sheet if more space is needed )

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a. The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b. The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.
c. Tunderstand that other applications and information may be required.

Signature of Applicant . Date

Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Owner / Authorized Agent (circle one)

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT V.08.01,2012



upplemental Information 10t
Historic Resource Determination

CASE NUMBER:
Far Stalt Use only

Submittal Checklist

The Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination must be complete before the Planning
Department will accept it and begin review. Please submit this checklist along with the required materials.

CHECKLIST REQUIRED MATERIALS NOTES
Form, with all blanks completed
Photograph(s) of subject property: Front facade
Photograph(s) of subject property: Rear facade
Photograph(s) of subject property: Visible side facades
Building Permit History (Question 4), with copies of all permits
Historic Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps
Ownership History (Question 5)
X] Occupant History (Question 6)
Descriptive narrative of subject building (Queétion 7)
I Photos of adjacent properties and properties across the street along with a descriptive
narrative of adjacent properties and the block (Question 8)
i Historvic photographs, if applicable
[l Original building drawings, if applicable
[] Other: Periodical articles related to the property, for example, articles on an owner or occupant of

the building or of the architect; historic drawings of the building; miscellaneous material that will
assist the Preservation Planner make the historical resource determination under CEQA.

NOTE: Please note that some applications will require additional materials not listed above. The above checklist does not include material needed for CEQA review of other
impacts and is solely limited to historic resource analysis. For further information about what must be submitted for CEQA review, please refer to the Environmental Evaluation
Application.

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: ) ‘ Date:




SAN.FRANCISCO
PLANNING
DEPARTMENT

FOR MORE INFORMATION:

Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Department

Central Reception
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6378
FAX: 415.558.6409
WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Information Center (PIC)
1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

TEL: 415.558.6377

Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC counter.
No appointment is necessary.
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SHEAN FRAPICISCO .
N . ALY '
Q v 1 \. [ ‘.l) [N
> l / . AU N . oy - . .
- _J  Gipund Pernit Bureas Form No. 434 . )
QoerinThENT or -+ ,» Hcdtolo lsb—Fie Two Copies
: RTREN Do = >
3 SUILDING WIGPECTION, cmmcom-’én\mmcsoo
DEPARTMENT OF PUELIC WORKS . CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
BLDG. FORM e ;
APPLICATION FOR BULLDING PERMIT ‘e
2 TYPE 5 BULDING
EULLDING NOT TO BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF -~
FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED ON THE BUILDING T
FOR NON-HAZARDOUS USE ONLY N——
' T S
e 2. 1940

-~ —. .= Application is harshy mads to the Department of Public Works of the City and County of San .

o

Franciaco for permission to build In accordance with the plans and specifications submitted horewith
and according to the d tion and for the p pon,pereinaner set forth:

(1) Location of Lot W/a . sideof. | o84 € Ru Street
120 i d . ot UWesastmm.. She . .Street
(withy fout
(2) Number of stories........2 . — g (wishmpt) basement.
(3) Total cont 3. 2 X _EOD__ __ Height of building—. 24 No. of tamilies. v __

() Use of buﬂdlng...&t.l&hs*':.g..:...s..............(5) Occnplncy..:' [ ) Qaa

sliding Code Clsseiflestion

{6) Note: Sect. 108, 8.P. Bldg. Code. Change in use. No changs in use shall be made in the
character of occupancy, or use of any bullding which weuld put the building to a different
use, unless such bullding is made to ecomply with the requirements of this code for that use,
and onless the Bureau of Bullding Inspection and the Bureau of Firs Prevention and Public
Safety have been notified before such & change has been made

(7) Note: Bec. 15158, Btate Houslng Act. Any building or structure not erected for use as an apart-
ment hounse, hotel, or dwelling, which Is converied to or altered for such use, shall conform to
. all the provisions of this part affecting an apartment house, hotel, or dwellingaas the case

may be, ¢
(8) Bise of lot, r»»..l.&.n. mr..?h%...u. dpnotlee $36=2Q a ..,
(9) Ground floor ares of bullding. §.3. 502 ... aquare ft.
(10) Any other building on m-?\“.&.eﬁ__..mm be shown oa Plot Plaa If acawer is Yes) )
a8 or No H
(11) 1s building designed for any more lwrlu...’)(-a_.._ﬂow many. \\-(_} )

Tes or No

(12) QIPDPEI:ICANT MUST FILL OUT COMPENSATION INSURANCE DATA ON REVERSE
(13) PLOT PLANS, FLOOR PLANS, DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS MUST BE SUBMITTED

. WITHl APPLICATIONS IN DUPUC@TE', .
(14) Supervision of conatructl .
(15) General contractor

D ]

Addreu....l.: .....
California Certificate No

(17) Engineer

Address - e matiie e S
agree that if & permit is fasued for the construction described in this ap.

s ::lﬁ:rﬁgxyx,c:l?lge.::mﬂom of the pepf::it. and all the laws and ordinances applicable thereto
will be complied with. I further agree to save San Francisco and its officials and employees
harmless from all eosts and damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the side-
walk, street or subsidewalk space or from anything else in connection with the work included

in the permit. The foregoing eovenant shall be binding upon the owner of sald property, the

applicant, thelr hdrnqcauon and gasignoes, - .

‘. 1L
(18) Owner \M
d .

45 ,
Sty oy
Address...... LT ¥..._Phone No, g"‘“ﬂ Sl 0

{For contact by Buress)

ByZ.Qm&-.I.;L;‘ﬂT..,M}_..Aum;_..'-_'?M.ﬁ% ...... ...

Owner’s Authorized Agent to de Owper's Aathorized Architect. Enginesr or Geoarsl Cootractor
- ..
OBTAINED ON COMPLETION OF HOTEL OR
%{Nthgg sECT. 808, SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE.

et 4t e 1 - rose w———

PERMIT OF OCCUP
APARTMENT HOUSE PU

r
. . -
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5.) 2829-2831 Pierce Street Ownership Table

Owner Dates Name Occupation
1. 3/30/48 to 1955 Gisella,Rimo ,Aldo & George Bacigalupi Botanist/ Assistant cashier
2. 2/20/1955 to 12/31/69 Gisella (2829 Pierce) Aldo (2831 Pierce)
3. Lending Officer/Botanist/Assistant
12/31/69 to 6/3/1970 Aldo, Mary, George, Rimo, cashier/unknown
6/3/1970 to 11/17/93 Aldo & Mary Bacigalupi Lending officer
11/17/93 to 9/28/98 Marilyn A. Adkins & Janice C. Underwood Unknown
Adkins Living Trust & Janice C. Anderson
9/28/98 to 11/05/15 Revocable Trust Unknown
11/05/2015 to Present Golden Bear Holding Co. {Eat) LLC. Unknown
10.
11.
12.

13.




6.) Occupant History Table

Dates Name Occupation
1. 1951-1971 Gisella Bacigalupi (2829 Pierce) | Unknown (widowed)
2. Aldo P. & Mary F. Bacigalupi
1951-1993 (approx.) (2831 Pierce) Lending officer
3 1972 Richard E. Jones (2831) | Unknown
4 1973 -1974 Richard Gibbons (2831) Co. Representative
5. 1975 Coleen Ward (2831) Unknown
6. 1976-1982+ Thomas De Bakker (2831) Escrow officer
7
8
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

The History of occupancy was taken from the San Francisco Directories that are available
in the archives until 1982. The occupancy of 2829-31 Pierce is not known from 1982-
2016. 1t is assumed that Aldo and Mary Bacigalupi resided in 2831 Pierce until approx.
the year 1993 when the building was transferred to Marilyn Adkins and Janice
Underwood.



7.) Property/ Architecture Description

2829-2831 Pierce is a two flat building over garage on block 0537, lot 001H. The
dwelling is on a 136 foot lot with a building foot print that provides a significant rear
yard. The original building permit shows the house was built in 1948 and designed by an
Architect named Conrad T.Kett. The 1899-1900 and the 1913-1915 historic Sanborn map
sets show a large residence with the address 2845 Pierce was once in the approximate
location of where the subject property is today.

2829-2831 Pierce is wood framed with a stucco exterior. A small covered entryway
leading to both flats is on the southernmost side at ground level. Decorative brickwork
lines the entryway and a corrugated acrylic panel to the left of the front door provides
natural light to the foyer of the building.

The windows on the front fagade are vertically aligned on either side of the front face
consisting of 3 paned fixed windows under casement windows. The northernmost group
of the east fagade window wraps the corner around with 3 paned windows at the front
eastern face and an additional three at the northern facing elevation. Throughout the
northern facing fagade, original window frames and exterior moldings remain with
painted wood replacement sashes.

The rear fagade has six windows of varying sizes and configurations at the first and
second level. 2829-2831 Pierce has a flat roof with a stair penthouse at the service stair
leading to the roof. The roofline of the front facing fagade has a modest articulation of a
modern or deco motif.

There are no historic photos of 2829-2831 Pierce in any of the photo collections available
in the S.F. History Center. The collections searched were the San Francisco Assessor’s
Office Negative Collection, the San Francisco Department of Public Works Albums, the
Junior League Index, and the San Francisco History Center Cabinet Card Collection. A
search in the San Francisco Chronicle newspaper archives also did not produce any
historic photos or press articles.

8.) Adjacent Properties/Neighborhood Description

The 2800 block of Pierce Street is a residential block between Union and Green Street.
The immediate area is comprised of single-family homes, multi-unit flats and apartment
buildings. The time line of development was primarily from the 1920’s to the 1940s with



many of the homes having undergone renovations including vertical top-floor additions.
The early Sanborn maps of this block illustrate that Block 0537 was the location of
several large homes until sometime after 1915 when the block was redeveloped into multi
unit flats and higher density apartment buildings.

The neighborhood is not a designated historic district and the majority of the properties
on this block are a category B under CEQA.

Three homes also on the west side of the block and adjacent to 2829-2831 Pierce have
had vertical additions or penthouses added including 2825-2827, 2819-2821 & 2815

Pierce Street.

Although the buildings on the West side of the street are distinctly different styles and
fenestration, they are uniform in their massing and exterior fagade material with
consistent setbacks from the front property lines.
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\7 Application for Service Installation 94?73 ‘/‘7[ .

7879 -
o // - L L Feancco, ‘73 / #; vam

Location...

To the San Franusco Water Deparunent.
Public Utililes Commission

You are hereby requested and authornized to mak(ylce installation for ;r supply at .. .
283 py

for account of . \

I hereby agree to abide by the Rules and Regulations of the Department as adopted by the Public Utxlmes Commns-
sion August 14, 1933, and any amendmmts or add ions yn ruleg that may be subsequently adopted.

-

By . e
Archltect Plumber. Aeent

Order taken by
NOTE This order covers service installation only; a separate order is required for supply

voo 3 pace?7*>

FORM 3969 sSM 2 49

~
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RETAPPED
2 TAP DIRBCTIONS
’? Wé . of . . lne of%
% 7/ of... . hneof. .~
Ft. .  of line of... ...
Ft. . _.of . .. hneof. ..
Bt L. of L. L hx;e of.
B .. L.of. ... lneof. ...
Pt ... of.... .lneof.......
. . Pt... .of ... lmeof. .. ...
Date lnstalled % 7/ 4/7
Date Meter Set \57/7/‘/7

G
Size of Meter /JZ/O 7 /7/ - 7! f

\ Class of Bldg.. .. /WMJ/
/
Class of Occupancy . ... L4577 .. .

Class of Rating

Entered on Map Book




























