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March 1, 2010

David Chiu, President Bf/z&//

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Appeal of Categorical Exemption/Exclusion from Environmental Réview
100 32™ Avenue-—Block1312—Lot 008

Dear President Chiu and Membets of the Board:

INTRODUCTION

On behalf of Sanford Garfinkel (and numerous others neighbors) I am writing to urge this
Board to set aside the exclusion from environmental review under the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) granted by the Planning Department to
the proposed project at 100 32" Avenue. The project site is acknowledged by the
Department as the work of 2 master architect and a historic resource and the addition of a
full (larger than allowed by Code) new floor to the building—with a fifth floor deck
above that floor, “may cause a significant adverse change in the significance of a historic
resource.” This project is opposed by 15 immediate neighbors and the Lincoln Park
Neighborhood Association.

There is substantial evidence in the record from the Planning Department and which will
be supplied by Appellant to support a “fair argument” under CEQA that the proposed
new floor addition to the building at 100 32" Avenue not only may, but certainly will
materially impair the potential historic significance of the building and negatively impact
the surrounding buildings and potential historic district. Further, the Department afforded
completely different treatment to other similar properties having the exact same
designation and status. The proposed project should be returned to the Department for
further review and for an assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed project.

THE PROJECT ADVERSELY CHANGES THE WORK OF A MASTER ARCHITECT

This building is a recognized historic resource. This building is the work of well known
master architect Joseph Esherick. He is famous for designing numerous innovative
private and public buildings. The project is a radical alteration of his design and work.

This particular building was constructed in 1963, and is known as the Richmond House or
the Lowe House. It is notable for an Esherick design feature, a shingle box with the later
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Esherick syncopated window rhythms. The addition of a new row of windows at the top
floor on both facades and changing the shape and size of the lower windows forever
changes the architecture and design from Esherick.

This project changes both fagades designed by Esherick. This project changes the
window configuration and other exterior dimensions and designs and negatively impacts
its value as a product of this master architect. His philosophy of architecture centered on
design which emphasized views and light and problem solving from the inside out. He
would be very disturbed to know that one of his buildings was being altered so as to
directly impact the views and light of the buildings around it, and by variance no less.
Once these changes are made to the front and all of the other sides of the building it will
cease to be what it was and will cease to be in harmony with its neighbors.

The review.of this project and the impacts it has on the value of this rare single family
home destined by Joseph Esherick have not been fully appreciated or fleshed out by the
Department. There is no mention of the fagade changes or fifth floor deck and how those
new features can possibly pass muster under the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines.

The original design of the building did not include a fourth floor. The fourth floor was
added without permits. The original building is pictured on many websites and
collections of the work of the renown Bay Area original architect.

None of the adjacent buildings have a built out fourth floor, let alone a roof deck placed
at a fifth level. The project is out of character with the neighborhood and violates the
principals of design used by Esherick when he designed the house in 1961.

One of the reasons this building is so important is that he did relatively few single family
homes in San Francisco and very few of this ilk. Adding a fourth floor and a fifth floor
deck and redesigning the fagade and windows is an unacceptable negative environmental
impact on this historic resource.

There is no mention in the Dept materials or the HRER by Kelly and VerPlanck of the
fifth floor deck on top of the new fourth floor addition. No other building in the
surrounding neighborhood has such a feature and it will make this building stand out and
alter its appearance significantly. This is not discussed or reviewed in any of the
materials.
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THIS EARLY PHOTO SHOWS THE 4™ FLOOR WAS
ADDED AT A LATER DATE (WITHOUT PERMITS) AND
IS IN FACT CONTRARY TO THE ORIGINAL DESIGN

He also designed numerous buildings on the campuses at Cal Berkeley (where he
served as chairman of the Architecture Department) and at Stanford. He designed
numerous homes at Sea Ranch and elsewhere. Esherick was awarded the gold medal of
the American Institute of Architects, making him one of only 47 recipients since 1907
and putting him in the company of Frank Lloyd Wright, Le Corbusier, Mies van der Rohe
and other giants

His works include:
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= _(1939-1953)

9

Owens house

Coyote Point Training School
Ross House '
60 Altwood Av. House

444 Woodland Av. House -
2960 Vallejo St, House
Goldman Townhouse = .

75 Raycliff Terr. House
Esherick House S

3074 Pacific Av, House

= (1954-1963)

Greenwood Common House No 3
2727 Mar;n Av. House - -
Pelican Buuidmc; T

Holt House T
Kentwoodlahds House '.

125 Hillcrest Rd. House

Palo Alto Unitarian Church

Cary house -~ .-
11 Crest Rd. House

20-24 Culebra Terr. Agts )

= _(1963-1967)

100 32nd Av. House (THE SUBJECT BUILDING)
3323 Pacific Av. House - . :
Reid Dennie House . RS

Culebra Terrace Town Houses :

General Store, Restaurant, Land Ofﬁce

Hedge Row Housing

Christ the Saviour Greek Orthodox Church
Apartments

Adlai Stevenson College
Sea Gate Rd. House

« (1968-1977)

Timber Ridge Rd. House

35183 Harpoon Close House
Sea Gate Rd. House

The Cannery (remodeling)
Banneker Homes '

Crow's Nest Dr. House

436 Woodiand Av. House
Romano house :
Diamond Heights Village
rar West Laboratory (remodelin

4
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« (1977-1992)
«  Monterey Bay Aguarium
= Trinity Properties
=  San Francisco Zoological Gardens
« Garfield School
«  Hermitage Condominiums
= South Hall
= Red Barn & Stock Farm
»« 2550 Divisidero St, House
= St, Dominic's Church
« Doe Memorial Library Information Center and underground
Gardner Stacks:
= (1997-1998)
» Gesechke Learning Center
= ~Tenderloin Elementary School & Community Center

¥

The proposed project is the antithesis of what he would have designed. His most famous
guote was:

"The ideal kind of bﬁilding is one you don't see."

Accordingly his buildings were designed to blend into their surroundings and serve their
occupants, not shout out his name. This design, to redesign the facades, to build out a
new floor and to place a deck on top of that new built out floor is designed to “shout” and
to create a large, new prominent position for this building. Further, the Department’s own
internal documentation ¢learly demonstrates that (1) It acknowledged the building is a
historical resource; (2) No visibility studies are provided; (3) the Dept simply states a
conclusion (no impacts) but fails to demonstrate how adding an entire new floor and
changing the facades of a resource could ever be appropriate.

The Department has done nothing to reduce the visibility of the project. The neighbors
requested that the project be reduced in size to match the neighbors and to reduce its
visibility from the public streets. The Department and the builder refused. The new
addition will be prominent and visible from every street in the surrounding area and from
public spaces nearby.

THE BUILDING IS ELIGIBLE FOR THE NATIONAL AND STATE REGISTERS OF
HISTORIC RESOURCES AND AN EXEMPTION IS INAPPROPRIATE

The proposed project is obviously visible and prominent from every vantage point in the
neighborhood. It cannot pass muster under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
alteration of historic resources.

As ack.nowiedged in the HRER from the builder’s consultant, the project violates
numerous provisions of the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines, removes distinctive
materials from the building. To add a new floor and redesign the facades in inappropriate

5
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and negatively impacts this extremely rare example of a master architect’s work. He did
very few private residences and even fewer of those are in San Francisco. These proposed
changes are significant adverse impacts. The Board should require further environmental

review,

Appellants respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors reject the Department’s
determination of a categorical exemption and require an environmental review of the
proposed project including an in-depth analysis of the potential historic resource at the
site.

VERY TRULY YOURS,
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SAN FRANCISCO

Discretionary Review Analysis 1850 Msion .

HEARING DATE FEBRUARY 26, 2003 ' San Franciseo,
CA 94103-2479
’ Reception:

Date: February 19, 2009 : 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2007.0129DDD
Project Address: 100 320 AVENUE ;?5.553.5409 '
Permit Application: 2007.01.19.2027
Zoning: RH-1 (D) (Residential House, One-Family, Detached) E,'f;ﬁ‘;%m.

40-X Height and Bulk District A15.558,6377
Block/Lot: 1312/008 :

Project Sponsor:  Jenwifer King and Timothy Fredel
c/o Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Luce Forward LLP
121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105
Staff Contaci: Glenn Cabreros — (415) 558-6169

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve project as revised.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to construct a three-story side horizontal addition and to enlarge the existing partial
fourth floor of the four-story, single-farnily residence. At its widest point, the three-story side addition is
proposed 1o project five feet from the existing 32" Avenue facade. At the existing partial fourth floor
(the top floor), front, side and rear horizontal additions are proposed to enlarge the master bedroom
suite. The project requires side, rear and noncomplying structure variances as the existing building was
originally constructed into the required rear yard and side setbacks on a substandard sized lot
(approximately 49 feet by 60 feet). Also, while the building address is on 32°* Avenue, for the purposes
of Planning Department review, the front of the property is considered to be El Camino dei Mar as -
defined by a 7-foot legislated front setback along that street frontage.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The project site is located at 100 32" Avenue, Lot 008 in Assessor’s Block 1312, on the southeast corner of

“the intersection with El Camino del Mar in an RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One-Family, Detached)
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. This property is within the Sea Cliff Neighborthood. The
subject lot is approximately 49 feet wide and 60 feet deep containing approximately 2,500 square feet.
The subject building is an approximately 38 foot tall, four-story, single-family residence constructed in
1962.

www .sfplanning.org
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Discretionary Review Analysis ' CASE NO. 2007.01290DD

February 19, 2009 100 32™ Avenue

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

Adjacent and east of the project {fronting El Camino del Mar) is a tall three-story, single-family residence.
Adjacent and south of the project (fronting 32" Avenue) is a three-story-with-partial-fourth-floor, single-
family residence. It should be noted that a 12-foot legislated front setback exists along the block face of
32 Avenue (except for the subject lot, which has a 7-foot legislated front setback along the El Camino
del Mar block face). Also, the mid-block open space is unique in that most of the mid-block open space is
comprised of an automobile drive and garage entries at the rear of most buildings on the block; this
development pattern of rear garages allows for uninterrupted landscaped front setbacks that are
characteﬂsﬁc of the Sea Cliff neighborhood. |

While the immediately surrounding neighborhood character is architecturally varied, both adjacent
buildings are of a contemporary architectural style. Across El Camino del Mar from the project site axe
large two- and three-stoty buildings on steeply down-sloping lots that abut China Beach. Directly across
the 327 Avenue from the project, is a large, four-story residence whose rear lot line abuts the Katherine
Delmar Burke School. '

HEARING NOTlFICATlONE

Posted Nohce 10 days , February 13, 72009 February 13, 2009 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days February 13, 2009 February 13, 2009 - 10 days

PuBuc COMMENT
ﬁ%ﬁw

Ad;acent neighbor(s) 2

Other neighbors on the
block or directly across
the street

Neighborhood groups | Lincoln Park Homeowners Assoc.

DR REQUESTORS

Sanford Garfinkel, owner of 855 El Camino del Mar, adjacent and east of the project.
Chine Hui, owner of 110 32~ Avenue, adjacent and south of the project.
Norman Kondy, President of Lincoln Park Homeowners Association, 271 3204 Avenue.

DR REQUESTORS’ CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Mr. Garfinkel is primarily concerned that the additional massing at the fourth floor would adversely
impact light access to and the quality of his rear yard, particularly as his rear yard is only 17 feet deep

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis ‘ CASE NO. 2007.0129DDD
February 19, 2609 i 100 32™ Avenue

(due to the shallow lots and noncomplying structures at the project lot and his lot). He recommends that
the addition to the nonconforming portion of the building into the rear yard should be limited. He
believes the pattern and development along the 32 Avenue block-face should be respected and
maintained. Along the 32" Avenue facade, Mr. Garfinkel has proposed a 5-foot side addition to be an
appropriate proposal.

Ms. Hui is concerned that the project would adversely impact light, air and view access from her
property. She is also concerned that the side horizontal addition is not in keeping with the neighborhood
character as the side addition is not consistent with the front setback pattern that exists along 32~
Avenue. Ms. Hui believes that the project should conform to the existing pattern of development of
houses along 327 Avenue.

Mr. Kondy and the Lincoln Park Homeowners Association (LPHA) are concerned that the project’s mass
and scale would not be consistent with other neighboring structures. Also, the side addition is not
consistent with the front setback pattern established along 32 Avenue. The side addition would
adversely impact public light, air and sight lines (view) along 32 Avenue. The project may affect public
safety by reducing pedestrian and vehicular sight lines near the intersection. LPHA has proposed that
the building expand toward El Camino del Mar instead of towards 32" Avenme. LPHA has
recornmended setbacks along the rear of the fourth floor to mitigate potential light and air impacts to the
adjacent building to the south. Furthermore, along the 327 Avenue facade, LPHA has suggested that
development be limited to floors above the ground floor to protect public light, air and sight lines near
the intersection. These alternatives were identified as part of the LPHA DR filed in January 2008.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Project Proposed under Section 311 Notification

The plahs provided with the Section 311 (30-day) Nofice illustrated a more intensive proposal than the
current revised project. Under the original plans, the project proposed an 11-foot wide side horizontal
addition from the 32" Avenue facade, which would leave an approximately 4-foot side yard from the
side lot line. The side addition was proposed for almost the entire length of the 32 Avenue fagade to
include a new elliptical stair tower. Under the original plans, side horizontal additions were proposed
on both sides of the partial fourth floor. The rear of the fourth floor was also proposed to expand to the
rear wall of the existing building (approximately 5 feet from the rear lot line} for the full width of the
original building including the width of the horizontal side addition (in excess of approx1mately 30 feet
in width).

Lincoln Park Homeowners Association Proposal
In an attempt to address the DR issues, LPHA retained the service of architect Jace Levinson to propose a
compromise project (Dated May 14, 2008. See Project Sponsor’s Submittal, February 18, 2009, Exhibit 1.).
The LPHA proposal definés the following building envelope:
» A 5-foot maximum three-story horizontal addition for the full length of the 32" Avenue facade. -
» A fourth (top) floor expansion within the existing building footprint with a large notch at the
southeastern corner of the fourth floor. The notch would align the rear wall of the project's
fourth floor with the rear wall of the adjacent building to the east for a width of approximately 20

SAN FR)\NC!SCU 3
PLAMNING DEFPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis : CASE NO. 2007.0125DDD
February 19, 2009 : 100 32™ Avenue

feet from the eastern side property line. This notch would mitigate the impacts of the enlarged
fourth floor to both adjacent buildings.

Revised Plans
On January 26, 2009, the project sponsor prov;lded revised plans to the Planning Department with the
following revisions:
= A 5-foot horizontal side addition is proposed at the first, second and third floors, which would
maintain an approximately 10-foot side setback from 32° Avenue, The revised side horizontal
addition is less than the maximum side addition specified by the LFHA proposal, while
maintaining the existing building’s interior stairwell. Also, in an effort to maintain the public
sight lines from 32" Avenue, the massing of the revised side horizontal addition is proposed
towards the rear of the building and held back from the comer of the intersection.
» The fourth floor expansion has also been revised (with one exception) to be less than the

maximum fourth floor area of the LPHA proposal, particularly from the front fagade along El -

Camino del Mar. The one exception to the LPHA proposal is an approximately 9-foot by 4-foot
wide structure in the area of the rear notch defined in the LPHA proposal. An approximately 7-
foot by d-foot wide area within the desired rear notch is an existing portion of the fourth floor
that is proposed to be retained with an approximately 2-foot by 4-foot wide (8 square feet)
enlargement of this area to allow access to a closet.

» The revised proposal for the alterations to the fourth floor does not propose a side horizontal
addition towards 32" Avenue. As such, the side facade of the fourth floor would be set back 5
feet from the side horizontal addition proposed at the floors below.

Planning Department Analysis

The Planning Department concurs that the LPTIA proposal addresses the DR concerns as justified by the
Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs). The Department recognizes that the revised project does
successfully meet the LPHA proposal (including rear portion of the revised fourth floor design), and that
the revised design allows for reasonable development while mitigating potential light and air impacts
and conserving neighborhood character.

Additionally, the RDGs recognize the protection of public views with particular attention to those of
open space and water. The RDGs also direct that a greater visual emphasis be provided to comer

buildings and that “comer buildings play a stronger role in defining the character of the neighborhood.

than other buildings along the block face. They can act as informal entryway to the street, setting the
tone for the streetscape that follows.”! The project complies with these two guidelines, in that the revised
massing of the project — specifically the side horizontal addition along 32 Avenue - is minimal in width
and held back from the comner of the intersection. The side addition maintains a generous 10-foot side
setback that increases in width toward the front of the lot. As one drives/walks north along 32" Avenue,
the public views toward the Pacific Ocean and the Golden Gate Bndge to the east of the intersection are
maintained.

1 Residential Design Guidelines, December 2003, pége 19

SAN FRANGISGO 4
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Discretionary Review Analysis ‘ CASE NO. 2007.0129DDD
February 19, 2009 : 100 32™ Avenue

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The subject building at 100 32nd Avenue was constructed in 1962 and was included in the Planning
Department's 1976 Architectural Survey (rating of 3). Based on the Department's CEQA Review
Procedures for Historic Resources, the building is defined as Category B (requires further consultation
and review). For the purposes of Environmental Review, Planning Departiment Preservation staff
reviewed the project with the assumption that the project is an historic resource and that all of the
exterior building elements are character-defining features of the resource, including its setting, scale,
massing, design, and materials. Planning Department Preservation staff has determined that the project
‘would retain and preserve the building’s scale and simple design, and concluded that the proposed plans
dated February 17, 2009 comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties, particularly as original massing of the most visible portlons of the existing building
has been retained and the proposed addition is differentiated from the old and is compatible with the
" massing, size and scale to protect the historic integrity of the propexrty. In sum, the proposed project has
been found to meet the Secretary of the Inmterior's Standards for Rehabilitation, and. the Planning -
Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt/excluded from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of Existing Facility).

OTHER ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Variances (Case No. 2007.0129V} from Planning Code Sections 133, 134 and 188 have been requested to
modify a required side yard, the required rear yard and a noncomplying structure. The Zoning
Administrator will hear the variance case concurrent with the DR hearing for the project.

Section 133 requires two, four-foot side yards for lots with a width of 40 feet or more but less than 50
feet. 'The lot measures approximately 49 feet at its widest point, and two four-foot side yards are
required. The eastern side of the existing building was originally constructed one-foot into the required
side setback. An approximately three-foot side setback exists along the eastern side lot line. The eastern
side of the fourth floor addition is proposed to project one-foot into the required side setback to align
with the existing east building wall.

Section 134 requires a rear yard equal to 25 percent of the lot depth or 15 feet, whichever is greater. The
required rear yard depth for the subject property is 15 feet. The last 10 feet of the existing building was
originally constructed within the required rear yard. The side horizontal addition and a portion of the
fourth floor addition are proposed to extend approximately 10 feet into the required rear yard.

Section 188 prohibits the intensification of any noncomplying structure. Portions of the rear and side
walls of the project are proposed to align with the existing rear and side walls of the building, which
were originally constructed 10 feet into the required rear yard and 1 foot into the required side setback,
and therefore are legal noncomplying structures.

SAN FRANCISCO ‘ 5
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Discretionary Review Analysis CASE NO. 2007.0129DDD
February 18, 2009 : 100 32™ Avenue

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes the project as revised does not have exceptional or extraordinary circumstances
for the following reasons: '
» The revised project preserves light and air to adjacent buildings by providing setbacks and
notches at the proposed expansion of the existing fourth floor.
» The revised project protects public sight lines to the Pacific Ocean and Golden Gate Bridge from
the intersection per the RDGs provision to protect public view access from public rights-of-way. |
» The revised project appropriately balances the development potential of the lot with
consideration of épeciﬁc concerns of the neighborhood group (LFHA proposal).

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve project as revised.

SAN FRARCISCO , . o 6
PLANMING DEPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis ' CASE NO. 2007.0129DDD
February 19, 2009 ‘ : ‘ _ 100 32™ Avenue

Design Review Checklist
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10) | |
QUESTION
The visual characier is: {check one)

Defined
Mixed X

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION

Topography (page 11)

Does the building respect the topography of the site and the surrounding area?

Is the building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings?

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

Does the front setback provide a pedestrian scale and enhance the street?

bin areas with varied front setbacks, is the building designed to act as transition
(between adjacent buildings and to unify the overall streetscape?

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?

Iside Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent properties?

Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on privacy to adjacent properties? X
Views (page 18) ' :

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces? b X
Special Building Locations {pages 19 - 21)
Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings? .~ X

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces? )
Is the building articulated to minimize impacts on light to adjacent cottages? X

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30}

QUESTION

Building Scale {pages 23 - 27) :
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at
the street?. ) '

Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)

SAK FRANCISGO 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis ‘ CASE NO. 2607.0129DDD
February 19, 2009 - 100 32™ Avenue

[5 the building’s form compatible with that of surrbunding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding
ibuildings?

Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding
buildings?

[s the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings?

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of ) X
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattem of | X
building entrances? ,
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding _ X
buildings?
Auxe utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X
the sidewalk? ‘
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings?
(Garages (pages 34- 37) -
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? .
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with
the building and the surrounding area?
Is the width of the garage entzance minimized?
Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?
Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)
Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street? X
Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other

R ox K

building elements? X

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural eharacter of surrounding " X
buildings?

Are the windscreens designed to minimize impacts on the building’s design and X

on light to adjacent buildings?

" BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION
Architectural Details (pages 43-44) - .
Are the pIacement and scale of architectural details compat:ble wath the bmidmg
land the surrounding area?
[Windows (pages 44 - 46)

SAN FRANCISCO - o 8
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Discretionary Review Analysis ) CASE NO. 2007.0125DDD
February 19, 2009 : 100 32™ Avenue

Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the

melghborhood? X
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of ex1stmg buildings in X
the neighborhood?

Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building's X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?

| Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X

especially on facades visible from the sireet?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)

Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those
used in the sirrounding area?

Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?

Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied?

Aftachments:
Parcel Map
Sanborn Map
“Aerial Photographs
Zoning Map
Section 311 Notfice
DR Applications (3)
Project Sponsor Submittal
3D Massing Studies (Exhibit 4 of February 18, 2009 submlttal packet)
Site Photos
Reduced Plans

GC GAWPST\2007\DR\I0D 32nd Avenuel?2007.0129D - 100 32nd Avenue - Repori.doc

SAN FRANGISCD ’ g
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rpr . u 1650 Mission St
Certificate of Determination Sut2 400
i ' H San Francisco,
Exemption from Environmental Review o 04082470
. ; Reception; (
Case No.: 2007.0129E 415.558.6378
Projfect Title: 100 320 Avenue :
Zoning: RH-1(D) (Residential, House, Single-Family, Detached) :%;; 55,6400
. 40-X Height and Bulk District : : .
Block/Lot: 1312/008 lr::‘?sm:ina%
. : ‘ ormation:
Lot Size: 2,465 square feet A15.558.6371
Project Sponsor:  Alice Barkley, Luce Forward, LLP '
(415) 356-4635
Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone — (415) 558-6625

shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This Certificate of Determination supercedes the Certificate of Determination that was issued on March 4,
2009, The subject building is a four-story, single-family residence constructed in 1962 on an
approximately 2,465 square-foot lot. The proposed project involves excavation beneath the building to
create a sub-basement floor Jevel; enclosure of one garage opening at the basement floor level; alteration

[Continued on the next page.]

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelixiés Section 15301 (e)}{(1))

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

M%% "77?;7 / 7,227

Bill Wycko Date
Environmental Review Officer

ce:  Alice Barkley, Project Sponsor Supervisor Alioto-Pier, District 2
Brett Boliinger, MEA Division Vima Byrd, M.D.F,
Glenn Cabreros, Neighborhood Planning Division Distribution List

Shelley Caltagirene, Preservation Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List
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Exemption from Envirenmental Review Case No. 2007.0129E
' 100 32 Avenue

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

of fenestration at the first floor level of the west facade; construction of a projecting bay at the second
ficor level of the west fagade; and expansion of the third floor level to the north and south. The bay and
third floor additions will add approximately 612 square feet to the existing 2,494-square foot building.
The project site is located on the southeast corner of Bl Camino del Mar and 32* Avenue in the Sea CIiff
neighborhood.

REMARKS (continued):

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the building
located on the project site is a historical resource. The subject building is a four-story, wood-framed,
Second Bay Region Tradition-style single-family residence constructed in 1962 and designed by Joseph
Esherick. Under the Planning Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources, the
proposed property is dlassified as a.Category B property requiring further consultation and review. As
described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE} Memorandum’® (attached), the 100 32 Avenue
property appears to be eligible for individual listing in the California Register under Criterion C
{Axchitecture) as the work of a master (Joseph Esherick) and as a work that possesses high artistic values
as an. excellent and well-preserved example of the Second Bay Region Tradition style?

The 100 32" Avenue building exhibits a high degree of historic integrity, retaining its location,
agsociation, design, workmanship, setting, feeling, and materials. The building has undergone few
- alterations since its construction and retains a high level of historical significance. The only minor
exterior change that has occurred is the construction of a rooftop solarium, which is :mruma]ly visible
from the street and can easily be removed.

The project proposes to construct a three-story side horizontal addition and to enfarge the existing partial

fourth floor, adding approximately 612 additional square feet to the existing 2,494-square foot building. .

At its widest point, the three-story side addition would pro;ect five feet from the existing 327 Avenue
facade,

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planning Department assessed whether
the proposed project would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of
Historic Properties (Standards). It was determined that the proposed project would be consistent with the
Standards for the following reasons.

! Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollmger, Pianner,
Major Environmental Analysis, May 15, 2009.

2 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consultmg, LLC. Lowe Residgnve: Historie Resource Evaluztion,
Maxch 25, 2009, This report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, as part of Case File No. 2007.0129K,

SAN FRAMEISCH 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No, 2007.0129E
100 32 Avenue

Standard 1. _
A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change fo is
distinctive materiale, features, spaces, and spatial relationships. ‘

The proposed project will maintain the single-family use of the property.

Standard 2, ‘ :
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of the building will be retained and preserved through the careful arficulation
of new features and the retention of most distinctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The proposed additions will be compatible with and subordinate to the

* original building design and will not detract from the building’s historic character. Also, although
several distinctive exterior features will be altered, such as the height of the entry opening, the
removal/addition of several window openings, and the routing of the chimney flue, staff found that
the alterations of these features would not detract from the overall building composition.

Stendard 3.

Eath property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense
of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other Ristoric properties, will not
be undertaker, :

The contemporary design of the proposed vertical addition will clearly identify the element as new
and will preserve the sense of historical development for the building. At the proposed bay, a more
open window fenestration pattern will be used to differentiate the element from the historic facade

_ features while maintaining a similar window opening size and cladding the feature in wood shingles
that will make it compatible with the historie design.

Standard 4, -
Changes to a properly that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.

The solarium addition to be removed has not gained historic significance. Therefore, the project
complies with this standard.

Standard 5.
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction technigues or examples. of croftsmanship. that
characterize & property will be preserved.

The building exterior is primarily composed of off-the-shelf materials that are not distinctive or
examples of craftsmanship. The few distinctive features such as the exposed firebox will be retained.

Standard 9.
New additions, exterior alterations, or velated new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and
spatial relntionships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be

SAK FRANEGISGO : 3
PLANMRING DEPARTMENT

448



Exemption from Environmental Review . ' Case No. 2007.0129E
100 32 Avenue

compatible with the historic inaterials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing fo protect the integrity
of the property and its envivonment.

Regarding the proposed vertical addition, the new feature will relate to the historic building through
the use of wood cladding, framed openings, metal-framed windows and doors, painted finishes,
asymmetrical fenestration, and a flat roof form. The scale and location of the addition will allow the
three-story form of the historic building to continue to be read, and the yolume of the addition will
not overwhelm the scale of the existing building or interrupt the rhythm of heights and volumes
within the streetscape. Also, the proposed setbacks at the addition’s juncture with the existing stair
tower will allow this historic feature to remain a strong vertical element of the fagade.

Regarding the proposed bay and balcony at the west elevation, the new features will be compatible
with the asymmetry and varied planes of the fagade. The bay feature will relate well to the existing
projection at the northern half of the fagade without competing with the larger and more prominent
historic form. Also, the placement of the bay will also respect the strong central vertical line created
by the historic stajr tower. Similarly, the proposed balcony will relate well to the existing balcony
features on the building and will work to balance the massing of the fagade with the newly
incorporated bay above. This feature will also obscure the new glazing of the proposed doors behind
and maintain the overall solid appearance of the west fagade.

Regarding the various fenestration and door changes, staff finds that the proposed new features are
in keeping with the modest and vernacular character of the historic building. Staff finds that the
proposed basement and first floor windows are appropriately désigned in terms of material, size,
_proportion and details to be compatible with the existing random but balanced fenestration pattern
and the overall feeling and design of the building, Regarding the proposed entry changes, the design
will maintain the simple lines and transparency of the original feature (original door is not extant) as
well as the historic canopy feature. Lastly, staff finds that the garage doors to be removed are not
unique or distinctive features and may be replaced without detracting from the historic character of
the building,

Standard 10,
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed
in the future, the essentinl form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

The new additions may be removed and the facades may be restored without harm to the integrity of
the property.

The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 612 square feet to the existing 2,454~
square-foot building. With the addition, the building would be approximately 3,106 square feet in size.
CEQA. State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1), or Class 1, provides an exemption from environmental
review for additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of
more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever
is less. The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 612 square feet. Therefore, the
proposed addition would be exempt under Class 1.

SAN FRANGISSO . 4 .
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2007.0129E
100 32 Avenue

¢

CEQA State Guidelines Section 153002 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a sigrificant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. The property is an historic resource; however, the proposed
addition would not cause a substantial change to the resource. There are no other unusual circumstances
surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The
proposed project would have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exernpt undeér
the above-cited dassification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from
environmental review.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response e n .

San Frantispo,
CAB4103-2479
MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger . Reception:
Project Address: 100 32 Avenue . © A15558.6378
Block/Lot: 1312/008 -
"Case No.: © 2007.0129E 415.558.6400
Date of Review: May 15, 2009
. ; , . Plansiing
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Sheiley_CaItagzone rformaton:
(415) 558-6625 | shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org 415.558.6377

PROPOSED PROJECT [} Demotition Alteration

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to alter the existing four-story, single-family residence. The work includes excavating
beneath the building to create a sub-basement; enclosing one garage opening at the basement floor;
altering fenestration at the first floor level of the west fagade; constructing a projecting bay at the second
floor level of the west facade; and expanding the third floor level to the north and south, The bay and
third floor additions will result in approximately 612 additional square feet. The current proposal, shown
in drawings A0.1 through A3.1, dated May 18, 2009 and prepared by Bemardo Urquieta Architects,
replaces a previous proposal reviewed by the Department in Historic Resource Evaluation Response
Menio dated April 6, 2009,

| PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The subject building, constructed in 1962, is included on the Planning Department's 1976 Architectural
Survey with a rating of 3." It is not listed on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or
national registries. The building is considered a Category B property (Requires Further Consultahon and
Review) for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

HISTORIC DISTRiOTI NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of £l Camino Del Mar and 32~ Avenue in

__an RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One-Family, Detached) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The
property is located in the northwestern corner of the Sea Cliff neighborheod near Lincoln Park., While the
immediately surrounding neighborhood character is architecturally varied, bofh adjacent buildings are of
a contemporary a:c}utectura.l style.

The Sea Cliff ne:ghborhood is distinguished from the rest of the Outer Richmond by its City Beautiful-
inspired planning, including the curvilinear street pattern and cohesive architectural character.!

! Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulhng, LLC. Lows Residence: Historiv Resource Evaluation.
March 25, 2009, p. 36.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ) CASE ND. 2007.0128E
May 15, 2008 ‘ 100 32™ Avenue

Development of the neighborhood began after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire which pushed many city
residents to outer lands of San Francisco. The earliest subdivisions of the property were in 1906, 1908,
and 19132 The sale of lots in the Sea Cliff subdivision was undertaken by builder and developer Harry B.
Allen? Buyers of lots within Sea Cliff could either commission their own homes subjgct to approval by
the developer or hire Allen & Company to build them one. This resulted in neighborhood with a high
level of architectural consistency in terms of scale, setbacks, materials, siyle, and age as well as unique
architect-designed homes., Development appears fo have continued through to 1930% The subject
property remained vacant until it was purchased by the Lowe family in 1960 after which they engaged

Joseph Esherick to design and ¢onstruct a single-family home? '

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, 2 building may be an historical resource i it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Depariment by the above
named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.) :

Event: or [ Yes No [ Unable to determine
Persons: or [Tes No [ ] Unableto determine
Architecture: or vés [ INo [ ]Unableto determine

Tnformation Potential: |_| Further investigation recommended.
District or Context: ] Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context
If Yes; Period of significance: 1962

The subject property located at 100 32+ Avenue appears to be eligible for listing on the California
Register as an individual resource. Below is a brief evaluation of the subject property against the
criteria for inclusion on the California Register, Please refer to the Lowe Residence Historic Resource
Evaluation report prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck for a fuller description of the property’s historical
significance. ’

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of Californin or the United States;
Reseafch presented in the Lowe Residence Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by Kelley &
VerPlanck does not indicate that the building is associated with any significant historical events. Asa

- Jatecomer to the Sea Cliff neighborhood, the building does rot represent the historical pattern that
resulted in the development of the area

2Ibid, p. 19.
3 Ibid, p. 20.
$ Thid, p. 22.
8 hid, p. 23.
6 Jbid, p. 30.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Responsa CASE NO. 2007.0129E
May 15, 2009 100 32™ Avenus

Criterion 2: H is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national -
past;

Research presented in the report does not indicate that any of the owners or others associated with
the building was an historically important person.? ‘

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represeﬁts the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a four-story, wood-framed, Second Bay Region Tradition-style single-family
residence constructed in 1962 and designed by Joseph Esherick® As such, the property appears to be
eligible for listing in the California Register as the work of a master (Joseph Esherick) and as a work
that possessés high artistic values as an excellent and well-preserved example of the Second Bay
Region Tradition style® Although the building is not yet 50 years old, Kelley & VerPlanck have
demonstrated that sufficient time has passed and sufficient scholarship has occwrred to understand
the bul@dmg’s historical importance. -

Criterion & It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;
It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history.®

Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the pexiod of
significance noted above:

Location: M Retains | | Lacks _ Betting: Retains [ ] Lacks
Association: E Retains | | Lacks Feeling: Retains [ ] Lacks
Design: Retains ' | Lacks Materials; Retains  [_| Lacks

Worlcmanship: [X] Retains | ] Lacks

The building has undergone few alterations since its construction and retains a high level of historical
significance. The only minor exterior change that has occurred is the construction of a rooftop
solarium which is miinimally visible from the street and can easily be removed.™

3.

Determination of whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA.
I:] No Resource Present (Go o 6 below.) - Historical Resource Present (Confinue to 4.)

71bid, p. 31.
#1bid, p. 5-14.
* bid, p, 31.
®Tbid, p. 32.
1 Jhid, p. 33.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response : CASE NO. 2007.0129E
May 15, 2008 100 32 Avenue

4, 1If the properfy appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent
with the Secretary of Interfor's Standards or if any proposed modifications would materially
impair the resonrce (Le. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which justify the
property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. (Go to 6 below.)
Optional: See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.

[ ] The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; however the project will
not cause a substantial adverse changé in the significance of the vesource such that the
significance of the resource would be materiaily impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an
alteration.)

[} The project is NOT consistent with the Secretery of the Interior’s Standards and is a significant
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an ulteration.) :

 Staff finds that the project is consistent with all aspects of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards) and that it will niot cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such
that the significance of the building would be materiaily impaired. Although Kelley & VerPlanck did
not evaluate the current project in their March 2009 report, staff met with architectural historian Chuds '
VerPlinck on May 8, 2009 to evaluate the revised project. Staff concurred with Mr. VerPlanck that
the revised project has overall a smaller impact to the historic resource than the previous project and
that the revised project meets the Standards. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per
the applicable tandards. |

- Standard 1.
A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimel change to its
distinctive materidls, fentures, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The proposed project will maintain the single-family use of the property.

Standard 2, _ . _ .
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of the building will be retained and preserved through the careful articulation
of new features and the retention of most distinctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The proposed additions will be compatible with and subordinate to the
original building design and will not detract from the building’s historic character, Also, although -
several distinctive exterior features will be altered, such as the height of the entry opening, the
remoyal]addiﬁon of several window openings, and the routing of the chimney flue, staff found that
the alterations of these features would not detract from the overall building composition.

Standard 3.

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense
of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not
be undertaken.

SAN FRARCISCO ' 4
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Historlc Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2007.0129F
May 15, 2009 ‘ 100 32™ Avenue

The contemporary design of the proposed vertical addition will clearly identify the element as new
and will preserve the sense of historical development for the building. At the proposed bay, a more
open window fenestration pattern will be used to differentiate the element from the historic fagade
features while maintaining a similar window opening size and cladding the feature in wood shingles
that will make it compatible with the historic design.

Standard &
Changes to a property that have acquired historie significance in their own right will be retained and preserved.

The solarium addition to be removed has not g:;ined historic significance. Therefore, the project
complies with this standard.

Standard 5.
Distinctive materials, features, ﬁmshes and cansfmciwn techmques or examp!es of crcg‘tsmnsth that
characterize a property will be preserved,

The building exterior is primarily composed of off-the-shelf materials that are not distinctive or
exarnples of crafismanship. The few dxstmchve features such as the exposed firehox wﬂl be retained. .

Standard 9.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic matenals features, and
spatinl relaHonships that characlerize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity
of the property and its environment.

Regarding the proposed vertical addition, the new feature will relate to the historic buzicimg thmugh
the use of wood cdadding, framed openings, metal-framed windows and doors, painted finishes,
asyounetrical fenestration, and a flat roof form. The scale and location of the addition will allow the
three-story form of the historic building to continue to be read, and the volume of thé addition will
not overwhelm the scale of the existing building or interrupt the rthythm of heights and volumes
within the streetscape. Also, the proposed setbacks at the addition’s juncture with the existing stair
tower will allow this historic feature to remain a strong vertical element of the facade.

Regarding the proposed bay and balcony at the west elevation, the new features will be compatible
with the asymmetry and varied planes of the facade. The bay feature will relate well to the existing

- projection at the northern half of the fagade without competing with the larger and more prominent

" historic form. Also, the placement of the bay will also respect the strong central veitical line created
by the historic stair tower. Similarly, the proposed balcony will relate well to the existing balcony
features on the building and will work to balance the massing of the facade with the newly
incorporated bay above. This feature will also obscure the new glazing of the propnsed doors behmd
and maintain the overali solid appea:ance of the west fagade,

Regarding the various fenestration and door changes, staff finds that the proposed new features are
in keeping with the modest and vernacular character of the historic building. Staff finds that the
proposed basement and first floor windows are appropriately designed in terms of material, size,
proportion and details to be compatible with the existing random but balanced fenestration pattern
and the overall feeling and design of the building. Regarding the proposed entry changes, the design
will maintain the simple lines and transparency of the original feature (original door is not extant) as
well as the historic canopy feature. Lastly, staff finds that the garage doors to be removed are not -
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Histore Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2007.0128E
May 15, 2009 100 32™ Avenue

unique or distinciive features and may be replaced without detracting from the historic character of
the building,

Standard 10,
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

The new additions may be removed and the facades may be restored without harm to the integrity of
the property.

1

5.

Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order fo avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts, Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

The character-defining features'of the building to be retained or respected are its stepped, rectangular
massing, wood-frame and plywood construction, asymmetrical fefestration pattern, flat roof with
penthouse, cedar shingled exterior finish, painted aluminum ribbon windows with centrat sliding
lights and cperable. casements, eniry porch, articulated stair tower, the concrete step path and
remaining historie plantings.? : ‘ '

Whether the p:oposéd project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
adjacent historic properties.

T es No [} Unable to determine

The proposed alteration of the subject building will not have an adverse effect on any off-site
historical resources,

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

-

Signature: \2’)’)4&,} Date:__ & =18 + 09

oo

. Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator

Linda Avery, Recarding Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission
Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

5C: GADOCUMENTS \ Cases\CEQA\HRER\2007,0120E_100 32nd Ave_revision.doc

12 Tbid, p. 39-40.
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SAN FRANCISGO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission 8.
Update Memo to the Planning Commission S,
HEARING DATE: JUNE 4, 2009 DA STS2479
Continued from the May 7, 2009 Hearing Reception:
‘ 415.558.6378
Daie: May 21, 2009 ' Fax
Case No: 2007.0129DDD H15.555.6409
Project Address; 100 - 32N> AVENUE Planning
Zoning: RH-1(D) (Residential House, One-Family, Detached} g'g'gg%";an
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1312/008
Project Sponsor:  Jennifer King and Timothy Fredel
cfo Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Luce Forward LLP

121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105 .
Staff Contact: Glenn Cabreros — 415-558-6169

glenn.cabreros@sfgov.org
Recommendatior: Do not take DR and approve project as revised.

BACKGROUND

On April 27, 2009, the Department and the project sponsor were contacted by Stephen Williams, who had
been recently retained as legal counsel by one of the requestors (Mrs. Chine Hui) opposing the project. A
letter provided by Mr. Williams disclosed that the proposed project violates setbacks designated by a
deed restriction that was placed on the subject lot prior to the project sponsor’s ownership. Upon
knowledge of the deed restriction, the project sponsor requested a continuance from the May 7% hearing
{to June 4%} to allow additional time to revise the project per the setbacks defined by the restriction,
although the restriction is a private agreement that is not enforceable by the Planning Department or the
Commission. The enclosed plans (dated 5/18/09) are a voluntary revision by the project sponsor in an
effort to comply with the stipulations of the deed restriction.

For in-depth background information on the project, please refer to the Update Memo to the Planning
Commission prepared for the Discretionary Review hearing on May 7, 2009.

CURRENT PROPOSAL

The current proposal is a reduction of the physical building envelope previously proposed for the
Coramission’s consideration at the May 7, 2009 hearing. The current project proposes the following:

www . sfplanning.org
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Update Memo CASE NO. 2007.0128DDD
Hearing Date: June 4, 2009 100 — 32™ Avenue

* anew sub-basement within the footprint of the existing building

= an approximately 3-foot deep by 12-foot wide balcony at the second floor along the 32 Avenue
facade ‘

» anapproximately 3-foot deep by 14-foot wide bay at the third floor along the 32" Avenue facade

» alterations to the fourth floor within the footprint of the existing building

= various interior modifications throughout the residence

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS

The current proposal was found to be exempt from Environmental Review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline
Section 15301 (Class One — Minor Alteration of Existing Facility).

Since the current proposal is a revised project, the project was re-analyzed as part of the Environmental
Evaluation application, Case No. 2007.0129E. A (second) Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)
was prepared and issued by the Department on May 18, 2009. Per the HRER, the revised project
complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. On May 19, 2009, the Department's Major
Environmental Analysis Division issued a Certificate of Determination stating that the revised project is
Exempt from Environmental Review.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must approve the building permit application, Staff
recommends that the Commission not take Discretionary Review and approve the project as revised.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes the project as revised (plans dated 5/18/09) does not exhibit exceptional
circumstances for the following reasons:

» The project complies with the Planning Code (with exception of the requested rear and side yard
variances, which are being primarily sought due to the original footprint of the existing structure,
which is a legal non-complying structure as to the rear and side yard requirements).

= The project complies with the Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) in that the project does not
create a design that would be disruptive to the neighborhood character, particularly as the
additions are harmonious with the existing building,

- = The revised project protects public sight lines to the Pacific Ocean and Golden Gate Bridge from
the street intersection per the RDGs provision to protect public view access from public rights-of-
way.

The Depariment believes the project as revised (plans dated 5/18/09) does not exhibit extraordinary
circumstances for the following reasons:
* The project preserves light and air to adjacent buildings by providing setbacks and a notch at the
proposed expansion of the existing fourth floor.

S48 FBAOISGD . : 2
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{Update Memo CASE NO. 2007.0129DDD
Hearing Date: June 4, 2008 100 - 32™ Avenue

» The project has been revised to address a deed restriction on the property, even though deed
restrictions are private agreements not enforceable by the Planning Department or the
Commission. '

» The revised project proposes a reduced building envelope as compared to the previously
proposed project, which was also found to not exhibit exceptional or extraordinary
circumstances.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take Discretionary Review and approve as revised.

Aftachments: .
Certificate of Determination, Exemption from Environmental Review, May 19, 2009,
Reduced Plans (revised project dated 5/18/09).
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Environmental Review for 100 — 32" Avenue.

c.c9B, .
C.rY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFRCE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
DENNIS J. HERRERA KATE HERRMANN STACY
City Attormey ' Deputy City Attorney
Direct Dict: (415) 554-4617
Emait; kate stacy@sfgov.org
MEMORANDUM
. [e»]
TO: Angela Calvillo < =
_ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors =
FROM:  Kate H. Stacy =
Deputy City Att eg ~ ;
DATE: March 3, 2010 :
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from =
™D
<

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Sqipervisgss
by Stephen Williams on behalf of Sanford Garfinkel, other neighbors and the Lincoln Park
Neighborhood Association ("Appellant"), received by the Clerk's Office on March 1, 2010, of
the Planning Department's determination that a project located at 100 — 32nd Avenue 1s exempt
from environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The
proposal would add a three-story side horizontal addition and would enlarge the existing partial
fourth floor at the existing four-story, single-family residence located at 100 — 32nd Avenue.
The Appellant did not provide a copy of the exemption determination issued by the Planning
Department, but did provide a staff report dated February 19, 2009, which references the
exemption determination. ,

The Planning Commission held a discretionary review hearing on June 4, 2009 and
approved the proposed project with a modification. The building permit originally was issued on
September 10, 2009 and was suspended on September 28, 2009 at the Board of Appeals’ request.
Appellarnits appealed the issuance of the building permit to the Board of Appeals, which upheld
the department’s action approving the building permit on February 3, 2010. Appellant requested
a rehearing of the Board of Appeal's action, which rehearing is scheduled to be heard on March
3,2010. The Department of Building Inspection records indicate that a building permit has yet
to be granted for the project.

Given the above information, it is our view that the appeal is timely.. Therefore, the
appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors.- We recommend that you so advise
the Appellant.

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.
K.H.S.

City Hall Room 234 - San Francisco, CALIFORNIA $4102
ReCePTION: [415) 554-4700 - FACSIMILE: (415} 554-4757
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C Yy AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
MEMORANDUM

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
DATE: March 3, 2010

PAGE: 2

RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from

Environmental Review for 100 - 32" Avenue.

ce:  Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Larry Badiner, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Elaine Forbes, Chief Administrative Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tara Sullivan-Lenane, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Glenn Cabreros, Planning Department
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department

n:Manduseikstacy\bos\cega appeal 100-32.doc
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

U

1650 Mission St.
‘ Suite 400
* San Francisco,
APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION GA94103-2479
100 32" Avenue _ Reception:
S 415.558.6378
‘ ‘ Fax:
DATE: March 30, 2010 415.558.6409
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors Planning
. : Information:
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415} 558-9048 415.558.6377

Shelley Caltagirone, Case Planner — Planning Department (415) 558.6625

RE: : File No. 10-0252, Planning Case No. 2007.0129E
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 100,32 Avenue

HEARING DATE: April 13, 2010

ATTACHMENTS: A — Certificate of Exemption from Environmental Review (May 19, 2009)
B - Kelley & VerPlanck Historic Resource Evaluation Report
C —- Project drawings and plans, dated May 18, 2010
D — Photo of subject building

PROJECT SPONSOR: Alice Barkley on behalf of Jennifer King & Tim Fredel

APPELLANT: Stephen Williams on behalf of Sanford Garfinkel

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 Certificate under the California Environmental Quahty Act (“CEQA
Determination”) for a project at 100 32" Avenue (the “Project”).

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines; issued a Categorical Exemption
Certificate for 100 327¢ Avenue on May 19, 2009, finding that the proposed project will not have
an adverse impact to a historic resource.? |

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a
categorical exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a
categorical exemption and retwn the project to the Department staff for additional environmental
review.

! California Codé of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15301(e)(1): Class 1 Exemption.
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SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

100 32 Avenue is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of El Camino Del Mar and

- 327 Avenue in an RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One-Family, Detached) District and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District. The property is located in the northwestern corner of the Sea Cliff
neighborhood near Lincoln Park. The subjéct trapezoid-shaped lot measures approximately 49
feet by 60 feet containing approximately 2,465 square feet. The subject building is a four—stdry,
2,494-square-foot, single-family residence designed by Joseph Esherick and constructed in 1962.
There is a legislated front set-back on the street face of approximately 7’ deep.

"The subject building is included on the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey. The
subject property is not a designated San Francisco Landmark nor located within a designated
local historic district pursuant to Article 10, nor is it listed nor has it been determined eligible for
listing on the National or California State register. The building is considered a Category B
property (Requires Further Consultaion and Review) for the purposes of the Flanning
Department’s CEQA review procedures.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project involves excavation beneath the building to create a sub-basement floor
level, the enclosure of one (of two) garage opening on the El Camino del Mar fagade, the
alteration of window openings at the first floor level of the west primary fagade (facing 324
Avenue), the construction of a two-story projecting bay on the primary facade (facing 327
Avenue), the removal of a portion of the parapet on the secondary (El Camino del Mar) fagade,
the removal of a ¢1980 “solarium’ room on the roof, and the construction of a new rooftop
addition. The new bay and rooftop addition will add approximately 612 square feet to the
existing 2,494-square foot building.

BACKGROUND:

2007 - Building Permit Filed and Initial Environmental Review Conducted

The project sponsor submitted a building permit to perform the above-mentioned work in
January of 2007. Due to the property’s listing on the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural
Survey and the age of the building, Department staff reviewed the property as a historic resource
under CEQA. Preservation staff found the project to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties (the “Standards™) and, therefore, it did not have a significant
impact to the historic resource. The Department found the project to be categ()ncally exempt
under CEQA.

Pursuant to Section 311 of the Planning Code, a 30-day Notice of Building Permit Application with a
description of the project’s categorical exemption status was mailed to neighbors within a 150’
radius of the project, as well as posted on the site, on December 19, 2007.

2008 - Discretionary Review Filed -
In January 2008, dxscrehonary Review (“DR”) was fﬂed by three requestors:
» Sanford Garfmkel owner of 855 EI Camino del Mar located adjacent and east of the

property.
* Chine Hui, owner of 110 32" Avenue located adjacent and south of the property.

TN
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o Norman Kondy, President of Lincoln Park Homeowners Association and owner of 271
32+ Avenue.

The issues raised by the DR Requestors focused on the massing of the proposed rooftop addition
and its impact to light, air, and view access at adjacent properties, as well as the overall design
conformity with the surrounding neighborhood character.

2009 - Additional Environmental Review Conducted

As a result of some of the neighbor concerns about the design, the Department requested that the
project sponsor submit a formal Environmental Evaluation application so that the project could
be further analyzed. On March 30, 2009, the Project Sponsor filed a formal Environmental
Evaluation application under Case No. 2007.0129E. A Certificate of Determination was issued on
March 4, 2009 finding that the project was categorically exempt from CEQA under Class 1
[Section 15301(e)(1)] and would have no adverse impact to the historic resource. The certificate
was issued in conjunction with the Historic Resource Evaluation Response memo dated April 6,
2009.

Since the April 2009 exemption, the project sponsor made several modifications to the proposed
project, and as a result, the Department issued a second and final certificate on May 19, 2009 in
conjunction with the Historic Resource Evaluation Response memo dated May 18, 2009.

The Department’s determination was based upon information provided in the Historic Resource
Evaluation report prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck on March 25, 2009 (see Attachiment B). Staff
first found that the propexty is a historic resource under CEQA - that itis eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources as the work of a master architect (Joseph Esherick) and
as a work that possesses high artistic values as an excellent and well-preserved example of the
Second Bay Region Tradition style.

Staff further determined that the project is consistent with all aspects of the Standards and that it
will not cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the
building would be materially impaired (pursuant to CEQA. Section 15064.5). In particular, staff
found that the project meets the following Standards:

Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The
removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships
that characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of 100 32" Avenue will be retained and preserved through
the careful articulation of new features and the retention of most distinctive
features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The
proposed additions will be compatible with and subordinate to the original
building design and will not detract from the building’s historic character. Also,
although several distinctive exterjor features will be altered, such as the height of
the entry opening, the removal/addition of several window openings, and the
routing of the chimney flue, staff found that the alterations of these features
would not detract from the overall building composition.
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Standard 3: Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

The contemporary design of the proposed vertical addition will clearly identify
the element as new and will preserve the sense of historical development for the
building. At the proposed bay, a more open window fenestration pattern will be
used to differentiate the element from the historic facade features while
maintaining a similar window opening size and cladding the feature in wood
shingles that will make it compatible with the historic design.

Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own
right will be retained and preserved.

The solarium addition to be removed has not gained historic significance.
Therefore, the project complies with this standard.

Standard 5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or
examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

The building exterior is primarily composed of off-the-shelf materials that are
not distinctive or examples of craftsmanship. The few distinctive features such as
the exposed firebox will be retained.

Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not
destroy histotic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the
property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.

Regarding the proposed rooftop addition, the new feature will relate to the
historic building through the use of wood cladding, framed openings, metal-
framed windows and doors, painted finishes, asymmetrical fenestration, and a
flat roof form. The scale and location of the addition will allow the three-story
form of the historic building to continue to be read, and the volume of the
addition will not overwhelm the scale of the existing building or interrupt the
rhythm of heights and volumes within the streetscape. Also, the proposed
setbacks at the addition’s juncture with the existing stair tower will allow this
historic feature to remain a strong vertical element of the facade.

Regarding the proposed bay and balcony at the primary (32" Avenue) facade,
the new features will be compatible with the asymmetry and varied planes of the
fagade. The bay feature will relate well to the existing projection at the northern
half of the facade without competing with the larger and more prominent
historic form. Also, the placement of the bay will also respect the strong central
vertical line created by the historic stair tower. Similarly, the proposed balcony -
will relate well to the existing balcony features on the building and will work to
balance the massing of the fagade with the newly incorporated bay above. This -
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feature will also obscure the new glazing of the proposed doors behind and
maintain the overall solid appearance of the west facade. ‘

Regarding the various fenestration and door changes, staff finds that the
proposed new features are in keeping with the modest and vernacular character
of the historic building. Staff finds that the proposed basement and first floor
windows are appropriately designed in terms of material, size, proportion and
details to be compatible with the existing random but balanced fenestration
pattern and the overall feeling and design of the building. Regarding the
proposed entry changes, the design will maintain the simple lines and
transparency of the original feature (original door is not extant} as well as the
historic canopy feature, Lastly, staff finds that the garage doors to be removed
are not unique or distinctive features and may be replaced without detracting
from the historic character of the building. ‘

Because the project was found to meet the Standards, the Department determined that the project
did not have an adverse impact to the historic resource and issued-a categorical exemption on
May 19, 2009,

20609 - Discretionary Review Hearing and Action

On June 4, 2009, the Planning Commission conducted a DR hearing to consider the project. The
Comimission approved the project with a modification to the proposed windows along the west
fagade to make the appearance of the windows more consistent with the existing building. After
these changes were made to the plans, the Department approved the Building Permit Application
on August 7, 2009.

2009 - Building Permit Application and Variance Decision Appealed

On September 25, 2009, Sanford Garfinkel appealed the issuance of the building permit {(Appeal
No. 09-105) to the Board of Appeals, and, on November 12, 2009, Garfinkel appealed the Variance
Decision letter (Appeal No. V09-132) to the Board of Appeals. The Board upheld both the
building permit approval and the granting of the variance at the February 3, 2010 hearing. The
Appellant filed a re-hearing request on February 16, 2010 for the building permit appeal which
was continued to the call of the Chair at the March 3, 2010 hearing pending a decision on the
Categorical Exemption appeal. -

=+

CEQA GUIDELINES:

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.

221084: Guidelines shall list classes of projects exempt from this Act.
% California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3.
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CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1) (Existing Facilities), or Class 1, provides an exemption
from environmental review for additions to existing structures provided that the addition will
not result in an increase of more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structure before the
addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever is less. The proposed project would involve the addition
of approximately 612 square feet. Therefore, the proposed addition would be exempt under Class
1.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(f) does not allow a categorical exemption to be used for a
project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.
Accordingly, the Department evaluated whether the building here would be considered a historic
resource. If it is considered a historic resource, the Departmnent would be required to consider
whether the Project would result in a substantial adverse change to the building's significance as
a historic resource. '

With regard to historic resource review under CEQA, the first step in the evaluation process is to
- determine whether there is a historic resource present. Public Resources Code Section 21084.1
(Historical Resources) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (Determining the Significance of
Impacts on Historical and Unique Archaeological Resources) detail what gialifies as a historic
resource under the Act.

The second step (if necessary) in the CEQA review process is to determine whether the action or
project proposed would cause a “substantial adverse change” to the historic resource. Section
15064.5 CEQA defines a substantial adverse change as one may have a significant effect on the
environment.

“Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource means
the physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource of
its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historical resource
would be materially impaired.”* |

Department Analysis of 100 32" Avenue
After reviewing the report submitted by Kelley & VerPlanck and additional material in the
record, the Department determined that 100 32 Avenue is a historic resource as an individual
landmark. The building appears eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 as
" the work of a master architect (Joseph Esherick) and as a work that possesses high artistic values
as an excellent and well-preserved example of the Second Bay Region Tradition style. Although
the building is not yet 50 years old, Kelley & VerPlanck demonstrated that sufficient time has
passed and sufficient scholarship has occurred to understand the building’s historical
importance. There is substantial evidence in the record to support these conclusions, both in the
Kelley & VerPlanck réport and the Department's analysis.

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planning Department then _
assessed whether the proposed project would have an adverse impact to the historic resource. As

4 Ibid. 15064.5(b)(1): Determining the Significance of Impacts on Historical and Umque
Archaeological Resources. :
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noted above, the Department determined that the proposed project would be consistent with the
Standards, and thus not have an adverse impact to the historic resource.

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concerns raised in the March 1, 2010 Appeal Letter are cited in a summary below and are
followed by the Department’s responses.

Issue #1: The Appellant states that the subject building is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places and State Registers of Historical Resources.

Response #1: The Department has always majntained that 100 327 Avenue is eligible for listing
on the California Register. While the Kelley & VerPlank report discussed the possibility of the
building being eligible for the National Register, the Department’s CEQA review procedures only
require evaluation of historic significance under the California Register. For the purposes of
CEQA, eligibility for listing on the California Register alone qualifies the property as a historic
resource. Therefore, the property was reviewed by the Department as a historic resource.

There is no disagreement with the Appellant the property is a historic resource under CEQA.

Issue #2: Appeliant states that ...”the project does not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.” The Appeliant goes on to state that “[t]he project adversely changes the work of a
master architect...[t}he Project is a radical alteration of his design and work...[t]he addition of a
new row of windows at the top floor on both facades and changing the shape and size of the
lower windows forever changes the architecture and design from Esherick...[a}jdding a fourth
floor and a fifth floor deck and redesigning the fagade and windows is an unacceptable negative
environmental impact on this historic resource.”

Response #2: Under the CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5(3), projects that follow(s) the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings
“shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical
resource.”> :

The Department maintains that the project meets the Standards and will not adversely impact the
subject historic resource or its ability to convey its historic significance as the work of a master
architect and as a work that possesses high artistic values as an excellent and well-preserved
example of the Second Bay Region Tradition style.

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Section
15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects
shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines
Section 15604(£)(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

5 See 15064.5.
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constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts,
reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by
facts.” -

The Appellant has not offered credible, expert opinion supported by specific facts supporting the
claim that the project does not meet the Standards. In contrast, the Department has provided a
detailed analysis as to how the project does meet the Standards (see pages 3-5 above and pages 3-
5 of the Categorical Exemption Determination}.

Issué #3: The Appellant states that “[t}he review of this project and the impacts it has on the
value of this rare single family home...have not been fully appreciated or fleshed out by the
Department. There is no mention of the facade changes or fifth floor deck and how those new
features can possibly pass muster under the [Standards].” The Appellant also claims that no
visibility studies were providéd.

Response #3: As noted above, the project impacts are evaluated per the Standards and the facade
changes are specifically addressed in the analysis under Standard 9. The “fifth floor deck”
referred to by the Appellant is noted on'the page A2.2 and A2.3 of the plans (Attachment C) and
was analyzed as part of the vertical addition in the Department’s evaluation under Standard 9.
The roof deck is part of the flat roof design, which was found to be an appropriate form for an
addition to the Esherick design. The form reduces the bulk of the addition while the proposed
glass railings minimize their visibility.

Regarding visibility studies, a physical model of the project was provided by the Project Sponsor
and used in the Department’s analysis.

Issue #4: The Appellant states that the Project Sponsor’s historic preservation consultant finds
that the Project “violates numerous provisions of the [Standards] for alteration of 'historic
resources.” '

Response #4: The report cited by the Appellant was submitted in March 2009 and was based on
a previous iteration of the project. Based on the finding by the consultant that a few aspects of
the project did not conform with the Standards, the Project Sponsor revised the project to
eliminate those components. Specifically, Kelley & VerPlanck identified several elements of the
design in their March 2009 evaluation as not complying with Standard 2, which calls for
distinctive materials and features that characterized the property to be retained. These elements
were the proposed entry alterations, the proposed divided-light windows above the entry, and
the removal of the original garage door. In the revised design the original entry is maintained, the
proposed windows are eliminated, and the garage doors are maintained. These alterations
resulted in a Project that more closely conforms to the Standards.

The amended project was submitted and reviewed in the Department’s May 2009 environmental
‘determination (Attachment A). While the consultant did not submit a formal review of the
revised project, it should be noted that the revised project directly addressed the issues presented in
the March 2009 report. The Department found that the revised project met the Standards, and
thus was exempt from CEQA. '
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CONCILUSION

The Department conducted an in-depth and thorough analysis of 100 32" Avenue under the
CEQA Guidelines. The Department found that the building is a histori¢ resource and that the
proposed project meets the Secretary of the Inierior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. The Appellant has
not provided any substantial evidence to refute the conclusion of the Department.

For the reasons stated above and in the May 19, 2009 Certificate of 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
recommends that the Board uphold the Determination of Exemption/Exclusion from
Environmental Review and deny the appeal of the CEQA Determination.
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Certificate of Determination Suife 400
: % ns . San Francisco,
Exemption from Environmental Review | oAt o
. . Reception:
Case No.: 2007.0129E 415 558,637
Project Title: 100 3274 Avenue
Zoning: RH-1(D) (Residential, House, Single-Family, Detached) i?ﬁ 558640
' 40-X Height and Bulk District o
Block/Lot: 1312/008 : Planing
. Information:
Lot :9123. 2,4'65 square feet 115,558,637
Project Sponsor:  Alice Barkley, Luce Forward, LLF o
{(415) 356-4635
Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone — (415) 556-6625

shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

This Certificate of Determination supercedes the Certificate of Determination that was issued on March 4,
2009. The subject building is a four-story, single-family residence constructed in 1962 on an
approximately 2,465 square-foot lot. The proposed project involves excavation beneath the building to
create a sub-basement floor level; enclosure of one garage opening at the basement floor level; alteration

[Continued on the next page.]

EXEMPT STATUS:
Ca;tegorical Exemption, Class 1 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(e)(1))

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

1 do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

%MZ%// “7%7 / 7, Py

- ) VA
Bill Wycko Date
Environmental Review Officer

cc:  Alice Barkley, Project Sponsor Supervisor Alioto-Pier, District 2
Brett Bollinger, MEA Division Virna Byrd, M.D.E.
Glenn Cabreros, Neighborhood Planning Division Distribution List

Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION {continued):

of fenestration at the first floor level of the west fagade; construction of a projecting bay at the second
floor level of the west facade; and expansion of the third floor level to the north and south. The bay and
third floor additions will add approximately 612 square feet to the existing 2,494-square foot building.
The project site is located on the southeast corner of El Camino del Mar and 32°¢ Averute in the Sea Cliff
neighborhood. '

REMARKS (continuedy):

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the
California Environmental Quality Act‘(CEQA), the Planning Department determined that the building
located on the project site is a historical resource. The subject building is a four-story, wood-framed,
Second Bay Region Tradition-style single-family residence constructed in 1962 and designed by Joseph
Esherick. Under the Planning Department’s CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources, the
proposed property is classified as a Category B property requiring further consultation and review. As
described in the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum! (attached), the 100 32 Avenue
property appears to be eligible for individual kisting in the California Register under Criterion C
(Architecture) as the work of a master (Joseph Esherick) and as a work that possesses high artistic values
as an excellent and well-preserved example of the Second Bay Region Tradition style?

The 100 32" Avenue building exhibits a high degree of historic integrity, retaining its location,
association, design, workmanship, setting, feeling, and materials. The building has undergone few
alterations since its construction and retains a high level of historical significance. The only minor
exterior change that has occurred is the construction of a rooftop solarium, which is minimally visible
from the street and can easily be removed. '

The project proposes to construct a three-story side horizontal addition and to enlarge the existing partial
fourth floor, adding approximately 612 additional square feet to the existing 2,494-square foot building.
At its widest point, the three-story side addition would project five feet from the existing 32" Avenue
facade.

Since the building was determined to be a historic resource, the Planning Department assessed whether

the proposed project would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation of

' Historic Properties (Standards). It was determined that the proposed project would be consistent with the
Standards for the following reasons. ‘

1 Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Brett Bollinger, Planner,
Major Environmental Analysis, May 15, 2009. :
2 Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, LLC. Lowe Residence: Historic Resource Emluatzon
March 25, 2009. This report is on file and available for public review by appointment at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, as part of Case File No. 2007.0129E. -

SAN ERANGISCO . 2
PLANNING DEBPASTMENT ] ‘
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Standard 1.
A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change to its
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The proposed project will maintain the single-family use of the property.

Standard 2.
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of the building will be retained and preserved through the careful articulation
of new features and the retention of most distinctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The proposed additions will be compatible with and subordinate to the
original building design and will not detract from the building’s historic character. Also, although
several distinctive exterior features will be altered, such as the height of the entry opening, the
removal/addition of several window openings, and the routing of the chimney flue, staff found that
the alterations of these features would not detract from the overall building composition.

‘Standard 3.
Each property will be recogriized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense
of historical developrent, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not
be undertaken.

The contemporary design of the proposed vertical addition will clearly identify the element as new
and will preserve the sense of historical development for the building. At the proposed bay, a more
open window fenestration pattern will be used to differentiate the element from the historic facade

 features while maintaining a similar window opening size and cladding the feature in wood shingles
that will make it compatible with the historic design.

Standard 4. '
Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their oum right will be retained and preserved.

The solarium addition to be removed has not gained historic significance. Therefore, the project
complies with this standard.

Standard b.
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples. of craftsmanship. that
characterize a property will be preserved.

The building exterior is primarily composed of off-the-shelf materials that are not distinctive or
examples of craftsmanship. The few distinctive features such as the exposed firebox will be retained.

Standard 9. _
New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materigls, features, and
spatial velationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Exemption from Environmental Review . ' Case No. 2007.0129E
106 3244 Avenue

compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity
of the property and its environment.

Regarding the proposed vertical addition, the new feature will relate to the historic building through
the use of wood cladding, framed openings, metal-framed windows and doors, painted finishes,
asymimetrical fenestration, and a flat roof form. The scale and location of the addition will allow the
three-story form of the historic building to continue to be read, and the volume of the addition will
not overwhelm the scale of the existing building or interrupt the rhythm of heights and volumes
within the streetscape. Also, the proposed setbacks at the addition’s juncture with the existing stair
tower will allow this historic feature to remain a strong vertical element of the facade.

. Regarding the proposed bay and balcony at the west elevation, the new features will be compatible
with the asymmetty and varied planes of the facade, The bay feature will relate well to the existing
projection at the northern half of the facade without competing with the larger and more prominent
historic form. Also, the placement of the bay will also respect the strong central vertical line created
by the historic stair tower. Similarly, the proposed balcony will relate well to the existing balcony
features on the building and will work to balance the massing of the fagade with the newly
incorporated bay above. This feature will also obscure the new glazing of the proposed doors behind
and maintain the overall solid appearance of the west facade.

Regarding the various fenestration and door changes, staff finds that the proposed new features are
in keeping with the modest and vernacular character of the historic building. Staff finds that the
proposed basement and first floor windows are appropriately designed in terms of material, size,
proportion and details to be compatible with the existing random but balanced fenestration pattern
and the overall feeling and design of the building. Regarding the proposed entry changes, the design
will maintain the simple lines and transparency of the original feature (original door is not extant) as
well as the historic canopy feature. Lastly, staff finds that the garage doors to be removed are not
unique or distinctive features and may be replaced without detracting from the historic character of
the building.

Standard 10. _
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

The new additions may be removed and the facades may be restored without harm to the integrity of
the property. '

The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 612 square feet to the existing 2,494~
square-foot building. With the addition, the building would be approximately 3,106 square feet in size.
CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(e){1), or Class 1, provides an exemption from environmental
review for additions to existing structures provided that the addition will not result in an increase of
more than 50 percent of the floor area of the structure before the addition, or 2,500 square feet, whichever
is less. The proposed project would involve the addition of approximately 612 square feet. Therefore, the
proposed addition would be exempt under Class 1. ' '

SAN FRANGISCO ‘ . ' ' 4
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2007.0129E
100 32 Avenue

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that 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, The property is an historic resource; however, the proposed
addition would not cause a substantial change to the resource. There are no other unusual circumstances
surrounding the current proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The
proposed project would have no significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under
‘the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from -
environmental review.

SAN FRANCISCO ‘ . 5
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 Mission .
San Francisco,
CA 34103-2479
MEA Plamner: Brett Bollinger Reception:
Project Address: . 160 325 Avenue . _ #15.558.6378
Block/Lot: 1312/008 - ‘
Case No.: ' 2007.0129E 415.558.6400
Diate of Review: May 15, 2009
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Shelley Caltagirone :)nlfanm?jar;?tionz
(415) 558-6625 | shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org 415.558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT [ ] Demolition Xl Alteration

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to alter the existing four-story, single-family residence. The work includes excavating
berieath the building to create a sub-basement; enclosing one garage opening at the basement floor;
altering fenestration at the first floor level of the west fagade; constructing a projecting bay at the second
“floor level of the west fagade; and expanding the third floor level to the north and south. The bay and
third floor additions will result in approximately 612 additional square feet. The current proposal, shown
in drawings A0.1 through A3.1, dated May 18, 2009 and prepared by Bernardo Urquieta Architects,
replaces a previous proposal reviewed by the Department in Historic Resource Evaluation Response
Memio dated April 6, 2009.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The subject building, constructed in 1962, is included on the Planning Department’s 1976 Architectural
Survey with a rating of 3. It is not listed on any historic resource surveys or listed on any local, state or
national registries. The building is considered a Category B property (Requires Further Consultation and
Review) for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). ‘

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of El Camino Del Mar and 32 Avenue in
an RH-1(D) (Residential, House, One-Family, Detached) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The -
property is located in the northwestern corner of the Sea Cliff neighborhood near Lincoln Park. While the
immediately surrounding neighborhood character is architecturally varied, both adjacent buildings are of
a contemporary architectural style.

The Sea Cliff neighborhood is distinguished from the rest of the Outer Richmond by its City Beautiful-
inspired planning, including the curvilinear street pattern and cohesive architectural character.!

' Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting, LLC. Lowe Residence: Historic Resource Evaluation.
March 25, 2009, p. 36.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response o CASE NO. 2007.0129E
May 15, 2009 100 32™ Avenue

Development of the neighborhood began after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire which pushed many city
residents to outer lands of San Francisco. The earliest subdivisions of the property were in 1906, 1908,
and 1913.2 The sale of lots in the Sea Cliff subdivision was undertaken by builder and developer Haxry B.
Allen Buyers of lots within Sea Cliff could either commission their own homes subject to approval by
the developer or hire Allen & Company to build them one. This resulted in neighborhood with a high
level of architectural consistency in terms of scale, setbacks, materials, style, and age as well as unique
architect-designed homes. Development appears to have continued through to 1930 The subject
property remained vacant until it was purchased by the Lowe family in 1960 after which they engaged
Joseph Esherick to design and construct a single-family home?

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing datn and research provided to the Planning Department by the above
named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or ‘ [ Yes No [ ]Unable to determine

Persons: or [Jyes No [ ]Unable to determine
Architecture:or Yes D No D Unable to determine

Information Potential: [_] Further investigation recommended.
District or Context: || Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context
If Yes; Perfod of significance: 1962

The subject property located at 100 32°¢ Avenue appears to be eligible for listing on the California
Register as an individual resource. Below is a brief evaluation of the subject property against the
criteria for inclusion on the California Register. Please refer to the Lowe Residence Historic Resource
Evaluation report prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck for a fuller description of the property’s historical
significance. : ' '

Criterion 1: It is 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;
~ Research presented in the Lowe Residence Historic Resource Evaluation report prepared by Kelley &
VerPlanck does not indicate that the building is associated with any significant historical events. Asa
- latecomer to the Sea Cliff neighborhood, the building does not represent the historical pattern that
resulted in the development of the area.®

ZIbid, p. 19.

3 Ibid, p. 20.
s Thid, p. 22.
s Ibid, p. 23.
¢ Ibid, p- 30.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO, 2007.0125E
May 15, 2009 100 32™ Avenue

Criterion 2: It is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or national -
past; i

Research presented in the report does not indicate that any of the owners or others associated with
the building was an histoxically important person.”

Criterion 3: It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

The subject building is a four-story, wood-framed, Second Bay Region Tradition-style single-famnily
residence constructed in 1962 and designed by Joseph Esherick.® As such, the property appears to be
eligible for listing in the California Register as the work of a master (Joseph Esherick) and as a work
that possesses high artistic values as an excellent and well-preserved example of the Second Bay
Region Tradition style® Although the building is not yet 50 years old, Kelley & VerPlanck have '
demonstrated that sufficient time has passed and sufficient scholarship has occurred to understand
the building’s historical importance. '

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;
It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history X

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of
significance noted above: '

Location: Retains | ] Lacks Setting: Retains [ ] Lacks
Association: Retains | ] Lacks Feeling: Retains [ | Lacks
Pesign: Retains | ] Lacks . Materials: Retains [ | Lacks

Workmanship: X| Retains [ ] Lacks

The building has undergone few alterations since its construction and retains a high leve! of historical
significance. The only minor exterior change that has occuired is the construction of a rooftop
solarium which is miinimally visible from the street and can easily be removed.!

3. Determination of whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA.

D No Resource Present (Go to 6 below.) @ Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

7 Ibid, p. 31.
o Ibid, p. 5-14.
¢ Ibid, p. 31.
0 Thid, p. 32.
" Ibid, p. 33.
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4.

If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project is consistent
with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards or if any proposed modifications would materially
impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which }ushfy the
property s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

<] The project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. (Go to 6 below.)
Optional: See attached explanation of how the project meets standards.

[ ] The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards; however the project will
not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such that the
significance of the resource would be materially unpazred (Continue to 5 if the project is an
alteration.)

[T The project is NOT consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and is a 51gn1f1cant
impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.)}

Staff finds that the project is consistent with all aspects of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards) and that it will not cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such
that the significance of the building would be materially impaired. Although Kelley & VerPlanck did
not evaluate the current project in their March 2009 report, staff met with architectural historian Chris
VerPlanck on May 8, 2009 to evaluate the revised project. Staff concurred with Mr. VerPlanck that
the revised project has overall a smaller impact to the historic resource than the previous project and
that the revised project meets the Standards. The following is an analysis of the proposed project per
the applicable standards. :

Standard 1.
A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change fo ifs
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial velationships.

The proposed project will maintain the single-family use of the property.

Standard 2. : :
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or
alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided.

The historic character of the buijlding will be retained and preserved through the careful articulation
of new features and the retention of most distinctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The proposed additions will be compatible with and subordinate to the

original building design and will not detract from the building’s historic character. Also, although

several distinctive exterior features will be altered, such as the height of the entry opeéning, the
removal/addition of several window openings, and the routing of the chimney flue, staff found that
the alterations of these features would not detract from the overall building composition.

Standard 3.

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Chuanges that create a false sense
of historical development, such as addmg conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not
be undertaken.

SAN FRANCISCO ’ . ' 4
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The contemporary design of the proposed vertical addition will clearly identify the element as new
and will preserve the sense of historical development for the building. At the proposed bay, a more
open window fenestration pattern will be used to differentiate the element from the historic fagade
features while maintaining a sirnilar window opening size and ciaddmg the feature in wood shingles
that will make it compatible with the historic design.

Standard 4.
Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and 'preseroed

The solarium addition to be removed has not gained historic significance. Therefore, the project
complies with this standard.

Standard 5.
Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techmques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property will be preserved. -

The building exterior is primarily composed of off-the-shelf materials that are not distinctive or
examples of craftsmanship. The few distinctive features such as the exposed firebox will be retained.

Standard 9. 7
New gdditions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and
spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work will be differentiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity
of the property and its environment.

Regarding the proposed vertical addition, the new feature will relate to the historic building through
the use of wood cladding, framed openings, metal-framed windows and doors, painted finishes,
asymmetrical fenestration, and a flat roof form. The scale and location of the addition will allow the
three-story form of the historic building to continue to be read, and the volume of the addition will
not overwhelm the scale of the existing building or interrupt the rhythm of heights and volumes
within the sireetscape. Also, the proposed setbacks at the addition’s juncture with the existing stair
tower will allow this historic feature to remain a strong vertical element of the fagade. '

Regarding the proposed bay and balcony at the west elevation, the new features will be compatible
with the asymmetry and varied planes of the fagade. The bay feature will relate well to the existing
projection at the northern half of the fagade without competing with the larger and more prominent
historic form. Also, the placement of the bay will also respect the strong central vertical line created
by the historic stair tower. Similarly, the proposed balcony will relate well to the existing balcony
features on the building and will work to balance the massing of the facade with the newly
incorporated bay above. This feature will also obscure the new glazing of the proposed doors behind
- and maintain the overall solid appearance of the west facade.

Regarding the various fenestration and door changes, staff finds that the proposed new features are
in keeping with the modest and vernacular character of the historic building. Staff finds that the
proposed basement and first floor windows are appropriately designed in terms of material, size,
proportion and details to be compatible with the existing random but balanced fenestration pattern
and the overall feeling and design of the building. Regarding the proposed entry changes, the design
will maintain the simple lines and transparency of the original feature (original door is not extant) as
well as the historic canopy feature. Lastly, staff finds that the garage doors to be removed are not

sal FRANGISCO ‘ 5
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unique or distinctive features ancl may be replaced Wzthout detracting from the historic character of
the building,.

Standard 10.
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed
in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.

The new additions may be removed and the facades may be restored without harm to the integrity of
the property. '

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order o avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mitigate the project’s adverse effects.

The character-defining featuresof the building to be retained or respected are its stepped, rectangular
massing, wood-frame and plywood construction, asymmetrical fenestration pattern, flat roof with
penthouse, cedar shingled exterior finish, painted aluminum ribbon windows with central sliding
lights and operable casements, entry porch, articulated stair tower, the concrete step path and
remaining historic plantings.®

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
adjacent historic properties.

D Yes No [:I Unable to determine

The proposed alteration of the subject building will not have an adverse effect on any off-site
historical resources.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR RE.VIEW

Signature: J’}’)ﬁ. Y ; : | : Date: 5 /8 -09

Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator

e Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission
Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

5C: GADOCUMENTS\ Cases\CEQA \HRER\2007.0125E_ 100 32nd Awve_revision.doc

# Thid, p. 39-40.
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Lowe Residence

Historic Resource Evaluation
San Francisco, California

l. NTRODUCTION

This Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) has been prepared by Kelley and VerPlanck, LLC at the
request of the San Francisco Planning Department for a dwelling located at 100 32™ Avenue
(865 Et Camino del Mar) in San Francisco’s Sea Cliff neighborﬁbod {Figure 1). The four-story,
wood-frame, Second Bay Region Tradition-style residence is located on Assessors Parcel
Number 1312/008, on the southeast corner of 32™ Avenue and Ei Camino del Mar. Historically
known as the Lowe Residence, the dwelling was designed by San Francisco architect Joseph
Esherick and built in 1962 for Gustav and Elizabeth Lowe (éometimes speiled Lowenhaupt). The
current owners of the building, Mr. Tim Fredel and Ms. Jennifer King, have proposed to build two
additions on the existing dwelling to add roughly 612 square feet of living and storage space.
Designed. by architect Bernardo Urquieta, a former employee of Esherick, Homsey, Dodge, &
Davis from 1983-88 (Appendix ltem A); the additions are intended to complement Esherick’s
original design. This HRE provides a detailed description and historical context for the Lowe
Residence, documents its existing historic status and evaluates its eligibility for listing in the
Cailifornia Register of Historical Resources (California Register), National Register of Historic
Places (National Register), and local desagnatfon under Article 10 of the San Francisco Planmng
Code. The report concludes with an assessment of the project for compliance with the Secretary

of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

»

Figure 1. Lowe Residence, view toward south
Source: KVP Consulting

March 25,2008 Kelley & VerPlanck
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Lowe Residence

Historic Resource Evaluation
’ San Francisco, California

Il. CURRENT HISTORIC STATUS

This ‘'section examines the national, state, and jocal historical ratings assigned fo the Lowe

Residence.

A. Depariment of City Planning Architectural Quality Survey

The San Francisco Department of City Planning’s Architectural Quality Survey (AQS), or 1976
Survey, was a reconnaissance survey that examined the enfire Cily and County of San Francisco
fo identify and rate architecturally significant buildings and sfructures. No research was performed
and the potential historical significance of a resource was not considered. Ratings range from “0”
(contextually significant) to 5" (individually significant). Architectural significance was defined in
the survey methodology as a combination of variables, including design features, confribution to
the urban design context, and overall environmental significance. When completed, the 1976
Architectural Suwey was believed fo represent the tfop 10 percent of the cily’s building
stock. Additionally, buildings rated "3” or higher were thought fo represent the top
2 percent. The survey was adopted by the Board of Supervisors under Resolution No. 7831 in
1977 and the Planning Department has been directed to use i, although the methodology is
inconsistent with current CEQA Guidelines PRC 5024.1{g). For the City's CEQA purposes,
properties listed in the survey are considered worthy of “further consultation and review.”

The 1976 Survey is notable in that it did not establish a chronological cut off date of any kind;
therefore buildings that were of recent vintage in 1976 were included if the surveyors deemed
them architecturally significant. Accordingly, the Lowe Residence — only 14 years old at the time —
was inciuded in the 1976 Survey. The surveyors gave the building especially high marks in re'gard
to its relationship with surrounding buildings and as a contributor to the overall streetsca;ﬁe, with a
summary architectural quality rating of “3” out of a tofal possible rating of 5. As mentioned above,
this rating puts the building within the top 2% of the city’s architecture,

B. California Histforical Resource Sfatus Code

Properties listed or under review by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP)
are assigned Status Codes from “1” to “7” as a baseline record of historical significance.
Properties with a Status Code of “1” are listed in the California Register or the National Register.
Properties with a Status Code of “2" have been formally determined eligible for listing in either
register. Properties with a Status Code of “3” or “4" appear o be eligible for listing in either
register through survey evaluation. Properties with a Status Code of "5" are typically locally
significant or of contextual importance. Status Codes of “6” indicate that the property has been

March 25, 2009 . Kelley & VerPlanck
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determined ineligible for listing in efther register and a rating of “7" indicates that the property has
not yet been evaluated. The Lowe Residence has not been assigned a Caiifornia Register Status
Code.

Hl. DESCRIPTION

A. Site

Located at the northwestern cormer of the Sea Cliff neighborhood near Lincoln Park, the Lowe
" Residence enjoys views of the Golden Gate, Baker Beach, and the Marin Headlands. Lincoln

Park is located half a block west of the subject property. The overall character of the

neighborhood is determined in large part by its dramatic views, picturesque and landscaped

curvilinear streets, and large lots .

with ample landscaping.

In contrast to many of its neighbors,
the Lowe Residence occupies a ?
small 2,465 square-foot lot on the
southeast corner of 32™ Avenue and
Ei Camino del Mar. The present
configuration is the result of é 1964

i orLe : i
B B S
. 1
|
i

-
]

lot split that created two smaller lots [} %
(7 and 8) out of a larger iot. The '

e e,
ity

residence occupies the majority of !
the Iot, leaving a 15 deep ‘
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landscaped garden to the west and
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b
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iy WA BRI

a staggered 15" setback at the front
(north) side of the Iot, which is
presertly occupied by two concrete
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driveways and a concrete planting

¢
)
;
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bed. Narrow, 3' sethacks separate W :
the subject property from its ! ' %
M 5 CL XET PR

. " g :
neighbors to the south and to the #ae
east {Figure 2). ,

: Figure 2. Lowe Residence site plan
Source: Esherick Architects
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The primary facade of the Lowe Residence faces north toward El Camino del Mar and is sef back
about 15 from the sidewalk. This fagade is amply fenestrated and faces the Golden Gate and is
therefore the location of the primary
living spaces within the interior.
However, the primary pedestrian
entrance is located on the west side
of the residence facing 32™ Avenue.
A paved concrete walkway leads
from the sidewalk to a concrete
landing and sheltered porch near
-the center of this facade. Gardens
are located fo either side of the
walkway (Figure 3). The gardens
‘are bounded by a stacked stone

Sou’;';gel:fm gz;d:;ﬁng' 4 fetailing wall of  unknown

provenance located at the northwest

corner of the property. A wood slat fence bounds the southerly section of the yard, also the
lacation of a concrete Lincoln Highway marker that predates the house. The marker indicates the
western terminus of the Lincoln Highway, the first. trariscontinental highway established in the
United States in 1913 Onglnai!y designed by Bay Area landscape architect Geraldine Knight
Scott the gardeans contam several mature pines, including a Japanese black pine and a Monterey
pine in the north garden and a smaller Japanese black pine fo the south.? These trees and the
concrete walkway appear to be the only surviving elements of the original landscape plan, which
based on historic photographs, appears fo have been shaded out by the mature trees. Today,
several non-historic shade-tolerant plantings are located throughout the garden. Original
drawings show concrete stepping stones running from 32™ Avenus to the rear entrance along the

southetly property line. This feature was replaced by a brick patio at a later date.

B. Exterior

The Lowe Residence is a four-story, wood-frame, modernist dwelling designed in the Second Bay
Region Tradition (Figure 4). As mentioned above, the primary facade faces north foward El
Camino de! Mar and is two bays wide. Due to the irregular northerly lot line, which juts inward in a
southwesterly direction, the north fagade is staggered so that the left {east bay) profects out 7’
beyond the right (west) bay, the overall effect being that the facade organization resembles a

% Photographs taken of the house ca. 1972 show the thres young frees surrotinded by planting beds with flowering shrubs. The stone wall
does 5ol appear in these pholographs. The flowering shrubs were presumably shiaded out by the pines and replaced.

March 25, 2009 . Kelley & VerPlanck
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fraditional  San  Francisco
rowhouse, with a projecting bay
window and a recessed
secondary - bay. The
fenestration of the north facade
is axceadingly simple, |
consisting of a palr of overhead
plywood garage doors recessed
within openings on the first floor
level, and modular  painted
aluminum sliding windows and
doors on the second and third

Figure 4. North facade

floor levels® The second floor (
Source: KVP Consuiting

level features a fourlight
aluminum ribbon window in the
left bay (the inner two sashes
are operable sliders) and an
aluminum sliding deor in the
right bay. The door opens out
onto  a narrow  3'-deep
bafcony/deck with a stes| tube
balustrade. The third floor level
features a fourdight ribbon
window Identical to the one at

the second floor level below and
2 tripartite aluminum window in
the right bay (the center sash is - Figure 5. West facacde

R Source: KVP Consulting
an operable slider). The north

fagade, as well as the rest of the exterior, is clad in naturally weathered cedar shingles. The north
fagade and the bay window terminate with aluminum coping trim. Visible from the opposite side of
the street is the upper portion of the ca. 1985 solarium on the roof of the building. The windows
and sheet mefal trim are painted black and the soffits on the underside of the bay windows are

white, the ariginat color scheme,

* To avoid confusion this HRE uses the floor naming convention in the current BRL plans which counts the garage level as the first fioor,
the main level as the second fioor, the bedroom level as the third fioor, and the' penthouse ievel as the fourth floor. This is in contrast to the
atiginal Esherick plans which labeled the garage level is the ground floor, the main tiving floor is the first floor, the bedroom floor as the .
sécond floor, and the penthouse level as tha third floor, : .
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The four-bay-long west fagade facing 32" Avenue is the secondary elevation of the building
(Figure 5). As opposed to the north fagade, which faces El Camino del Mar and the dramatic
northerly views, the west facade faces a secondary street and is the location of many of the
buiiding’s more functional spaces. Joseph Esherick’s firm was best-known for designing buildings
“from the inside out” and the west fagade reflects the fifmy's creed. As the location of many of the
building's functional spaces (entrance, fireplace, kitchen flue, étairs), the west facade is more
complicated than the north facade,; its articulation is suggestive of the building’s irfserna] “back-of-

hotise” spaces.

Figure 6. Portion of west facade Figure 7. Primary pedestrian entrance
Source: KVP Consulting Source: KVP Consulting

The left {north bay} is the return of the bay window on the north fagade. It is articulated by an
aluminum sliding door that opens onto the balcony on the secd_nd floor level and a two-light

aluminum sliding window on the third floor level.

The second bay in from the north is the location of the brick fireplace, which sits atop an
cantilevered concrete podium and is flanked on either side by large fixed aluminum windows. The
fireplace is made of a dark-colored Roman brick and the flue is made of black terra cotta {Figure
6). The flue extends upward through the living space of the house, exiting the roof above the
parapet. The third floor level above the fireplace contains a fwo-light aluminum sliding window.
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Moving south, the next bay contains the primary pedestrian enirance between the first and
second floor. levels. Presently contéining a solid-core wood door, the original plans illustrate a
glazed wood door in this location (Figure 7). To the right is a fixed aluminum sidelight and above
it is a cantilevered canopy and a single aluminum casement window. A pair of incandescent

Figure 8. Southemmost bay of west fagade
Source: KVP COnsuItmg

Figure 9. Portion of south facade
Source: KVP Consulting

security lights and the brass street numbers are
focated to the right of the sidefight. The rest of this
bay is a shingled stair tower that continues above the
roof parapet as a penthouse. The stair tower is.
capped by a plastic skyiight which illuminates the
interior stair with natural fight.

The fourth bay is the terminus of the west facade
{Figure 8). Due fo the natural grade change from
north to south, the first floor level is almost entirely
below grade in the fourth bay, with only a louvered

- vent penetrating the wall in this zone. Above it, af the

second floor level, is a narrow rectanguiar casement
window and a fwo-light aluminum slldmg window
ituminating the kitchen mmde The third floor level
contains a four-ight alurminum ribbon window (the two
center lights are operable silders) Indicating the
predomlnanﬂy functional nature of thls part of the
west facade is the electric meter and electriq service
receptacle near the south fagade. In addition, at the
fourth floor (penthouse) level is the utility stack
containing several louvered vents, the vent stack for
the kitchen and furnace flue, and the vent cap.

The south fagade faces a narrow 3 passage between
the Lowe Residence and the adjoining properiy to the
south (Figure 9). A wood stair provides access from
the yard o a secondary pedestrian entrance at the
second floor level. The otiginal plans indicate that the
door was fo be glazed but the existing door is solid-
core wood. Flanking the door to the left is an
aluminum siding window and to the right is a large
fixed .a!umin'u'm window. Above the pedestrian entry
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at the third floor level is an aluminum sliding window fliminating a bedroom. Ctherwise, the south

facade is shingled without other openings.

Similar to the south fagade, the east
fagade is separated from the
adjoining property by a 3" walkway.
Because the space is constricted
and difficult to access, it was not
photographed. Unlike the other three
facades, the east facade is not
divided into vertical bays; therefore it
makes more sense to describe sach
floor level separately. Due fo the

natural change in grade, the first

R

floor level, which is almost entirely Figiite 10. Notth walt of penthotse
above grade at the north end of the Source: KVP Consulting
fagade, is partially below grade at
the South end. The north end of the
ﬁrst ; 'ﬁp_o'r level s - Mndjow[eﬁss,
c'o})t_c ining only a s.n"lal“i" !_guv'efe&: vent
for ‘the garage. ‘T.'he: :'s'p',lith‘ end
cohféins a triparjtité alﬁm,iqt_:m sliding
. windbw "anq ‘a sing!é' aluminum
caé'ément. The second floor level is
also in.;indowless at the north end
wh,i[e the south end c_o'nftainé a

tripartite aluminum  sliding window

and a ’mfo_-fight aluminum  shiding

. . ) Figure 11. Solarium
window. The third floor level features Source: KVP Consulting

a two-light aluminum sliding window

at the south end and a row of more-or-less evenly spaced aluminum casement windows toward
the center of the wall. The northernmost section is windowless. The north wall of the roof-fop
penthouse is articulated by a louvered vent for the uiltity stack and a twoight aluminum sliding

window (Figure 10).

The fourth floor penthouse is part of the original design of the Lowe Residence but the
unpermitted sofarium is of unknown provenance. The penthouse is very small and contains only
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the uppermost portion of the main stair, the utility stack, and a small hall that is presently used as
a wet bar. The penthouse originally provided access to an open air deck. Early plans show the
deck surrounded on all sides by a 4’ glazed wind screen, According to comrespondence in the
Esherick Papers at UC Berkeley, the feature was eliminated af the last minute as a cost-savings
measure and consequently omitted from the final construction drawings. A similar feature was
installed by a subsquent owner in 1968. A photo taken of the property in 1975 as part of the
Planning Department’s Architectural Quality Survey shows a glazed wind wall located along the
west wall. This element was removed ca. 1985 when the majority of the deck was enclosed within

a glass solarium (Figure 11).

C. Interior

The interior of the Lowe Residence Es. generally quite well-preserved with the exception of the
utifitarian first floor level which has been incrementally remodeied over time. In contrast, the
second and third floor levels are Iai'gety intact, retaining the majority of their original plan, some
original flooring, and nearly all wall and ceiling materials and built-in casework.

The first floor level is predominantly dedicated to

storage and utilities, with a garage and shop at the
| north end, several large closets, a storage room, a
laundry room, and a non-original toilet room installed
in 1999,

The second floor level, which is accessed from the
'main entrafice by a dramatic wood obenir‘fsér' stair,
has uncférgone few visible alterations. It is the
primary daily living zone of the house, containing the
~ living room, dining room, kitchen, and former family
" room (presenily part of the kitchen). There is 'ai'i:so a
small toilet room and an entty hall facing the

stairwell. The entry hall features rough-sawn board

, s . . Figure 12, Stéir
paneling and a mosaic tile floor with tiles made by _ Source: KVP Consulting

Gladding-McBean.

The stair, with its stained Douglas fir 4 x 4 posts, 2 x 1 2 stringers, and 2 x 1(5 treads clad in cork,
is characteristic of Esherick's residential work and appears in several of his more high-profile
commissions (Figure 12). The stairwell walls are clad in painted (originally stained) rough-sawn
cedar planks and the space is iluminated by a roof-mourited skyfight and one window,
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The second floor is dominated by a large L-shaped living room that spans the entire width of the
house and extends south fo encompass approximately half the floorplate of the house. Organized
as an open-plan space, the room Is
ifuminated by large ribbon windows.
Buili-in Douglas fir hookshelves on
the east wall provide storage and a
primary architectural focus for this
wall (Figure 13). The primary
architectural focus of the west wall is
a simple brick fireplace with a
molded  concrete  hearth and
surround {Figure 14). The walls,
ceilings, and soffits are mostly made
of - gypsum board, as they are
ihroughout the majority of the
l_nte,no:r_.__However, the west wall of
“the living room is clad in painied
.'Fb?gh{sawn cedar planks. The
"-j:ﬁit'a“po_sition of manufactured and
'hat'urai materials was a hallmark of
the Second Bay Region Tradition.
The floors are varnished white oak,
as they are throughout most of the
house except for the kitchen, toilet

Figure 14, Living room looking west -~ - rooms, and utilitarian spaces.
Source: Brooke Duthie Photography .

" The dining room is located between ihe living room and the kitchen along the east wall of the
house. It is a small space with rough-sawn plank walls, non-historic cherry floors, and a gypsum
board ceiling finished In sprayed-on soundproofing materials. The west wall of the dining rocom
featwres a large built-in sideboard made of varnished Douglas fir. The space s illuminated by

what appears to be an original 1960s-era chandelier (Figure 15).

The kitchen is located at the southeast corner of the second floor level. As originally designed,
the kitchen proper was very compact, Most of its original features and materials remain intact,
including its rough-sawn paneling and wood cabinets with Formica countertops and brass-colored

pulls supplied by Schlage Lock Company of San Francisco (Figure §6).
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The kitchen flows seamlessly into the area marked on the original plans as the “Family Room.”
The room today serves as an extensién of the kitchen. The floors, which were originally vinyl, are
now clad in modern wood flooring. The walls and ceilings are gypsum board and the cabinets are
finished plywood with brass pulls. A small toilet room and broom closet open off the fémi{y room.

Figure 16. Kitchen looking east
Source: Brooke Duthie Photography . . -

Figure 15. Dining room looking north
Source: Brooke Duthie Photogra_phy
The third floor is the private realm of
the Lowe Residence. It contains three
bedrooms, a master bathroom, a

smaller bathroom, and several small Figure 17. Bedroom 1 looking north

closets. Bedroom 1, which is currently Source: Braoke Duthie Photography
used as a family room, occupies the
northeast corner of the floorplate (Figure 17). The room faces the front of the house and is
extensively glazed to take advantage of views of the Golden Gate. The room is appointed with
oak floors, gypsum board walls, and a bank of closets with stained Douglas fir doors and
shelving. Bedroom 2, which occupies the northwest corner of the floorplate, is similarly appointed
aithough it is much smaller due to thé infrusion of the enclosed fireplace flue within the space.
The third bedroom — originally a combined study and sleeping alcove - occupies the southern

third of the second floor. It is similar to the other two bedrooms in regard to materials and finishes.
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Bedroom 3 has its own toilet room which appears to be entirely original, retaining its original
cabinetry and plumbing fixtures. Sharing the cenfral plumbing stack is the master bathroom
located opposite the main stair.

BV. HisTORIC CONTEXT

A. Native American Context

Prior to the era of European contact, it has been estimated that between 7,000 and 10,000 Native
Americans inhabited the Bay Region. The Spanish called the indigenous inhabitants costefios, or
“coastal peoples.” Today the term Ohlone is preferred by thelr descendents. The Ohlone who
lived within what is now San Fraﬁcisco spoke a dialect called Ramaytush, which was probably
intelligible fo other Ohlone bands living as far away as the Sania Clara Valley and the East Bzay.4

The- Ohlone were semi-
nomadic people who
inhablied small seasonal
villages near streams and
tidal flats where they had
ready access io fresh waler
and food sources such as
waterfowt, fish, and various
kinds of shellfish (Figure 18).
Hunting small terresfrial and

Ot Wi Cng, n SEEtic andaig Hkems, 1598

Figure 18. Drawing of Ohlone winter camp manne mammals and
Source: University of California, Berkeley ga‘th ering seeds, nuis, roots,

shoots, and berries were also
important sources within the Ohlone diet. Oak trees provided one of the most important sources
of nuirients as suggested by the presence of grinding rocks and manos and metates near most

Ohlone settlements.”

It is uncertain when the first humans settled in the San Francisco area. Colder and less
hospitable than the Santa Clara Valley or the East Bay, the San Francisco Peninsula was
probably setiled at a later date than surrounding areas. The early history of Ohlone is difficult fo
ascertain due to the fact that many prehistoric sites have been built on top of or destroyed to

make way for buildings during various phases of the city’s history. The earliest known occupation

* Allen G. Pastron, Ph.D. and L. Dale Beevers, From Bullfights to Baseball: Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the
Valencia Gardens Hope VI Project (Caldand: unpublished repert, December 2002), 16.
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sites in San Francisco have been radio-carbon dated to about 5,000 to 5,500 years ago, and
prehistoric middens containing both burials and artifacts have been dated to 2,000 years ago.®

According to several sources, the northern part of the San Francisco Peninsula was located

within the Yelamu tribal territory of the Ohlone. The closest permanent Ohlone village to the Lowe
Residen_ce was called Chuichui and it was located on Mission Creek. The group of people who
lived at Chutchui would move seasonally to another village on San Francisco Bay called Sitlintac
to harvest shellfish on the tidal flats of what is now the Mission Bay area.” The area now
comprising Point Lobos — not even a mile west of the Lowe Residence — was focated within the
boundaries of the lands controlled by the Yelamu Ohlone. Although they did not have any
permanent villages in the afea, they used the coastal area around Point Lobos for seasonal
camps during shellfish gathering expeditions. These remains, located within the Point l.obos
Archeological Sites National Register district, consist primarily of shell middens.® Lobos Creek, a
year-round stream that empties into the Golden Gate along the boundary between the Presidio
and the Sea CIiff neighborhood was probably an important source of water for the Ohlone.

B. European Settlement
The first European settlements on the San Francisco Peninsula occurred in 1776 with the

simultaneous establishment of the Presidio of San Francisco by military authorities under the
leadership of Lisutenant José Moraga, and Mission Dolores by Franciscan monks under the
authority of Father Junipero Serra. The Presidio of San Francisco, the northernmost Spanish
mititary outpost iq Alta California, was located about two miles east of the Lowe Residence.
indeed, Spaniéh soldiers probably gathered wood and hunted for deer in what is now Sea CIiff.

The era of Spanish colonial rule was short; in 1821 Mexico dedared independence from Spain,
taking along with # the remote territory of Alta Califorhia. During the period of Mexican rule, a
s_mall village grew up around a dijsty plaza (now Portsmouth Plaza) near Yerba Buena Cove. The
village, also called Yerba Buena, served as a minor frading center inhabited by a few hundred
people of diverse nationalities. in 1839, a few streets were iaid oﬁt around the Plaza, allowing
setttement to expand partway up Nob Hifl. in 1846, civic authorities hired a surveyor named
Jasper O'Farrell fo lay out Market Street and to divide the land on either side of the wide artery

® lpid., 17. : :

8 “An Unvanished Stary: 5,500 Years of History in the Vicinity of Seventh & Mission Streets, San Francisco,” Unpublished paner prepared
by the Southeast Archasological Center, Natiohal Park Service: Binyfiyesw or.ons coviseacisiorehis kim

T Alten G. Pastron, Ph.D). and L. Dals Beevers, From Bullfights to Baseball: Archaeological Research Dasign end Treatment Plan for the
Valencla Gardens Hope VI Project (Oakland: unpublished report, December 2002), 18.

¥ Roger E. Kelly, National Register Nomination for Point Lobos Archeolagical Sites, prepared March 15, 1976, Section 7, p. 1.
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into blocks and lots. Blocks north of Market Street were laid out in smaller fifty-vara blocks,

whereas blocks south of Market were marked out in large one hundred-vara blocks.”

C. Sea Cliff

Outlying areas of the San Francisco Peninsula attracted interest despite the harsh weather and
towering sand dunes. In April 1845, a thirty-year-old resident of Yerba Buena named Benito Diaz
petitioned the last Mexican governor of California, Pio Pico, to grant him nearly two leagues of
land bounded roughly by the Pacific Ocean fo the west, San Francisco Bay to the north
{excepting the Presidic), Washerwoman's Lagoof fo the.east, and what is presently Golden Gate
Park to the south, encompassing what are now the Richmond, Sea Cliff, Presidio Heights, Laurel
Village, Pacific Heights, Cow Hollow, and Marina neighborhoods. After the American conquest of
California, Diaz moved fo Monterey and obtained a job at the Monterey Customhouse, where he
made the acquaintance of U.S. Consul General Thomas O. Larkin. On September 19, 1846, Diaz
sold his Rancho Punto de los Lobos to Larkin for $1,000 in gold coin.*

in 1848-49, the discovery gold in California led to the Gold Rush and the price of land in San
Francisco (Yerba Buena was renamed San Francisco in 1847) skyrbcketed. Larkin sold Rancho
Punto de los Lobos to Bethuel Phelps on September 19, 1849, for $50,000, realizing a
tremendous profit on his initial investment. Phelps was a réal estate invesior and speculator, who
along with Larkin, General Mariano Vallejo, and Robert Semple, had esta'blished Benicia in
Solano County. Part of the purchase agreement gave Larkin the right fo reserve a section of the
ranch (not o exceed $20,000 in value) for his own use. Phelps then subdivided the rancho into
fifty parcels with the infenifon of establishing a new fown on the northwestermn corner of the San
Francisco Peninsula. But first Larkin and Phelps would have fo prove title to the Mexican-era land
grani. In 1855, the State Land Commission rejecied their claim, arguing that Diaz’ patent was

fraudutent.”

Long after the failure of Phelps’ proposed new fown, the area that is now Sea CIHf remained
undeveloped rural land. Eatly maps depict the Point Lobos area as being a trackiess wilderness.
The 1863 Official Map of San Francisco shows a rugged expanse of sand dunes, thickets,
seasonal and year-round water courses. Lobos Creek, one of San Francisco’s earliest sources of
drinking water, had been dammed and an aqueduct built through the Presidio {set aside as a
military reservation in 1850) to downtown San Francisco. Aside from the dam at Lobos Creek and

® A vara was & Spanish linear unit of measurement, measuring approximately thirty-three inches. The vara continued to be used by the
Aimericans after the conquest for faying out San Frantisco,

™ Johi L, Levinsohn, Cow Hollow: Eatly Days of a San Francisco Neighborhood from 1776 (San Frandiscor San Franciseo Yesterday,
ok
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the semaphore at Pt. Lobos (used to notify merchants of the arrival of ships), the area was largely
deserted. According fo the 1863 map, what is now Sea Cliff was divided into three tracts
belonging to Baker, Bartlett, and Sweeney & Baugh, with the core of the neighborhood residing in
the Baker Tract (Figure 19).

Trae T

Figure 19, Sea CIiff area from 1863 Map of San Francisco
Source: University of California, Berkeley

The isolation of the Point Lobos/Sea Cliff area made it desirable in some ways. Believing that the
close proximity of cemeteries to residential districts was unhealthful, City authorities began
searching, for remote tracts of land in which fo bury the City's dead. In 1868, the City and County
of San Francisco purchased 200 acres of fand at Point Lobos for $127,465. This tract was
designated a municipal cemetery named Golden Gate Cemetery and used fo reinter bodies from
the old Yerba Buena Cemstery. For the next quarter century the “City Cemetery,” as it was
usually called, provided a place for burying San Francisco’s poor. ™

The core of what is now Sea Cliff remained in the hands of Mr. Edwin Dickinson Baker - a
pioneer lawyer and Civil War hero — untit his death in 1863, Upon his death, Baker's widow Maria
inherited his land although she did not establish clear fitie to the land until October 13, 1873."
Less than a year later, Maria Baker and her new husband David F. Batchelder morigaged the

* 8an Francisco Morning Call, 26 April 1887,
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Baker Tract to John Brickell in the amount of $36,000." Three years later, they obtained a
second mortgage from Mr. Brickell. Eventually the Baichelders falled to keep up with their
payments and in 1882, John Brickell foreclosed on the loan, acquiring the Baker Tract.

The land that would eventually become Sea CH remained in the possession of the Brickell family
for almost a generation. Located far out beyond the Presidio, the tract was simply foo remote
from the path of development fo attract any significant residential development before the
twentieth century. Nevertheless, preliminary inroads began fo infiitrate the area as eatly as the
Civil War era. Beginning in the 1860s, local dairy farmers builf the Point Lobos and San Francisco
Toll Road {now Geary Street) from Point Lobos fo Divisadero Street —formerly the westemn
boundary of the city. In 1881, Adolph Sutro bought the Cliff House at Point Lobos and by 1888 he
built the Ferries & Cliff House Railway. This railroad, which traveled along 33" Avenue north from
California Street before snaking wesiward along the shoreline of Sea Cliff o the Cliff Mouse,
sigriiﬁcantiy improved access to the Point Lobos area.” Another important development in the
history of the area was the construction by the U.S. Ay of Ft. Miley, a coastal artillery
installation built on 54 acres in the western portion of Golden Gate Cemetery between 1897 and

19023

By the second decade of the twentieth cenfury, development had marched westward through the
gridded streets and avenues of the Richmond District almost {o the Pacific Ocean. Growing
nefworks of private and public rail lines made commuting fo downtown San Francisco
increasingly feasible. With the exception of a handful of enclaves such as Presidio Terrace,
Lincoln Terrace, and the Presidic Wall area, much of this development catered to San
Francisco’s middle class families who eagerly snapped up the modest single-family and multi-
family Craftsman, Missioh Revivai, and Mediterranean style rowhouses.

Throughout its history as a residential district, the most desirable areas of the Richmond District
have fraditionally been clustered along its northern edge, especially the areas bordering the
Presidio, where the topography resulted in excellent views. Although blessed with some of the
best views to be had, the area that is now Sea CIiff was not developed or even platied with
streets until after the 1906 Earthquake, which displaced thousands of San Franciscans and led o

the development of much of the remaining outlying parts of the city in the following years.

B City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Assessor-Recorder, Deed Book 721 (Ol Serfes), 129.

™ City and County of San Erangisco, Office of the Assessor-Recorder, Mortgage Book 407, 180.

'8 Christopher VerPlanck, “Social and Architectural History of the Rishmond District,” San Francisco Apartment Magazine {(December
2000).

* “History of Fort Miley,” in unpublished brochure: VA Medisal Genter: 50 Years, 1984-1984, 1084,
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For whatever reason, most of what is now Sea Cliff was never surveyed as parf of the Qutside
Lands Act of 1873 and was consequently never platted in the familiar gridiron pattern that
characterizes the majority of the greater Richmond District., The first recorded subdivision in Sea
Cliff occurred not long after the 1906 Earthquake when George F. Lyon and William B, Hoag
bought and surveyed a narrow tongue of land extending north along 32™ Avenue from California
Street to West Clay Street (now El Camino del Mar) between Lincoln Park and the future Sea CIiff
subdivision. Located next to the Ferries & Sea CIiff Railway's 33" Avenue right-of-way, it is
possible that this land was former railroad land. In any case, the Lyon & Hoag Tract, which is the
focation of the Lowe Residence, was the earfiest part of what is now known as the Sea Cliff

neighborhood."”

Perhaps taking a cue from their neighbors, the Brickell family, owners of the old Baker Tract,
decided in 1908 to subdivide their tract in four separate éubdivisions geared toward upper middle
class San Franciscans. Their land beheld some of the most dramatic views in San Francisco,
being situated on the bluffs overfooking Baker and China Beaches, the Golden Gate (before the
bridge of course), and the Marin Headlands. Other advantages enjoyed by the fract included
access to two street car lines: the Municipal Railway's Geary line (C Car) and the Market Street
Railway's Sutter and Clement iine; and Lincoln Park — a new city park and golf course
constructed on the site of the Golden Gate Cemetery in 1809. Perhaps most unique, the tract
embraced one of the only privately-held sections of coastline in San Francisco.

The first section of Sea Cliff Pproper was surveyed in 1913 by Wiiliam B. Hoag for Howard Brickell,
President of the John Bnckel! Company.'® The subdivision map for Seacliff (as it was originally
spelled) No. 1 was filed with the City and County of San Francisco's Board of Public Works on
March 31, 1913 (Figure 20). The tract began approximately 135’ north of West Clay Street (now
El Camino del Mar), where the gridded avenues of the Richmond District ended. The stibdivision
extended 25", 26" and 27" Avenues north to a new street called Seadiiff Avenue. In addition fo
Seacliff Avenue, a secondary east-west street called Scenic Way meandered through the center
of the subdiwsuon providing access to several interior lots. In contrast to the orderly gridded
avenues of the Richmond District, the thoroughfares of Sea Cliff acquired a curvilinear alignment
that followed the heavily graded contours of the land. This strategy, a halimark of contemporary
City Beautiful planning theory, introduced variety to the landscape and opened up view corridors
to the Golden Gate from even interior lots. The strest plan also ingeniously avoided four-way
i'ntersections. The street plan of Sea Cliff must have initially seemed unusual at the time, although

Patnck McGrew, “Sea Cliff,” The Argonauf Vol 18, No. 2, 76,
Clty and County of San Francisco, Office of the Assessor-Recorder, Map Book G, 32-3.
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it would become common in the residence parks West of Twin Peaks such as Ingleside Terrace,
St. Francis Woods, and Westwood Park,
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Figure 20, Sea Cliff Subdivision No, 1
Source: City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Assessor-Recorder

In addition to laying out and building the original streets of the Sea Cliff subdivision, the Brickell
Company donated an 80-wide right-of-way from West Clay Street and 29" Avenue west to
Lincoln Park. The new street, which was eventually named El Camino del Mar, was built as a joint
venture of the San Francisco Department of Public Werks and the Panama Pacific International

Exposition (PPIE) Committee to connect the world’s fair site to Lincoln Park.’

Once the sireets and utilifies were installed, the sale of lots in the new Sea Cliff subdivision was
undertaken by residential builder and developer Harry B. Allen. Allen set up a sales office at the
corner of Lake Street and 28™ Avenue and began marketing Sea. Cliff. In addition to touting its
dramatic coastal site and landscaped boulevards, one of Allen's strongest selling points was that
Sea Ciiff Would be a “restricted” subdivision. A primary tool used by developers of “residential
parks” like Sea CIiff or St. Francis Wood, restrictions and covenants limited construction o
residential uses of a particular cost and ratio of lot coverage. Sea CHiff was also originally
restricted fo members of the “Caucasian race.” Buyers of lots in Sea CHiff could either commission
their own home (although the plans would have fo be approved by the Brickell Company) or hire
Allen & Co. to build them cone, Allen & Co. also built speculative rowhouses on the less expensive

gridiron lots foward California Street.
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D. Project Site Mistory

Figure 21. 1915 Sanborn Map showing site of 100 32™

Avenue highlighted in aqua
Source: Sanbormn Fire Insurance Company

Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps
(Sanbom maps)  provide  valuable
information about the development of cities
and towns across the nation from 1866 until
the later twentieth century. The first map
covering San Francisco's Sea Cliff
neighborhood was published in 1915, This
map indicates that there was still relatively
litle development in the vicinity of the
fulure Lowe Residence. The 1915 map
indicates that the Lyon & Hoag Tract had
been approximately hatf-way built out with
a variety of Iargér two-story homes on
either side of 32" Avenue between
California Street and EI Camino del Mar. At
this point Sea CIiff Subdivision Nos. 2, 3,
and 4 had nof been compiéteci so the Lyon
& Hoag Tract remained an isolated outpost
of development between the United
Railroads of San Francisco (Market Street
Railway) tracks east of Lincoln Park and

undeveloped land. El Camino del Mar was consequently a cul de sac with only two houses; one
located at 845 El Camino del Mar and the other at 844 E! Camino del Mar. The subject property,
located at the southeast corner of 32™ Avenue and El Camino del Mar, was vacant (Figure 21).*°

The Koshiand History Center at the San Francisco Public Library ha§ a ca. 1922 Block Book for
the Richmond District, including Sea Cliff. This map indicates that George and Winifred Nave,
wheo lived at 150 32™ Avenue (APN 1312/009), owned both lots 7 (855 El Camino del Mar) and 8
(100 32™ Avenue). The two lots may have served as a lawn for their house at 150 32™ Avenue.

1 Harry B, Allen, “ Sea CHf by the Golden Gate,” Home and Grounds {October 1 918).

20

Sankom Fire Insurance_Campaay, San Francisco: Volume 5, Map 501, 1915.

March 25, 2009

Kelloy & VerPlanck



Historic Resource Evaluation

Lowe Residence
San Francisee, California

.,

"o,
PP

G
' R ; ; ; 502
Figure 22. 1950 Sanhorn Map showing site of 100 32™
Avenue highfighted in aqua

Source: Sanborn Fire Insurance Company

RS

The next Sanborn Maps for Sea Cliff were
nof published until 1950 but Sea CHff appears
to have largely achieved its present level of
development 1930,
Francisco Official City Maps indicate that the
neighborhood’s sireet network was complete

as early as San

by 1928, the year the final unit of the
_subdivision (Unit 4) was opened.” By the
e f_i_me the 1950 maps were published, nearly
.-"-e\}ery lot in the subdivision was occupied by

a'dweiling. As the 1915 Sanborn maps had

 indicated, the larger and more expensive

homes remained concehirated along the
coastal biuffs, particularly along Bl Camino
del
speculative houses built by Allen & Co. were
located along 27", 28", 29%, 30", and 31
Aventes between California and £l Gamino
del
between, based on their locatioh they seem

Mar and Seaclif Avenues., Smaller,

Mar. Vacant lots were few and far

o have belonged o adjoining property
owners, serving as expanded vyards. This
appears o be ‘the case of the subject

property, which along with the property next door at 845 El Camino def Mar, remained vacant

{Figure 22).

' Sanbom Fire Insurance Gompany, San Francisce: Volume 5, Map 501, 1950.
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E. Construction Chronology

On March 2, 1958, a local
builder named Ed Rosemont
purchased lots 7 and 8 of
Assessor’s Block 1312, The two
lots were still vacant, having
served as a large vard for the
property at 150 32™ Avenue for
nearly 40 years.® Rosemont,
who was active in property
development in the Richmond
District during the 1950s and
1960s, did not develop the iofs
and a little over a year later, on

Figure 23, Goldman House
July 8, 1960, he sold lots 7 and 8 Source: Morley Baer, Bay Area Houses

to Gustav and Elizabeth Lowe
(sometimes spelled Lowenhaupt) of 10 Oakdale Aveniue in Berkeley.®

The Lowes, who were evidently both doctors, had a son named Bobby. According to Joseph
Esherick’s telephone log, Gulstav Lowe contacted Esherick’s office on August 1, 1961. According
to the conversation, the Lowes had admired the architect's work, in particutar the Goldman House
(1951) at 3700 Washington Street (Figure 23). Gustav Lowe said that he owned a small corner
lot in San Francisco's Séa Cliff neighborhood and that he wanted to build a relatively inexpensive
house that would cost no more than $15 or $16 per square foot, with the total cost not to exceed
$37,000. Lowe began by telling Esherick that he did not like “dark old houses” and that he wanted
the interior to be finished in wood with windows facing the north side. Further on in the
discussion, Lowe described how he wanted the house to be laid out. He wanted the main
entrance to face 32™ Avenue, although no reason was given. On the first floor level he wanted to
have an office, a garage, and a carpenter/paint shop. The second floor was to have an open plan
consisting of a living/dining area to the north and a combined kitchenffamily room to the south
with a guest lavatory. The third floor was fo have three bedrooms and two baths with a bedroom
each for Mr. and Mrs. Lowe and a room for their 9-year old son Bobby. Lowe wanted a fourth-
floor level penthouse with a bathroom but was not sure if he could afford it. Esherick said that he
would frame for a full fourth floor. The notes also indicate that despite the small lot, Lowe had

% City and County of San Francisce, Office of the Assessor/Recorder, Safes Ledger 1948-1853 (March 2, 1959),
 City and County of San Francisco, Offics of the Assessdr/Recorder, Sales Ledger: 1050-1967 (Juy 8, 1980). -

’
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obtained the permission of his neighbors fo build the house within 3 feet of the southern property

ine. 2

Over the next six months, from August 1961
through March 1962, Joseph Esherick’s office
_ deve]oped plans and specifications for the Lowe
Residence. in March 1962, Esherick finished

and presented the first scheme fo his clierils.

The blueprints for this original design were
recently discovered in the garage of the Lowe

Residence by the current owners. With some
exceptions the blueprinis depict what stands
today {Appendix item B). However, in April
1962, this scheme was modiiied in response to

Lowe's concerns about mounting costs. fems

omitted in the revised set of drawings include a

larger penthouse consisting of a wood-frame

and fiberglass wind screen, trellis, and plastic
Figure gi‘uﬁgzgi('f::;fg‘;;:ggfmﬁ;ggg9“"""’" roof. This feature, which would have enclosed

. about half the fourth floor level as occupiable
space, was reduced 1o just the existing penthouse proper, which is little more than a stair landing
{Figure 24). Other features omiited from the final scheme include the furnace at the fourth floor
level, the substitution of vinyl for oak flooring in the dining area, the dumbwaiter from the kiichen
to the penthouse (although the shaft was built), and a dishwasher. In addition, the basement was
to remain unfinished aside from ingtalling the sheetrock walls and the toilets and windows that

were originally specified were to be replaced with less expensive substitutes.”

Gustav and Elizabeth Lowe submitied the building permit application to the San Francisco
Bureau of Building Inspection on March 29, 1962 {Appendix [fem C}. According to the permit,
the Type 5 building would cost $33,000 to build. Hugo Muller Jr. of Oakland was the contractor
and the civil engineer was Gilbert, Forsberg, Diekmann & Schmidt of San Francisco.?® The permit
was isstted on May 7, 1962 and the foundation was poured on June 1. Framing of the first floor
was completed on June 12 and framing for the roof was completed on July 18. The plywood

 sComespondence File for Gustav and Elizabeth Lowe,” Joseph Esherick Papers, University of California, Berkeley, Environmentat Design

Archives,
* Addendum No. 2 to Drawings and Specifications for a House for Mr. and Mrs. Gustav E. Lowe (April 1962),

March 25, 2002 Kelley & VerPlanck
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siding began fo go up July 24 and by August interior finish work was underway. The work was
complete enough so that by January 28, 1963 the project received its certiﬂbate of final
completion. On February 28, 1963, Joseph Esherick wrote a letter to the Lowes with his final
bill. In the letter he thanked the Lowes for their business:

It was one of the most pleasant associations we have ever had and | think that
the end resuit has turned out to be most rewarding. | am very proud of the house
and hope that you and Mrs. Lowe and Bobby continue fo enjoy it more and more
for many years.”®

Despite Esherick’s best wiéhes, the Lowes did not remain at 100 32™ Avenue for very long. On
June 18, 1964, 'bare!y one year after moving in, they sold the house to Robert G. and Katherine
M. Hansen.® Two months later, on August 3,‘ 1964, the Lowes sold the vacant lot next door at
855 El Camino del Mar (Lot 7) to Charles M. and Marjorie Stern,®

According to San Francisco City Directories, Robert and Katherine Hansen lived at 100 32™
Avenue for three years, selfing the property to Peter K. & Melanie S. Maler on July 7, 1987, Of ali
the occupants of 100 32™ Avenue, Peter Maier was the most prominent. According to Who's Who
in the West, Peter Klaus Maier was a German-born lawyer who came to the United States in
1939 at the age of 10 with his parents. Naturalized in 1945, Maier earned his BA at Claremont
College and his JD (Cum Laude) at UC Berkeley in 1949, He then earned his LLM at New York
University in 1953. That same year he was admitted to the California Bar. FFor three years, from
1953 until 1956, he served as a Captain in the U.S. Air Force. From 1957 untit 1959, he was a tax
attorney in the employ of the Department of Justice. In 1959, he moved back to California and
took a job with the San Francisco law firm of Bacigalupi, Etkus, Salinger & Rosenberg, a position
he held untii 1969 when he started his own firm, Brooks & Maler, In 1974, he co-founded a law
firm called Winokur, Schrenberg & Maier. Peter Maier was also a professor at UC Hastings
School of Law in San Francisco during the late 1960s and sarly 1870s and the president of the
California Property Development Corporation, a property deveiopment firm that he ran out of an
office at 100 32™ Avenue.™ '

While they owned 100 32™ Avenue, the Maiers took out a permit to add a wood deck on the roof,
as well as adding a 4' high glass wind screen on the west parapet of the roof. This element, which

 San Francisco Bureals of Bullding Inspection, “Application of Mr. and Mrs. Gustav £. Lowe owrner, for parmit o erect 2 two-story frame
building at 100 32™ Avenue,” (File No. 263172, March 29, 1982). )

*" San Francisco Bureay of Building Inspection, “Building tnspectors Repart,” (danuary 31, 1963),

2 4 etter from Joseph Esherick to Mr. and Mys. Gustav Lowe,” Joseph Esherick Papers, University of California, Berkeley, Environmental
Design Archives. ’ ’ "

= ity and County of San Francisco, Office of the AssessorRecorder, Sales Ledger: 1959-1967 (June 19, 1984), -

2 City and Courdy of San Francisco, Office of the AssesserfRecorder, Safes Ledger: 1958-1987 (August 3, 1964).

* “Maier, Peter Klaus,” Who's Who i the Wast {Chicago: Marquis Wha's Who, 1978}, 450,
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was similar fo the one originally designed for the house by Esherick, was built; it appears a

photograph of the house taken ca 1973 (Figure 25).2

Figure 25. Lowe Residanes, ca. 1973
Source: Joseph Esherick Architect

In 1973, Gustav and Elizabeth Lowe readquired their house at 100 327“*~'Avenue. According to
correspondence in the Joseph Esherick Papers at UC Berke[ey,'thé_ Lowes contacted Esherick in
1972 to design a new house for them on one of two sifes: one in 5érkété§(‘and the other in Sea
Cliff. They appeared to own the lot in Berkeley but apparently th'é' Beri{'{ja,i:ey lot was extremely
steep and difficuit to build. They then entered into negotiations with_';iﬁé ow'ner‘ éf the Sea Cliff lot,
which happened fo be the vacant parcel (Lot 7) next door to their'éid house at 100 32™ Avenue.
Evidently negotiations had broken down between the Lowes and the owner of 855 El Camine del
Mar when the Maiers put 100 32™ Avenue on the market. The Lowes bought their old house back
on July 17, 1973.% They then asked Esherick to develop plans for a minimal makeover of the
house. Es;_}_erick complied and prepared specifications fo upgrade plumbing fixtures, repair
exterior gutters, and replace the water heater. No other work appears to have been complxc,»tac!.34

Again, the Lowes did not live at 100 32™ Avenue very long, selling the house to Glen and Mary
Slaughter on May 20, 1975, not even two years after buying # from the Malers.®® According to the

32 @an Frangisco Bureau of Building Inspaction, “Application of Peter K. Maler owner, for permit to alter 100 32™ Avenye,” (File No,
350488, July 18, 1968).

33 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the Assessor/Recorder, Sales Ledger; 1967-1980 (July 17, 1973}

B up, Ramazzotti Plumbing to Les Kelley Contractor,” Joseph Esherick Papers, University of Califomia, Berkeley, Environmental Design

Archives,
* ity and County of San Francisco, Office of the Assessor/Recorder, Sales Ledger: 1957-1980 (May 20, 1975).
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Sales Ledgers, the Slaughters sold the property to Walter Rubin (*4) and Sue J. Siegel (34) in
June 1977 but San Francisco City Directories list the Staughters at 100 32™ Avenue until at least
1981 when City Directories ceased publication. Nothing was found in local repositories on
Slaughter, Rubin, or Siegel. The property remained in the ownership of Sue Siegel and various
other family members until 2008 when they sold the house to the current owners. Throughout her
tenure, Sue Siegel did little fo 100 32 Avenue aside from regular maintenance and possibly
adding the rooftop solarium ca. 1985. in November 1999, she applied for a permit to build a full
bathroom on the first floor level and to change out a window in the guest bedroom {formerly an
office), also on the ground level.® In January 2000, Sue Siegel applied for a permit to replace the
roof and fo repair some dry rot at the parapet near the southwest corner of the house.®’

F. Joseph Esherick

' Joseph'E'shérick was bomn in Philadelphia in 1914, His
father, Joseph Esherick Sr., an electrician, and his uncle
Wharton, an artist and woodworker both figured prominently
in the early formation of Esherick's sensibility and rational

‘thinking (Figure 26). In 1934, Esherick entered the
University of Pennsylvania to study Architecture. The
program's philosophy was based on the tenets of the Ecole
des Beaux-Arts and was taught by faéulty who had either
studied at the academy or in France or ltaly as academic
prizewinners. Even while in school, Esherick reacted against
the traditional Beaux-Arts architectural schemes: however he
embraced the pririciples of rational Beaux-Arts design

B methods and it would infiltrate and inform his design practice

Figure 26. Joseph Esherick throughout his career. In 1936 Esherick traveled to the West
. Source: EHDD Coast where he was first exposed to the work of Richard

Neutra and R.M. Schindler, as well as buildings by Frank Lloyd Wright, William Wurster and

Michael Goodman. Esherick returned to Penn to complete his studies and earned a degree in

1938. Instead of entering practice Emmediateéy, Esherick took a job as a medical Hlustrator.*®

in the fall of 1938, Esherick moved to San Francisco and first sought work in Wurster's office. He
was unsuccessful there, and gained employment with the noted Bay Area architect, Gardner

# San Francisco Bureau of Building Inspection, “Application of Sue S|age} owner, for permst 1o alter 100 32" Avenue,” (File Mo, 09923255,
Novermnber 1, 1998}
7 San Francisco Bureay of Building Inspection, “Application of Sue S]egel owrer, for permit {o alter 100 32 Avenue,” (File No.
2000027357, January 27, 2000)
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Dailey. Esherick’s career at Dailéy's office was interrupted by World War il. In 1943, he joined the
United States Navy as an aerfal reconnaissance officer on an aircraft carrier. After his discharge
from the Navy in 1948, Esherick enfered private practice in San Francisco and began to
distinguish himself as one of the leaders of the Second Bay Region Tradition.™

This style, which combines modernism with the earlier First Bay Region Tradition, is generally
associated with the joining of inside and outside space thiough the use of large window walls that
frame the views of the outdoors, less defined inferior spaces, strong geomedtric lines, and the use
of rustic, u.nvarnished wood cladding, such as redwood, Douglas fir, or cedar. This early part of
his career was focused on custom residential designs and notable works during this period
include the Goldman House in San Francisco (1951), the House at Kentwoodlands in Marin
County (1957), the Cary House in Mill Valley {1961), the Bermack House in Oakland (1962), and
designs for the Hedgerow Houses at Sea Ranch (1966).%

In 1863, Esherick changed the name. of his growing firm to Joseph Esherick and Associates to
reflect the confributions of recently hired associates George Homsey, Peter Dodge, and Charles
Davis. As the office expanded, the firm became increasingly associated with !arger institutional
and commercial designs. In addition to the redevelopment of the Cannery at 2801 Leavenworth
(1964 to 1967), the firm designed numerous farge-scale projects, including major buildings for
U.C. Berkeley and U.C. Santa Cruz, as well as the Outer Bay Wing for the Monterey Bay
Aquarium. In 1972, to again recognize the increasing experience of the principles, the name of
his firm was changed again to Esherick, Homsey, Dodge, and Davis (EHDD).*!

Esherick began teaching Architecture at the University of California, Berkeley in 1952 at the
invitation of William Wurster. Esherick took an active role in the Department of Architecture,
participating in the design of its new home and serving as Chairman of the Schoo! of Architecture
(later the College of Environmental Design) from 1976 until 1982. In 1982, Esherick was named
AIAACSA Educator of the Year. Four years later, in 1986, EHDD was named the American
Institute of Architects’ Firm of the Year, and Eshérick was awarded the American Institufe of
Architects’ Gold Medal in 1989, Esherick died in December, 1‘998. Today, Esherick is regarded as
ohe of the influential leaders of the Second Bay Region Tradition in California and his works have

:g Marc Treib, Appropriste: The Houses of Joseph Esherick {San Francisco: William Stout Publishers, 2608).
Ibid.

2 bid,
* shid.
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been highlighted in historical and contemporary scholarship including scholarly joumals and

related literature.*

G. Second Bay Region Tradition

The First and Second Bay Region Traditions are a regional movement centered on the area
around the San Francisco Bay. Bay Region Tradition architects joined various aspects of
historical architectural imagery and adapted that imagery to the unique natural elements of
Northern California’s landscape and climate to create a distinctive regional idiom.* Both the First
and Second Bay Region Tradition houses share common characteristics of design. They are
vernacular, small in scale, woodsy, sheathed in redwood inside and out, are related to their

surrounding landscape and are filled with visual and ideological contradictions.*

The First Bay Region Tradition included early twentieth century architects such as Bernard
Maybeck, Willis Polk, John Galen Howard, Ernest Coxhead, and Julia Morgan. These architects
had all studied at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris and combined the classical forms taught at
the Ecole with California vernacular forms such as the Hispanic adobe houses and Anglo board-
_and-batten and clapboard houses to produce a radically new approach fo house design.® The
houses were almost exciusively clad in wood, but the architects would often experiment with new

building materials such as stucco or cast concrete.

A second generation of Bay Region Tradition architects emerged from the 1830s to the 1850s,
and included William Wurster, Gardner Dailey, and Joseph Esherick. The houses that these San
Francisco architects designed combined aspects of the residential architecture of the Craftsman
forms of the First Bay Region Tradition with modernist principles such as freer open spaces and
the destruction of confining rooms.*® The design of the house was derived from the particular
conditions of the site and region including steep hillsides and vieWs of the water, and a temperate
climate. Keeping the client's needs and budget in mind, the buildings were usually modest, but
weil planned, redwood-clad houses designed to blend in with the surrounding landscape rather
than stand out and are integrated with the garden and natural features of the site.

“2 pachel Gordon, “Joseph Esherick, Influential Bay Area Architect,” San Francisco Exarniner (December 21, 1998), A-21.
% | eslie Frendenhieim, Building with Natural Roots of the San Francisco Bay Reglon Tradition, 3.

** Sally Woodbridge, ed,, Bay Area Houses (Layton, OH: Gibbs M. Smith inc, 1988), 8,

* wWoadbridge, 3. ' )

*® Marc Treib, Appropriate: The Houses of Joseph Esherick (San Francisco: William Stout Publishers, 2008), 27,
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V. EVALUATION OF HISTORIC STATUS

A. National Register of Hisforic Places

The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s most comprehensive inventory of historic
resources. The National Register is administered by the National Park Service and includes
buildings, structures, sites, obj‘ecis, and districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering,
archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state, or local level. Typically, resources
over fifty years of age are eligible for listing in the National Register if they meet any one of the
four signiﬁcaneé criteria and if they retain historic integrity. However, resources under fifty years
of age can be determined eligible if # can be demonstrated that they are of “exceptional
importance,” or if they are contribuiors to a potential historic district. National Register criteria are
defined in depth in Naflonal Register Bulfetin Number 15: How to App!y the National Register
Cﬁtén‘a for Evaluation. There are four basic criteria under which a structure, site, building, district,

or object can be considered eligible for listing in the Natiohal Register:

Criterion A (Event: Properties associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history;

Criterion B (Person); Properties associated with the lives of persons significant in
our past;

Criterion _C _{Design/Construction): Properties that embedy 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 that represent a
significant distinguishable entity whose componenis lack individual distinction;

and

Criterion D (Information Potential): Properties that have yielded, or may be likeiy
to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

A resource can be considered significant on a national, state, or local level fo American history,

architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture.

Critérion A {(Eveni):

The Lowe Residence does not appear eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion
A. The building is not associated with any events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patierns of our history. As a relative latecomer to the Sea CHiff neighborhood, the Lowe
Residence does not represent any of the historical patterns that resulted in the transformation of
the neighborhcod from near wilderness into one of San Francisco's most prestigious "residence

parks” during the first quarter of the twentieth century.

March 25, 2009 _ Kelley & VerPlanck
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Criterion B (Persons):

The Lowe Residence does not appear eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion
B. The building is not intimately associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
~ Extensive research on the previous owners and inhabitants of the property reveal little in the
format record aside from a listing for Peter K. Maier in Who's Who in the West. Maier, who along
with his wife Melanie, owned 100 32™ Avenue from 1967 and 1973 appears to be a prominent
individual within his professional community. Research in the local newspapers and intemet
resources indicate that Mr. Maier, a resident of Belvedere, is a locally prominent attorney,
businessman, and philanthropist who remains active in the Jewish community of the Bay Area.
Although he is a prominent individual within his field, Maier's prominence emerged after he
moved from the property at 100 32™ Avenue to Belvedere in 1973. According to National
Register guidelines, a property can only be determined eligible under Criterion B if the property is

“associated with a person’s productive life, reflecting the time period when he or she achieved
w7

significance.

Criterion C (Desian/Construction)
The Lowe Residence is 47 years old, three years shy of the 50-year threshold typically required

for listing in the National Register. If it was 50 years old, it is likely that 100 32™ Avenue would be -
eligible for listing in the National Register under Criterion C as the *work of a master” (Joseph
Esherick) and as a work that possesses “high artistic values,” as an excellent and well-preserved
example of the Second Bay Region Tradition. As demonstrated in Chapter IV, Joseph Esherick is -
one of the most important figures in the arthitectural community of the Bay Region. He is typically
ranked within the uppermost echelon of postwar architects along with William Wurster, Gardner
Dailey, John Funk, and Vernon DeMars. Esherick’s cohorts, several of whom weré founders and
faculty of UC Berkeley's College of Environmental Design, are best known as practitioners of a
regional variety of modernism called the Second Bay Region Tradition. | |

The Lowe Residence is widely published in most architectural guidebooks covering the Bay Area,
including Sally B. and John M. Woodbridge's The Guide to San Francisco Architecture (rev. ed.,
1992), David Gebhard's The Guide to Architecture in San Francisco and Northem California {rev.
ed., 1985), and Mitchell Schwarzer's Architecture of the San Francisco Bay Area: A History &
Guide (2007). While not as widely known as some of his other work, such as the Goldman House
or his work at Sea Ranch, the buildihg is a very good example.of the architect’s philosophy and
aesthetic applied to a tiny urban lot. Given the constrained site, Esherick ingeniously arranged the

4711.8, Depariment of the Interior, Nationat Park Service, National Register Bullelin 15: “How {o Apply the Nationad Register Criteria for
Evaluation (Washington, D.G.: National Park Service, rev, ed. 1998), 15.
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plan to accommodate an ambitious program. With its extruded bay window and facade
proportions, the building adheres in some ways to a typical San Francisco rowhouse paradigm
but that analysis is only skin deep. By siting the huilding on the east side of the lot, Esherick was
ébie to create room for a small garden to the west. The primary fagade of the house is essentially
a glazed window wall set atop a utilitarian podium that houses the garage and shop. The
westward facing secondary facade expresses much of Esherick's fascination with “des.igning a
house from the inside out,” with many of the interior functions clearly expressed on the exterior,
including the fireplace, utility stack, and stair tower. The interior, with its exquisite wood joinery
and naturally finished paneling and cabinetry in Douglas fir, cak, and mahogany, is characteristic

of the architect's later works, especially with its open riser dogleg stair and built-in casework.

Despite its obvious significance, the Lowe Residence is most likely ineligible for fisting in the
National Register due to its age. Although only three years shy of being 50 years old, under
National Register Criterion Consideration G: Properties that Have Achieved Significance within
the Last Fifly Years, a property less than fitty years of age can only be listed if “it is of exceptional
importance.”™® The so-called “Fifty Year Rule” was put into place in order to ensure that proper
historical perspective exists to determine that the property is actually significant and not merely a
trend whose aesthetic or historical values do not hold up over time, Although it could be argued
that the building is old enough to attain the proper perspective, and that adequate scholarship
exists fo documént its significance, properties listed under Criterion Consideration G are typically
widely recognized for their significance either at a local, regional, or national level. Examples of
properties listed under Criterion G include Dulles Airport in Loudon County Virginia or Central
High School in Little Rock Arkansas. In contrast, the Lowe Residence is not well known beyond a
small cadre of local architects and architectural historians and while it may become eligible in a-

few years it does not appear so now.

Criterion D (Information Potential}

Criterion D typically applies to archaeological sites or ruins, Analysis for the Lowe Residence's
eligibility under this criterion is beyond the scope of this report.

inteqrity
Once a resource has been identified as being potentially eligible for listing in the National

Register, its historic integrity must be evaluated. The National Register recognizes seven aspects

48 11,8, Depariment of the interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: “How 1o Apply the Nationaf Register Criteria for
Evaluation (Washington, D.C.: National Park Service, rev. ed. 1988), 42-3.
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or qualities that, in various combinations, define integrity. These aspects are: location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. In order to be determined eligible for
listing, these aspects must closely relate to the resource’s significance and must be intact.

The Lowe Residence is remarkably intact. Our field work revealed few visible alterations beyond
the first floor level and the roof-top solarium. Alteration permits on file at the Department of
Building Inspection list only two alterations of any consequence: the addition of a toilet room in
the basement and the conversion of the first floor office into a bedroom. Other minor interior
alterations include the replacement of the vinyl flooring in the kitchen and dining room with wood,
and the removal of an internal screen wall in one of the bedrooms. A third alteration: the addition
of a wind screen along the parapet was subsequently removed and replaced by a curved glass
solarium ca. 1985. The first floor alterations are immaterial because they occutred within a
utilitarian zone and are not extensive. The addition of the solarium is a more significant alteration
because it is on the pfimary facade and incompatible with the original design of the house.
However, this alteration is easily removed, which is planned as part of the currently proposed
project. Overall, the property retains the aspects of location, design, setting, materials,

workmanship, and feeling.

B. California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register is an authoritative guide to significant architectural, archaeological and
historical resources in the State of California. Resources can be listed in the California Register
. through a number of methods. State Historical Landmarks and National Register-eligible
properties (both listed and formal determinations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties
can also be nominated 1o the California R_eg'ister by local governments, privale organizations or
citizens. This includes properties identified in historical resource surveys with Status Codes of 1
to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed by city or county ordinance. The
-evaluative criteria used by the California Register for determining eligibility are closely based on
those developed for use by the National Park Service for the National Register. In order to be
eligible for listing in the California Register a property must be demonstrated to be significant

under one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are 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.

Criterion 2 (Person): Resources that are associated with the lives of persons
important to local, California, or national history.
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Criterion 3 (Architecture); Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represent the work of a
master, or possess high artistic values. S

Criterion 4 (Information_Potential): Resources or sites 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 order to be determined eligible for fisting in the National Register, resources less than fifty
years of age must be shown to have “exceptional importance.” This is not the case with the
California Register. According to the California Office of Historic Preservation:

In order to understand the historic importance of a resource, sufficient time must
have passed fo obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or individuals
associated with the resource. A resource less than fity years old may be
considered for listing in the California Register if it can be demonstrated that
sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance.*®

The following section .exarnines the eligibifity of the Lowe Residence for listing in the California
Register. Because the criteria used for the California Register are basically idenfical to the
National Register, and are indeed modeled on them, this analysis will refer to the discussion in
Section A above for each of the four criteria. In summary, the Lowe Residence appears ineligible
for listing in the California Register under 1 (Events), 2 (Persons), or 4 (Information Poiential) but
it does appear eligibie under Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) for the same reasons discussed
above. However, unlike the National Register, one does not have fo prove that a resource less
than fifty years old is of “exceptional importance” to be eligible for the California Register. In
contrast, one only has o demonstrate that “sufficient time has passed to understand ifs historical

importance.” >

Indeed, the Lowe House is almost fiity years old. Enough time has passed to assess its
significance under Criferion 3, especially in light of the books and articles that have been
published on Joseph Esherick and the Second Bay‘ Region Tradition in recent years and the
overall level of appreciation for the impact that this movement has had on the built fabric and
intellectual culture of the Bay Area. Based on this statement, as well as the arguments made
above, the L.owe Residence appears eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.
Similar fo the National Register, properties determined eligible for listing in the California Register
must also retain sufficient integrity. While the Califomia Register is somewhat more lenient in
regard to integrity, it uses the same seven aspects that taken together defing integrity. Based on

** California Office of Historic Preservation, How to Nominate a Resource lo the California Register of Historical Resources (Technical
Assistance Seres #7, 2001).
* 1big,
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the analysis presented above, the Lowe Residence retains a high enough degree of integrity to

remain eligible for listing in the California Register.

C. Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code

San Francisco City Landmarks are buildings, properties, structures, sites, districts and objects of
“special character or special historical, architect.ural- or aesthetic interest or value and are an
important part of the City's historical and architectural heritage."s" Adopted in 1967 as Article 10
of the City Planning Code, the San Francisco City Landmark program protects listed buildings
from inappropriate alterations and demolitions through review by the San Francisco Landmarks
Preservation Board. These properties are important to the city's history and help to provide
significant and unique examples of the past that are irreplaceable. In addition, these .!andm_arks
help to protect the surrounding neighborhood development and enhance the educational and
cultural dimension of the city. As of January 2009, there were 255 landmark sites and eleven

historic districts in San Francisco that are subject to Article 10.

In June 2000, Article 10 of the Planning Code was amended to utilize National Register criteria as
the basis of evaluation for historic structures.™ At first glance the Lowe Residence would appear
ineligible for designation under Articie 10 because it is less than 50 years old and apparently not
of “exceptional significance.” However, the June 2000 Resolution (No. 527) simultaneously
adopted the California State Office of Historic Preservation’s Technical Assistance Series #7:
“How to Nominate a Resource fo the California Register of Historical Resources” for use in
preparing Landmark and Historic District Designation Reports under Article 10 of the Planning
Code. Given the California Registers more lenient take on the age of a resource, it appears that
the Lowe Residence may be eligible for local listing under Article 10 of the Planning Code.
However, local landmark designation is a political process that takes many other factors into
account, such as how well-known the property is, or if it is publicly accessible. Privately owned,
owner—occu_pied, residential structures are rarely landmarked without the consent of the owner,

although it does happen from time to time if the residence is endangered.

5! San Francisco Pianning Department, Preservation Bulletin No. 9 - Landmarks. {San Francisco: San Francisco Planning Department,
January 2003). . S

%2 gan Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Praservation Bulletin No. 5: Landmark and Historic District Designation Procedures
(San Francisco: San Francisco Planning Department, rev. ed. 2008), 5.
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VI CONTEXT & RELATIONSHiP

Research performed as part of this HRE revealed that the Lowe Residence is not within the
original Sea Cliff subdivisions but actually within the older Lyon & Hoag Tract. Subdivided in
1907, the Lyon & Hoag Tract consisted of the properties on either side of 32™ Avenue befween
California and El Camino del Mar. Although the historical context for the tract is slightly different
than Sea CIiff, today the distinctions betwsen the two fracts are lost to history. Consequently, for
the purposes of this analysis, 100 32™ Avenue will be considered to be part of the better-known
Sea Clif neighborhood.

Sea Cliffis distinguished from the rest of the Outer Richmond District by its City Beautiful-inspired
planning, in particular its curvilinear and picturesque street pattern, carefully graded and terraced
streets and home sites providing ocean views, and by the fact that ‘its housing stock (the only use
permitted) is very cohesive in regard to scale, setbacks, materials, style, and age. Many houses
in Sea CIliff were architect-designed and custom-built, although there are also spec-built
rowhouses closer to California Street. Most of these built before 1930 would have been reviewed
for consistency with neighborhood design guidelines and most were built between a narrow
window of between 1915 and 1930. These factors have contributed to a general uniform pattern
of déVeiopmeni despite many of the houses being designed in different styles, ranging from
Craftsman rowhouses in the southemn part of the neighborhood to large Halian Renaissance
Revival palazzi overlooking China Beach.

By 1930, Sea Ciiff was largely built out with very few vacant lots remaining aside from those
annexed by adjoining property owners as enlarged lawns or difficult-to-build bluff-side parcels.
Atter World War Il, most of these vacant parcels were eventually sold off and developed. Several -
were developed with starkly modern buildings that confrast with the conservative historicist
" aesthetic of their neighbors. Examples include William Wu.rster’s 850 £} Camino del Mar (1958-
currently being remodeled), Esherick’s House'at 890 El Camino del Mar {1963), and the Lowe
Residence at 100 32™ Avenue (1963). The first two of these residences occupy what had been
considered to be unbuildable coastal lots whereas the Lowe Residence occupied a small carner
fot. Unlike the first two, the Lowe Residence is not a low-slung, rambling building; due to its
constrained site it Is taller and is in some ways similar to a traditional San Francisco rowhouse.
Nonetheless, in regard fo its stylistic vocabulary it is quite distinct from its more traditional
“neighbars. If Sea Cliff was a designated historic district, its period of significance ‘would probably
roughly span the years 1915 to 1930, excluding the later infill projects of the 1950s and 1960s like
the Lowe Residence. These latter examples represent drastically different building types and
styles. ‘
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VIl. EVALUATION OF PROJECT SPECIFIC IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

This section anélyzes the project-specific impacts of the proposed project on the environment as
required by CEQA. The project sponsor seeks to alter the Lowe Residence by adding a rooftop
addition and a narrow horizontal addition on the west facade. The additions will add an additional
812 square feet to the exisfing 3,421 squaré foot dweliing. The architect is Bernardo Urquieta of
BRU Architects. Urquieta, an employee of Esherick, Homsey, Dodge, & Davis, is well-versed with
the work of both Joseph Esherick and George Homsey, who was evidently primarily responsible
for the design of the Lowe Residence. The additions will be executed in a vocabulary that is
compatible with the original design of the house and with some slight modifications, we believe
that the project can be brought into compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation,

A. Status of Existing Buildings as a Historiéal Resource

Based on our analysis, the Lowe Residence does appear to be a historical resource under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A building may qualify as a historic resource if it
falls within at least one of four categories fisted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a).”® The
San Francisco Planning Department's “CEQA Review Procedures for Historical Resources”
incorporates the State’s CEQA Guidelines. According to the City’s Guidelines, bui!dihgs that are
“Presumed Historical Resources” are “oroperties included in a local register of historical
resources, as defined by Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or identified as significant in
an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Public Resources Code section
5024.1{g). These resources are presuméd to be historical resources unless the preponderance of
the evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally signiﬁcant,"“ A
second category (Category B) consists of properties requiring further consultation and review.
These include properties with National Register or California Register status codes of 7, General

%3 The four categories ara:

1) Aresource listed in, or determined fo ba eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission, for listing in the California
Register of Historicat Resources (Pub, Res. Code S55024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

2y Aresource incltuded 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 resouree survay meeting the requirements of section 5024.1 (g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resourca as significant
uniess the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is rot histaricaily or culturally significant. -

.3} Any objact, building, structure, site, area, placs, record, of manuscript which a lead agancy determines to be historically
significant er significant in the architecturad, enginsering, scientific, econamis, agricultural, educational, social, pofitical, milltary,
or cultural annals of California may be considered o be an historical resources, providad the lsad agency's determination is
supported hy substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be censidered by the lead agency to
be “historically significant” i the resolrce meets the criteria for listing on the Calfornia Register of Historlcal Resources (Pub,
Res. Code $85024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852)." . .

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.Hk) of the Pub, Resources Code}, or identified
in an historical resources survay {mesting the criteria In section 5024.1(g) of the Pub. Rescurces Code} does not preciude a
lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Pub, Resources Code sections
50:20.1(j) or 5024.1. . -
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Plan-referenced buildings, Structures of Merit, properties listed in the 1976 Survey that are 50
years old or older, buildings within San Francisco Architectural Heritége surveys that are 50 years
old or older, properties built before 1913, buildings in the UMB Survey, properties listed in the
1968 Junior League Survey (Here Today), and several other informational surveys.”

The Lowe Residence has been identified as being architecturally significant in the San Francisco
Planning Department's 1976 Survey and although it is not yet 60 years oid,'the Planning
Department has recommended that an HRE be prepared fo assess its level of significance.
Based on our analysis in Section V, we find that the biiilding eligible for fisting in the California
Régister and possibly as a local landmark under Article 10 of the Planning Code. Therefore, it is
our judgment that the property appears to be a Presumed Historic Resource pursuant to the
City's Guidelines and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) (3).

B. Determination of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA
According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the

environment."®

Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of _
an historic resource would be materially impaired.”57 The sighificance of an historical resource is
materially impaired when a project "demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those
physical characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance” and that

Justity or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in, the California Re_e;;isstea’.58

- C. Evaluation of the Project Pursuant to the Secretary of the Inferior's Standards

Based on our finding that the Lowe Residence appears to be a historical resource as defined by
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a) (3). Therefore, it .is necessary to review the project

-according fo the Secretary of the Interfor's Standards for Rehébi!itation. The Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Hustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic

A Buildings {Rehabilitation Standérds) provide guidance for reviewing work involving historic

properties.” The Rehabilitation Standards are used by Federal agencies in evaluating work on

 Pub, Res. Code S85024.1, Tite 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq,

San Francisco Planning Departmens, GEQA Review Procedures for Histotic Resources {San Francisco: San Franclsco Planning
Department, 2004}, 5-6.
* CEOA Gidelines subsection 15084.5(b) {emphasis added).
¥ CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064,5{p) {1) {emphasis added),
* CEOA Guidetines subsection 16064.5¢b) {2).
* Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, U.S. Department of interior Nationat Park Service Culturat Resources, Preservation Assistance
Division, Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabiiitation and lustrated Guidelines for Rehabilltating Historic Buildings (Washington,
D.C.: Natienal Park Service, 1995). The Standards, revised in 1992, were codified as 38 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federat
Register (Vol. 80, Ne. 133), The revision replaces the 1978 and 1883 versions of 36 CFR 68 entitied The Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Historic Preservation Profects. The 36 CER 68.3 Standards are applied {o all grant-in-aid development projects assisted
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historic properties and they have also been adopted by local government bodies across the
country for reviewing work on -historic properties under local preservation ordinances. The
Rehabilitation Standards provide a useful analytic tool for understanding the potential impacts of
substantial changes to historic resources. Under California law however, conformance with the
Rehabilitation Standards does not determine whether a project would cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. Rather, a project that complies with the

Rehabilitation Standards benefits from a regulatory presumption that it would have a less-than-'

significant adverse impact on a historic resource.®

There are four different treatments outiined in the Standards: Preservation, Rehabilitation,
Restoration, and Reconstruction. All four treatments vary in regard to the degree of intervention
allowed, with Preservation being the most restrictive and Rehabilitation being the most flexible.

Acco_rding to the Standards, Rehabilitation is defined as “the act or process of making possible a

compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those
portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.”® Rehabifitation is
the ondy one of the four treatments that alfows for the construction of an addition or other
alteration to accommodate a change in use or additional program space.62 However, the
" Rehabilitation Standards recommend that new- work to historic buildings be designed “in a
manner that makes clear what is historic and what is new.”™ Furthermore, the Rehabilitation
Standards recommend nof “duplicating the exact form, material, style, and detailing of the historic
building in a new addition so that the work appears to be part of the historic building.”** '

The Rehabilitation Standards also differ from the other three treatments in that an "assumption is
made prior to work that existing historic fabric has become damaged or deteriorated over time
and, as a result, more repair and replacement will be required. nes

The first step in anafyzmg a project’'s compliance with the Rehabilitation Standards is to identify
the property's character-defining features, including characteristics such as massing, materials,
detailing, and spatial relationships. In regard to the Lowe Residence, the kproperty’s primary

character-defining features appear to be- its stepped, rectangular massing, wood-frame and

through the National Historfe Preservation Fund. Another set of Sfandards, 38 CFR 67.7, focuses on “certifled historic structures” as
defined by the IRS Cade of 1986. The Standards in 36 CFR 87.7 are usad primarily when properly owners are seeking certification for
federal tax benefits. The two sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences are pnmanly tachnical and non-substantive in nature. The
Guidefines, however, are nof codified in the Federal Register.
81 CEQA Guideiines subsection 15084.5 (b) (3).
5 Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Gimmoer, Ui.S, Department of Interior National Park Service Csjlturai Resources, Preservation Assistance
Division, Secrefary of the Interior's Standards for Rebabilftation and fustrated Guidelinas for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Washington,
D.C.: National Park Service, 1995}, 61,
2 thid., 63.
ot o tbid., 112

54 thid. ) ’
 Kay D. Weeks and Anna £, Grimmer, 1.8, Dapartment of Interior National Park Semce Culftiral Resources Preservatson Assistance
Division, Secretary of the Intarlor's Standards for Rehabifitation and Iﬂusrrafed Gurdehnss for Rehabifitating Historie Buildings (Washmgﬁun
.G National Parl¢ Service, 1095), 63.
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plywood construction, asymmetrical fenestration pattern, flat roof with penthouse, cedar shingled
exterior finish, painted aluminum ribbon windows with central sliding lights and operable
casemerts, enlry porch, arficulated stair tower, and some éxterior site work, including the
concrete step path and remaining historic plantings.

Due to its prominence and orientation toward EJ Camino del Mar and the Golden Gats, the north
facade is the primary fagade. Of secondary. imporiance is the west facade. Although largely
concealed behind mature trees, the asymmetrical west fagade with its ariculated elements
hinting at the interior use of space, is also important, especially the northern half with its exposed
fireplace and prominent main entrance. Of lesser significance is the southern half of the west
fagade; it is not as visually distinctive as the rest of the visible portions of the exterior, Of tertiary
importance are the south and east facades which face the neighboring properties and the roof,
which aceording to correspondence in Esherick’s papers was designed to accommodate a
possible fourth floor addition. Non-character-defining features include much of the remodeled
ground floor, which is of lesser architectural significance and the roof-top solarium. Several
interior features are of primary importance, in particular the main stair and living spaces on the
first floor.

Once the property’s character-def thing features have been identified, it is essential to dévisé a
project approach that protects and maintains these important materiais and features, meanang
that the work involves the “least degree of interven’ﬂon and that important features and materials
are safeguarded throughout the duration of the project ® It is also important to ensure that the
work does not result in the permanent removal, destruction, or radical alteration of any segmﬁcant
character-defining features. Likewise, it is important to note that the Rehabilitation Standards do
not proscribe modifications or limited alteration of historic structures. Developed in response to
the Federal Rehabillitation Tax Credit program, the Rehabilitation Standards do allow for the
modification of historic structures where necessary, so long as the maierial integrity of the

property is not impaired.

The following analysis reviews the proposed rehabilitation of the Lowe Residence according to
the Standards.

%5 thid.

¢
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Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property will be used as it was historically or be given a
new use that requires minimal change fo its distinctive maferials, features, spaces and
spatial relationships.

Discussion: The proposed project will not introduce a new use to the property; it will
continue to be used as a single-family property.

As designed, the project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The removal of distinctive materials or alferation of features, spaces and
spatial relationships that characterize the property will be avoided.

Discussion: The proposed project will result in the removal of some distinctive materials,
as well as the alteration of some features, spaces, and spatial relationships, in particular
the construction of a horizontal addition at the southwest corner of the building and the
expansion of the existing roof-top penthouse. Given the constrainis of the site, these are
really the only areas where additional square footage can be added without destroying
the most important character-defining features of the exterior, which are concentrated at
the north fagade and the northern half of the west facade. Although the work will result
in the removal of some original materials and will aiter some spatial refationships, the
project as designed, is by and large compatible with the original design of the house.
That said, there are some elements of the design that we do not think comply with the
Standards. These are listed below:

« Alteration of the existing pedestrian entrance on the 32™ Avenue fagade. The
entrance is an important part of the original design and is in its original location,
although the solid-core wood door that is there now does not match the glazed
wood door shown in the original drawings. However, the rest of the detailing is
the same, including the large glazed sidelight and cantilevered canopy above.
As designed, the proposed project will removed the existing entrance and move
it out 5° to be flush with the rest of the proposed horizontal addition. The project
drawings show a much taller glazed wood door with new transoms and a taller
sidelight to the south. in our opinion, this alteration is not in keeping with the
original pedestrian entrance, one of the most important features on the west
fagade.

« The project drawings also show a karge divided-light window above the primary
entrance. While this feature is certainly nof uncommon in Esherick’s earlier
work, such as the Goldman House, it contrasts and competes with the
horizontal ribbon windows and single-pane fixed vertical windows seen
elsewhere on the fagade,

» The project drawings indicate that the existing single-pane! plywood garage
door on the east side of the north fagade will be replaced with a standard
overhead garage door composed of multiple panels, This element is an original
feature of the design and should be refained.

Other aspects of the proposed design that we do think are compatible with the resource
including the following:

« As designed, the proposed roof fop addition appears to be compatible with the
original design of the building. The specific features of this feature will be
discussed in more detall under Standard 9 below but suffice it {o say here that
the building was designed with the possibility of constructing a full fourth floor.
As designed, the proposed addition does not overwhelm the existing structure,
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maintains appropriate setbacks, and is detaled appropriately. In addition, the
design takes its cues from the originally proposed wind-screen and roof-top

. enclosure which will be much less disruptive visually than the curved solarium
on the roof presently,

o As designed, the proposed project will add a small shingled balcony and shiding
aluminum door at the lower right hand comer of the west fagade. The
proportions of the door are similar to — but do not duplicate — the aluminum
windows that presently occupy this area of the fagade. The balcony takes s
cues from the balcony on the north fagade but it is detailed slightly differently in
compiiance with the Standards. :

* As designed, the proposed new window above the balcony described above will
occupy the same location of the existing fourlight aluminum window. The
proposed new window is detailed similarly to the existing window but its light
pattern is slightly different because it is three lights instead of four. This
distinction allows this intervention to remain in compliance with the Standards.

* As designed, the proposed project will relocate the existing chimney flue from
its enclosure within the volume of the house to outboard of the exterior wall on
the west fagade. Although this component of the project will ater existing spatial
relationships of the west fagade, it is not incompatible with the existing
resource. There are other examples of Esherick-designed houses from his Sea
Ranch period that have exposed terra cofta flues, including the Rubin House in
Albany (1960) or the Hedgerow Houses at Sea Ranch (1 966).

* As designed, the proposed project intends to rehabilitate the existing shop on
the first floor for use as an office. The garage door on the west side will be
replaced with glazing and a small fenced-in garden created between the house
and the sidewalk. This element of the project will alter the existing spatial
relationships of the north fagade but this change will be mitigated in part
because the overall dimensions of the opening will not change. Furthermore,
with the fence, this section of the facade will not be as visible from the street. To -
make this change even less visible, it may be possible to build the proposed
glazing inboard of the existing garage door, allowing the door to remain in place
and be closed when the office is not in use.

As designed, the project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard 2 but with some
relatively minor adjustments we believe that it can be brought into compliance (see
Chapter VIII - Improvement Measures).

Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its

fime, place and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such

as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties, will not be
" underfaken,

Discussion: The proposed project will add a large divided-light window above the
primary pedestrian entrance on the west facade. This element appears to be based on
older examples of Esherick's work, in particular the Goldman House (1951). It is our -
belief that this window stands in stark contrast to the existing ribbon windows and single
operable casements of the existing exterior.

As designed, the project does not comply with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired historic
significance in-their own right will be retained and preserved.
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Discussion: The proposed project will remove the ca. 1985 solarium on the roof of the
Lowe Residence. This is not a historic feature and it has not gained significance in |ts
own right.

As designed, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4.

Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction
techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

Discussion: The exterior of the Lowe Residence is primarily characterized by off-the-
shelf materials and standard mechanized construction techniques. Very few exterior
features aside from the exposed firebox demonstrate distinctive materials, features,
finishes, or construction techniques. The materials that will be removed are primarily
plywood and saveral aluminum windows. On the other hand, the interior does contain
exampies of sophisticated joinery techniques and high-quality wood finishes, particularly
the main stair and the casework in the living room and dining room. These features and
materials will be unaffected hy the pfoject.

. As designed, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 5.

Rehabilitation Standard 6: Deterioraled historic features will be repaired rather than
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive
feature, the new feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and, where possible,
‘materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and
physical evidence. ‘

Discussion: The Lowe Residence has been very well maintained over its nearly half-
century of life and appears to have many more decades of serviceable use in the future.
Aside from normal wear and fear, the building does not dnspiay any signs of serious
deterioration. If during construction it is revealed that a feature is severely deteriorated,
it will be repaired if possible and replaced if necessary using documentary and physical
- evidence.

As designed, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 6.

Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chemical or physical 'freatments if appropriate, will be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible. Treatments that cause damage o
historic materials will not be used.

Discussion: At this stage, neither chemical nor physical treatments are anticipated. If
either is required, the gentlest means possible, as identified in The Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properiies with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, will be
used.

As designed, the proposed prOJect compises with Rehabilitation Standard 7.

Rehabiiltatlon Standard 8: Archeological resaurces will be protected and preserved in
- place. If such resources must be d:sturbed mitigation measures will be undertaken.

Discussion: No sub-surface excavatlon will be undertaken as part of the proposed
rehabilitation.

March 25, 2009 ' , . Keiley & VerPlanck
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As designed, the Proposed Project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alferations, or related new
construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differeniiated from the old and will be
compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing
to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

Discussion: As designed, the project proposes two additions: a 5-deep horizontal
addition on the west fagade and a roof-top addition to the existing penthouse. The
horizontal addition is two stories high and will be constructed on the southern half of the
west fagade, the most appropriate location. As currently designed, the addition presents
some problems from the perspective of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, in
particular the relocation and reconstruction of the primary entrance and the addition of a
large multi-light window above the addition. Otherwise, the proposed addition is quite
compatible with the original building. Utilizing similar construction techniques and
materials, the addition does not overwhelm the existing structure. Furthermore, its
stepped massing reflects the more complicated articulation of stepped bays on the north
facade and the northern half of the west fagade. The location of the proposed addition is
realistically the only place where additional square footage can be gained without
sacrificing the building’s primary character-defining features.

+ The second proposed addition will be constructed on the roof. It will displace the
incompatible ca. 1985 solarium and wrap around three sides of the existing fourth-floor
penthouse, which is presently little more than a stair landing and utility stack. According
to Esherick’s project files for the Lowe Residence, the original plan was to construct a
full fourth floor and there is evidence to suggest that the building was framed for a full
additional flcor. The original drawings show a 4' high wind screen with a plastic roof
located along the top of the parapet. This feature was omitted as a last-minute cost
savings measure prior to construction. A similarly detailed windscreen was eveniually
constructed on the west parapet in 1968 but this feature was presumably removed when
the existing non-permitted solarium was built ca. 1985. :

The proposed fourth-floor addition seeks to achieve some of the original un-built
penthouse, albeit in a contemporary vocabulary that makes clear what is original and
what is new. The proposed penthouse addition will be stepped back from the parapet
along the two principal character-defining facades from 3' to 7'. The only areas that it
wilt be flush with the exterior walls will be along the tertiary east and south facades
which are not visible from the street. in regard fo its shape, the penthouse addition wili
be low-profile {in order to comply with existing height limits) and stepped back to echo
the north fagade of the existing structure. In terms of its detailing, the penthouse
addition will be nearly entirely glazed along the north fagade, increasing its fransparency
and diminishing its apparent size. Along the west fagade, the addition will be set back,
clad in cedar shingles, and detailed to remain compatible with the existing penthouse,
which will remain. A rectangular window will be placed within a recess to differentiate
the two volumes.

As designed, the proposed project complies with Standard 9.

March 25, 2009 Keiley & VerPlanck
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Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction
will be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the fufure, the essential form
and integrity of the historic properly and its environment would be unimpaired.

Discussion: While unlikely, it is theoretically possible fo remove the two proposed
additions and with limited reciadding, preserve the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment,

As designed, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 10.

D. Analysis of Project-Specific Impacts under CEQA

According to Section 15126.4(b}(1) of the Public Resources Code (CEQA Guidelines). “Where
maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or
reconstruction of the historical resource will be conducted in a manner consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoﬁng, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, the project's impact
on the historical resource will generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and
thus is not significant.” As demonstrated in the sections above, the proposed project complies
with all ten standards except for Standards 2 and 3. With some minor adjustment to the proposed
project, KVP believes that the entire project can beﬁ brought into compliance with the Standards..

March 25, 2009 . _ ] Keifey & VerPlanck
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VI, IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

Under Standards 2 and 3 above, KVP identifies several aspects of the proposed project that do
not currently comply ‘with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation. In our
judgment, these elements include the reconstruction of the primary enfrance, the addition of a
large divided-light window above the entrance, and the replacement of the existing solid-panel
garage door with a mutti-panel overhead garage door. In place of reconfiguring the entrance, KVP
suggests mainfaining it in its existing location and in its existing configuration, or at least not
changing it so dramatically if it is to be moved to be tlush with the new horizontal addition. In
regard fo the proposed divided-light window, KVP thinks that this element is not compatible with
the later phase of Esherick’s work which largely substituted aluminum ribbon windows or single~
light casements In place of large divided-light window walls. Furthermore, the proportions don't
seem to work in refation to the existing fenestratson pattern. We suggest using a smaller
window(s) that retain the syncopated rhythm of horizontal and vertically proportioned rectangular
windows. In regard to the garage door, we recommend leaving it in place and if it is deteriorated,
to replace it in kind. Similarly, it may be desirable to‘ construct the proposed window wall inboard
of the existing garage door of the former shop bay on the north fagade, thereby retaining the
original appearance of this slevation.

(. CoNcLUSION

Designed by Joseph Esherick and built in 1962»3, the Lowe Residence at 100 32™ Avenue is a
rare (in San Francisco) and relatively pristine example of a dwelling designed in the Second Bay
Region Tradition. Built on a small corner lot, the building stands in contrast to its more traditional
neighbors. Although the relatively inexpensive house did not attract much attention when it was
constructed, today the building is widely published in architecturai guidebooks and known to
architects and architectural historians who study the Second Bay Region Tradition. Based on the
analysis in this repor, the Lowe Residence appears to be a historic resource as a resource that
appears eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 {Design/Construction).
Projects that comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation benefit from
the presumption that they will not constitute a significant adverse effect on the environment. Our
analysis indicates that the project in large part does comply with the Secretary’s Standards and
with several minirmal changes, the entire project could be brought into total compliance.

March 25, 2009 Kelfey & VerPlanck
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APPENDIX 49
A. Photograph of Bernardo Urquieta, Joseph Esherick, and George Homsey

B. Original Construction Drawings

C. Original Construction and Subsequent Alteration Permits

Photograph taken ca. 1986 of Joseph Esherick, Bernardo Urquieta, and George Homsey
Source: BRU Architects
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Lowe Residence
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW « FOUNDED 1873 San Francisco, CA 94105

Luck, Fowarn, Hamioon & SCRIsps LLp 115.356.4600
415.356.4610 fax

v, Joce.com

ALICE SUET YEE BARK)LEY

DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 415.356.4635
DIRECT FAX NUMBER 415.356.3888
LMANL ADDRESS ABARKLEYEILUCE.COM

VIA MESSENGER

April 5, 2009

Supervisor David Chiu
President, Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Pr. Carlton B. Goodlett Drive,
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Appeal of Issuance of Categorical Exemption
Planning Department Case Number

100 — 32™ Avenue, San Francisco (aka 865 El Camino Del Mar)

Dear Supervisor Chiu:

Our office represents Jennifer King and Tim Fredel (“Project Sponsors™), who are the
owners of the single-family home located at 100 — 32 Avenue, San Francisco (“Site™). The
Project Sponsors submitted an application for a horizontal and vertical expansion of the existing
home (“Project”). The Planning Department issued a Certificate of Categorical Exemption for
the proposed and the Planning Commission denied requests for discretionary review, including
the one filed by Mr. and Mrs. Garfinkel. Mr. and Mrs. Garfinkel appealed the issuance of the
Certificate for a Categorical Exemption for the project to the Board of Supervisors (“BOARD™)
contending that the proposed project would have an adverse effect on a historic resource.

In support of their appeal, Appellants attached the Planning Department’s case report
dated February 19, 2009; this report was prepared for an earlier design which was not the
Planning Commission. The February 2009 case report was prepared before the Department issue
a Historic Resource Evalation Response ("HRER™); therefore, the February 2009 case repott is
irrelevant to this appeal For the reasons set forth in the Planning Department’s report to this
BOARD, the letter to this BOARD from Chris VerPlanck who is an architectural historian which
is attached hereto as Exhibit 1, and the discussion below, it is respectfully submitted that the
appeal is devoid of merits and should be denied by this BOARD.

CarmeL VaLLey/DeL Mar « . LoS ANGELES . San Digco . San FRANCISCO
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Supervisor David Chiu
April 5, 2010
Page 2 of 8

PROJECT SITE

The approximately 2,465 square feet (“sf”)' Site is located at the southeast comer of El
Camino Del Mar and 32nd Avenue in an RH-1(D) district.  Copies of the Aerial Map of the
Project block and photographs of the Site and the Project vicinity are attached hereto respectively
as Exhibit2. The Site is improved with an existing 3,421 gsf, three-story over a
garage/basement single-family home designed by Joseph Esherick (“Esherick™). The garage
level (first floor)? contains two car parking accessed by two separate driveways, a storage room,
a shop/laundry area, and a bathroom. The second floor contains the living room, a sitting
area/family room, the dining room, kitchen, half-bath, the entry hall and staircase. The third
floor contains two bedrooms, a family room and two bathrooms and an existing fourth-floor
penthouse containing a stair hall, dumbwaiter shaft and wet bar. A partial fourth floor sofarium
was constructed without a permit prior to Permittees’ ownership and is used as a bedroom. The
approved plans are attached hereto the Planning Department’s case report to this Board, sce
Sheets A.1.1 to A.1.4 for the existing floor plans.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The Project’s foot print will essentially be identical to what currently exists except fora 3’x 12
1 4” balcony off the kitchen at the main living (second) floor and a 3’x 13°-7 4” bay window in
the front bedroom on the third floor. The solarium constructed without a permit will be
completely removed. A new master bedroom suite will be constructed on the fourth level around
the existing enclosed staircase and landing. The new master bedroom suite will be set back 3™ to
7" teet from the facades below. A subbasement for storage is also included. The Project required
rear yard and side yard variances. See Sheets Al.1 to Al.4, and A2.1 to A2.4 of Exhibit 1 for
the Project plans, elevations and sections approved by the Planning Commission.

PROCEEDINGS BELOW

Planning Commission and Planning Department

On January 18, 2008, Appellants requested discretionary review (“DR”) before the
Planning Commission (“Commission™). The DR hearing, originally scheduled for December 4,
2008, was continued several times, first to February 26, 2009, then to April 1, then to May 7, and

: Notwithstanding the appeilants’ complaiﬁt about the small Tot size, the lot is a legally subdivided lot.

: The floor designations were at the instruction of the Planning Department because the garage level appears
to be a full floor from El Camino Del Mar, notwithstanding that it is a basement under the Building Code definition.
Please note that on the approved plans attached to the Planning Department case report to this Board, DBI noted the
correct floor label per Building Code. '

301168336v1
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was finally held on June 4, 2009. The schedule hearings were continued to allow the Projeét
Sponsor to revise the project, to address the neighbors® concerns, and to comply with a private
agreement and a deed restriction. A Certificate of Determination Exemption from
Environmental Review was issued for the project. After an extensive public hearing on June 4,
2009, the Commission by a vote of 4 to 2, approved the project. On June 4, 2009, the Zoning
Administrator granted the rear yard and side yard variances.

Environmental Review

The Department’s historic Preservation Technicians reviewed every design revision.’
mcluding several revisions that were not presented to the Appellants and the Department found
the Project to be exempt from CEQA after each review. The Project was re-evaluated after the
Permittees submitted a formal environmental review application. As part of the enviroamental
review process, the Project Sponsors engaged Chris VerPlanck to prepare a Historic Resource
Evaluation (“VerPlanck HRE”). For a copy of the VerPlanck HRE, please refer to Planning
Department’s case report to the BOARD. After review of the VerPlanck Report, the Depariment
prepared an independent Historic Resource Evaluation Response (“HRER™). A copy of the
HRER is attached to the Planning Department’s case report to this BOARD.

Board of Appeals

Appellants appealed the variance decision and the issuance of the building permit for the
Project to the Board of Appeals. The Board of Appeals conducted a duly notice public hearing
~on December 9, 2010 but continued the hearing to January 13 to allow Commissioner Tanya
Peterson to participate. On January 13, 2010, the Board of Appeals upheld the granting of the
variance and the issuance of the building permit. Appellant did not request a rehearing of the
Board of Appeal’s decision affirming the granting of the variance, but requested a rehearing of
the Board of Appeal’s decision affirming the issuance of the building permit. The hearing on
Appellants’ request for rehearing was calendared for March 3, 2010. At the hearing, Ms.
Goldstein, the Executive Director of the Board of Appeals announced that Appellants had filed
this appeal with the BOARD and the hearing on the rehearing request was continued to the cull
of the Chair awaiting this BOARD’s decision. Appellants never notified the Project Sponsors of
this appeal so that it could be continued from March 3, 2010 beforehand.

ISSULES RAISED BY APPELLANTS

Appellants assert that the Project adversely affects a Historic Resource in that the
Historic Resource Evaluation Report found the proposed project to have negative effect on this

There were eight revisions tofal, but only seven was submitted to the Planning Department for review.
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Esherick home, and that the addition of a fourth floor violates the principals of design used by
Esherick when he designed the house in 1961. Appellants also contend that Esherick designed
very few private residences and even fewer of those in San Francisco and implies that any
renovation and/or rehabilitation undertaken would adversely affect this Historic Resource.

RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED

The Department’s historic Preservation Technicians reviewed every design revision.”
including several revisions that were not presented to the Appellants and the Department found
the Project to be exempt from CEQA after each review. The Project was re-evaluated after the
Pernuittees submitted a formal environmental review application. As part of the environmenta]
review process, the Project Sponsors engaged Chris VerPlanck to prepare a Historic Resource
BEvaluation (*VerPlanck HRE”). For a copy of the VerPlanck HRE, please refer to Planning
Department’s case report to the BOARD. After review of the VerPlanck Report, the Department
prepared an independent Historic Resource Evaluation Response (“HRER™). A copy of the
HRER is attached to the Planning Department’s case report to this BOARD.

The VerPlanck Report evaluated a previous project design and analyzed the potential
impacts of the renovation under the ten (10} Secretary of Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards
(“Standard™). See page 39-45 of VerPlanck HRE. First, VerPlanck identified this home’s
character defining features, including massing, materials, detailing and spatial relationship and
determined that the primary facade of this home is on El Camino del Mar fagade and the 32™
Avenue facade is the secondary fagade. With respect to the 327 Avenue fagade, VerPlanck
determined that the southern half of this facade is less significant. VerPlanck then applied the
ten standards to the proposed renovation. Under Standards 2 and 3, VerPlanck carefully
analyzed every aspect of the proposed renovated and pointed out new design features that, in his
opinion, were not compatible with the existing design. The proposed design was then revised o
address every comment of potential incompatibility.

After an independent review of the project design and the VerPlanck HRE, the Planning
Department issued its HRER for the project on April 3, 2009 and found the Project

“is consistent with all aspects of the Secretary of Interior Standurds for
Rehabilitation (Standards) and that it will not cause a substantial adverse change
in the resource such that the sigmficance to the building would be materially
impaired. While Kelley & VerPlanck found that the project should be slightly
modified to preserve the original entry and garage doors and to eliminate the
proposed window above the entry, staff found that these aspects of the proposed

There were eight revisions total, but only seven was submitied to the Planning Department for review.

301168336v]



{110 0O
LUCE FORWARD
STTORNEYS AT LAW - FOUNDED 1873
Luce, Forwarp, Hamilon & SCRires LLP
Supervisor David Chiu
April 5, 2010
Page 5 of 8

design are in keeping with the Standards and is not recommending any changes to
the design.”

[n fact, the Department’s preservationists found that while design revisions 5 and 6 comply with
the Standards, the Project Sponsors voluntarily incorporated - the aforementioned
recommendations by VerPlanck in the design presented to and approved by the Commission.”
No one has, or is disputing that Joseph Esherick is considered to be a master architect or that the
building is an architectural resource. An architectural resource, mcluding a City designated
landmark,® can be altered as long as the proposed renovation meets the Secretary of Interior
Standards (“Standards™). The HRER and the VerPlanck Report demonstrate that the Project as
approved meets the Standards.

Because there is no definitive list of all of Joe Esherick’s works, VerPlanck researched
extensively before preparing the VerPlanck HRE, including the Bancroft Library Regional Oral
History Office at the University of California, Berkeley, drawings from the Environmental
Design Archives at the University of California, Berkeley, and the archives of EHDD
Architecture in San Francisco. It was in the notes and drawings relating to the onginal design of
this home in the Environmental Design Archive that VerPlanck determined that the house was
originally designed as a fourth-story home but for omitted at the last minute for financial
considerations.” Nevertheless, the home was framed and designed structurally for fourth floor
addition at a later date,

On page xi of Introduction of the book by Marc Treib, entitled “Appropnate — The
Houses of Joe Esherick,” Mr. Treib stated that he “restricted [his] studies to the houses rather
than the firm’s larger projects,” and that the houses discussed in the book are probably only hall
of Esherick’s total 1:)rociuctitm.8 More importantly, on page 101 of Mr. Treib’s book, he wrote:

“ .. in all, a house in which the architect gave his clients spaces for living
characterized by discovery as well as functional support.

This was important to Esherick. In the Oral History completed shortly before his
passing Esherick returns time and time again to the notion that architecture, and

> At the hearing, Commissioner Suguya also requested that the new bay window include divided light which

was mcorporated into the approved design.
o For a City designated landmark, the renovation would be subject to the Certificate of Appropriateness
process. However, the Standards are used to determine if the renovation is appropriate.

7

See page 3 of Exhibit 1, Letter to this Board from Chris VerPlanck .

s See a list of all known private residences designed by Escherick and his firm in San Francisco attached

hereto as Exhibit 3.
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architectural experience, should never be closed and finite. Architeciure,
instead, is a stimulus that generates continuous and changing human response,
a means to an end rather than an end in itself.”

As noted 1n the Treib book, Esherick homes have been renovated. In this case, the renovation
1s appropriate and complements the original design to meet the changing needs of ils
occupants. Appellants’ contention that the Lowe House should never be altered is contrary o
Esherick’s philosophy that architecture should never be closed and finite.

Finally, Mr. VerPlanck also reviewed Appellants’ letter of appeal and provided his
responses this Board in a letter dated April 5, 2010, See Exhibit 15 this letter includes an exhibit
of all known Escherick homes in San Francisco. Contrary to Appellants’ assertion, Esherick and
his firm designed numerous homes through out the United Stated during his early caree, At lcast
ten private homes designed by Escherick, excluding those by his firm remain in San Francisco.
Marc Treib noted that Esherick designed very few homes after the 1970’s and it would be correct
to state that Esherick homes design after 1970 are rare, such as the Haw Residence at 2550
Divisadero Street. The Lowe house was designed in the early 1960’s when most of Esherick’s
noted designs were private homes. '

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the Permittees respectfully submit that the BOARD shouid deny
the appeal and affirmed the issuance of the Certificate of Categorical Exemption for the Project.
Please contact me at 415-356-4635 if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

?—:i:rCC‘CL{f; _}&LL’L}? y _‘-’QK.. / ] N /:\‘,/é: pe //‘.»-‘ -
Alice Suet Yee Barkley / . - J
for : g

LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS LLP

ASYB/BS

Encl: Exhibits _'1—3
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EBHRISTAPHER VERPLANTGK
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2912 DiaMoND STREeT #3300

SAN FRANCISEO, DALIFORNIA 94131

SUPERVISOR DAVID DHIU

PRESIDENT, SAN FRANDISCO

HBDARD OF BUPERVISORS

1 DR. DARLTON B, GOODRLETT PLARE
BAN FRANCISCO, DALIFORNIA 4102

RE: 108 32 AveENuE
Dear President Chiu;

My name is Christopher VerPlanck;  am a San Francisco-based architectural historian with over a decade
of experience in eQa!uating historic resources in California and the West, beginning with my tenure as an
architectural historian at San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and later, as the founder of the Cuitural
Resources Studic al Page & Turnbull Arbhitects. In 2007, | co-founded my own historic preservation
censulting firm, Kelley & VerPlanck Historical Resources Consulting (KVP).

| have been asked io review the Appeal for Categorical ExemptionfExclusion from Environmental Review
for 100 32™ Avenue written by Mr. Stephen M. Williams on behalf of Sanford Garfinkel, This |etter, dated
March 1, 2010, appeals the Categorical Exarnption ("Cat Ex"} granted to the property owners - Jenifer
King and Timothy Fredel - on the grounds that the property is a historic resource and that the property
owners’ rehabiiita.tioa'a pians “may cause a significant adverse change” in the significance of this historic
rasource, thereby requiring review under the California Environmentai Quality Act (CEQA).

| prepared the historic rescurce evaluation {(MRE - Final dated March 25, 2009) for the original King/Fredet
rehabilitation project a year ago, so | am well-acquainted with the property and the project. Indeed, it was
my firm that completed the primary research that documented the construction chronciogy and
subseqguent history of this significant Esherick-designed rasidence. Accerding to the revised drawing set
dated May 18, 2009, the project has been reduced in scope from the project that | reviewed a year ago.
In our analysis, the original project did not entirely comply with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation. We suggested several improvement'measures, which if implemented, would bring the
project into compliafdce. The current version of the project has adopted these improvement measures;
therefore | can state without reservation that the approved project complies with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards and therefore does not cause an adverse change in the significance of the historic

resource, and will not have a significant effect on the environment.

in the following sections | will address each of the main points identified by Mr. Willlams in his Appeal,
dated March 4, 2010, | have organized Mr. Willlams' points into individual bullet points for ease of
reference. Under each bullet point | have quoted his statements in bold italics and written my responses
in non-italicized font.

2912 Diamond Street, # 330 San Francisco, CA 94131 // 415.337.5824 // www.kvpconsulting.com oo
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"The building is a recognized historic resource.”

No one has disputed the fact that while 100 32" Avenue is technically not “recognized” under
the City's landmark designation program, it appears to be a historical resource based on the
analysis of the KVP report prepared in March 2009, Planning Depariment staff agreed with our
findings.

"This paftiw!ar building was constructed in 1963, and is known as the “Richmond House”
or the "Lowe House." '

Cur research indicates that the house was substantially constructed during 1982, with the
certificate of occoupancy granted January 28, 1863, Furthermore, in our research of the Esherick
Archives, we see no reference to the "Richmond House.” Indeed, Mr. Willlams' text is not
footnoted regarding his sources of information,

Yt is notable for an Esherick design feature, a shingle box with the later Esherick
syncepated window rhythms. The addition a new row of windows at the fop floor on both
facades and changing the shape and size of the lower windows forever changes the
architecture and design from Esherick.”

Of course, virtually any work to a historic property is going to result in changes to the original
design, but compatible changes are allowed under the Secratary of the Interior's Standards.
Furthermore, Willlams' statement is donfuséng, suggesting that a new band of windows is being
added around the top floor of the building proper, which would compistely destroy Esherick's
“syncopated window rhythms.” What his letter fails 1o make clear is that the majority of the new
windows will be installed on the expanded existing fourth floor level penthouse. The penthouse is
a feature of the or%ginal design. it is being enlarged as part of this scope of work, but the new
construction is set back from the parapet of the bullding, minimizing its visibility from public
streets. Furthermore, an originaﬁ unbuilt design featured an enclosed solarium/fsun porch on the
fourth floor level that featured a band of glazed fenestration similar 1o what is being proposed
{(Figure 1}. Although this solarium was omitted from construction at the iast minute due o cost
issues, a glazed wind screen of a similar design was built in the jate 198Cs. This feature was
replaced by an incompatible and unpermitted solarium in the 1880s. The project will remove this
unaitréctive feature and replace it with exterior elevations more compatible with the original
unbulilt fourth floor level solarium designed by Esherick.

2912 Diamond Street, # 330 San Francisco, CA 94131 // 415.337.5824 // www.kvpconsulting.com - +@oe
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Figure 1. Lowe Residence facade showing original plan for the fourth floor
penthouse, 1262
Sowrce: Joseph Esherick Architect

"This project changes both facades designed by Esherick. This project changes the
window configuration and other exterior dimensions and designs and negatively impacts its
value as a product of this master architect.”

This statement exaggerates the project’s scope of work, which will actually have almost no
impact on the primary facade facing £l Camino det Mar and only a moderate amount of change
to the sacondary fagade facing 32™ Avenue., On Ei Camino del Mar, the original aluminum
windows will be replaced in kind and the building re-shingled. Although the interior of the garage
level will be rearranged, with one of the garage bays becoming a guest bedroom, the new
windows of this bedroom will only be visible when i is in use. Otherwise these windows will be
concealed behind a garage door similar to the one that is in place now. Because this work will be
done using materials that match the criginal, there will be no visible changes io the facade below
the third floor parapet line. The only change that will be noticeable at all after the project is
compieted is the expansion of the existing fourth floor level penthouse. In place of the
unattractive 1980s-era solarium will be a new sitting room with a glazed exterior reminiscent of

B
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Esherick’s original unbuilt design for the fourth floor. However, unike Esherick’s original design,
the fourth floor level will be set back from far the parapet, ranging from 5°-3 3/4” to 9'-6".

The 32™ Avenue fagade is the secondary public fagade. Today it is largely concealed behind
mature trees and cther plantings, most of which will rernain after the project is completed. Similar
to the Ef Camino del Mar fagads, the deteriorating original windows witt be replaced in kind to
match the original. The exterior will be re-shingled as well. Changeas to this fagade are more
axtensive than El Camino del Mar but will be execited in a manner that the work does not detract
from the significance of Esherick’s design. Changes include the relocation of the chimney flus
from within the wail to outboard of the wall. This is the cnly change proposed for the
northernmost two-thirds of the 32" Avenue fagade. The rest of the proposed changes are
clustered within a small area located toward the southwest corner of the property, which is
largely concealed from view by landscaping and fencing. They include the construction of a 3’
deck, the replacement of an existing pair of aluminum sliding windows with & tripartite aluminum
door that opens onto the new deck, the relocation of a narrow fixed window from the north side of
the deck o the south, and the existing third floor lavel will be pushed out 3" to form a bay window
above the new porch. it will be rebuilt to matoh the existing fagads, inciuding the same shingle
cltadding and fenestration pattern. The only other change will be the expansion of the fourth floor
1o the south by approximately 8'-7 %", This will be set back from the parapst by about 3’ and will
be lower than the parapet of the existing fourth floor penthouse, and significantly lower than its
neighbor to the south at 110 327 Avenue.

in my opinion, none of these changes, aside from the partial expansion of the fourth fioor, will be
noticeable to the untrained eye. Furthermore, they will be executed in a manner that is
compatible with Esherick's original design by avoiding the introduction of materials or features
that are foreign to his work., Most important, the syncopated rhythm of opening to void and
projecting element 10 recessed element is preserved.

« "The review of this project and the impacts it has on the value of this rare single family

home destined (sic-"designed?”"} by Joseph Esherick have not been fully appreciated or
fleshed out by the Department. There is no mention of the fagade changes or fifth floor
deck and how those new features can possibly pass muster under the Secretary of the
Interior’ Guidelines {sic-"Standards”).” _
The HRE prepared by KVP in April 2009 exhaustively analyzed and fully discussed the proposed
alterations to 100 32™ Avenue. In cur findings we determined that the project did not fully comply
with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards but that it could be made to comply with several
‘changes. We identified these changes in a chapter called “Improvement Measures.” Based on
our recommendations, these changes were made to the project, bringing it fully into compliance
with the Secretary's Standards.

s “The original design of the building did not include a fourth floor. The fourth fioor was
added without permits.”

2912 Diamond Street, # 330 San Francisco, CA 94131 // 41'5.337.5824 /f www. kvpeonsulting.com B
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This is simply incorrect. According to Esherick’s meeting notes at the Environmental Design
Archives at UC Berkeley, the client - Gustav Lowe ~ criginally wanted a fourth-floor penthouse
with a bathrcom, but wasn't sure that he could afford it. Esherick said that he would frame the
house for a full fpurth floor. Esherick did in fact design a larger fourth floor “penthouse” but this
was scaled back to its present configuration in response o cost concerns expressed by the
Lowes afier construction was underway. The revised drawings included a small penthouse
containing a hall, stair hall, and wet bar opening onto a roof deck.? This was built and exists
today. Between 1967 and 1970, the third owners, Peter Klaus and Melanie 5. Maier, added a 4™
high woed and giass wind screen on the west parapet of the roof. This element, which was similar
to the one originally designed for the house by Esherick, was built; it appears in a photograph of
the house taken ca. 19873 (Figure 2).° This photograph also shows the partial fourth floor

penthouse. The existing sotarium was added to the property without permits ca. 1885.

Figure 2. Lowe Residence, ca. 1473
Source: Joseph Esherick Architect

s “"None of the adjacent buiidings have a built-out fourth floor, let alone a roof deck placed at
a fifth level. The project is out of character with the neighborhood and viciates the
principals of design used by Esherick when he designed the house in 19671."

This is also incorrect. Just to name one example, the property next door to 100 32" Avenue, at
110 32™ Avenue, has at least four agcupiable floors, including the raised basement and roof-top
penthouse. Even with the new construction, 100 32™ Avenue will remain lower than this property,

" “Correspondence File for Gustav and Efizabeth Lowe,” Joseph Esherick Papers, University of California, Berkeley,
Envircnmental Design Archives.

? Addendum No. 2 to Drawings and Specifications for & House far Mr. and Mrs, Gustav E. Lowe (April 1962),

# San Francisco Bureau of Building Inspection, “Application of Peter K. Maier owner, for permit to alter 100 32™ Avenue,”
(File No. 355498, July 18, 1958). '

5.
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which according to tax records has only two stories. It is important to note that not ail floor
heights are the same among neighboring houses, and what is counted as a floor in one house
may not be counted as one in another. For example, the garage of 100 324 Avenue, although
below grade on 32" Avenue, is counted as a fioor while the raised basement of 110 32" Avenue
is not. Similarly, the penthouse addition of 110 32™ Avenue is also not considered o be a floor.
Mr. Williams' staterment that “the project is out of character with the neighborhood” is subjective
at best. In regard to neighborhood character, it is important to point out that 100 32 Avenue,
afthough considered to be Sea CHff, is actually part of an older subdivision originafly calléd the
Lyen & Hoag Tract. Unlike Seachiff proper, this tract was developed in a piecemeal manner and
does not appear to have been subject to the same strict design guidelines as the rest of the
neighborhood. As a result, you see a wide variety of styles, materials, and massing ameng the
properties along 32" Avenue and the adjoining parcels facing El Camino del Mar, indeed, the
adjoining property to the south at 110 32" Avenue has a construction date of 1810, although one
would never guess it based on its 1980s-era postmodern remodel. Additionally, the Appeilant’s
house at 888 El Camine del Mar -~ built in 1974 - was designed in a 1970s-era Brutalist mode.
How are either of these properties any more in “character with the neighborhood” than the
proposed rehabilitation of 100 32" Avenue

Finally, Mr. Williams does not'explain how the proposed rehabilitation of 100 32" Avenue
"...violates the principals of design used by Esherick when he designed the house in 1961.” One
expects more than unsubstantiated opinion when reading an appeal from a well-respected
lawyer.

s "One of the reasons this 'bui?ding is so important is that he (sic-Esherick?) did relatively few
single family houses in San Francisco and very few of this itk.” .

KVP has inventoried the existing single-family dwellings in San Francisco designed by Joseph

tsherick. We used various sources, including standard architectural guidebooks, websites, and

- the project list in the Joseph Esherick Papers at the Environmental Design Archives at UC

Berkelay. _Wé'have included only extant; single-family buildings that can be documented as

" Esherick designs. tnfortunately, the Esherick project iist does not include addfesses, so we had

to use San Francisco city direciories ¢ look up Esherick’s clients. If his clients were listed, we

looked up the address on Geoogle Streetview to determine if the buliding, a} is an Esherick, and

b) remains intact. As can be seen from the table beiow, there are at least 10 extant Esherick-
designed, single-family houses remaining in San Francisco. This list includes only dwellings
designed by Joseph Esherick’s practice and does not include dwellings by Jeseph Esherick and
Agsociates (formed 1963) or Esherick Homsey Dodge and Davis {formad 1972}, We also did not
include multi-family properties, including Esherick’s own house at 120-22 Culebra Terrace,
because it contains twe units. Nearly all of these dwellings were built in San Francisco's wealthier
northern neighborhoods, including Russian Hill, Cow Hollow, Pacific Heights, and Presidio
Heights.

« 100 32 Avenue (1861-63), client: Gustav Lowe
e 420 El Camino del Mar {1855-57), client: Arthur W. Baum

6-
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e 1036 Francisco Street (1852), clieni: Mrs. Fred Frank

s 3080 Pacific Avenue (1951), client: Mrs. Maurice Eliaser

o 3085 Pacific Avenue (1948-49), client: Richard Frank

s 3323 Pacific Avenue (1947), client: Lawrence Ford

e 75 Raycliff Terrace (1950-51), client: Robert W. Cahill

= 2430 Vézéejo Street (1946-47), client: Prentis Hale

e 2960 Vallelo Street (1948-50), cfient: Arthur J. Cohen

s 3700 Washingion Street {1850-51), client: Richard Goldman

In addition to these properties, Esherick worked on dozens of other jobs throughout San
Francisco, remodeling existing dwellings and building additions 1o single-family dweliings.
Esherick was also very active working on large-scale mixed-use developments, such as
Diamond Heights or the rehabilitation of The Cannery.

e “No other building in the surrounding neighborhood has such a fealure (sic- "rooftop deck

and penthouse?”) and it will make this building stand out and alter iis appearance
significantly.”
This staternent is completely untrue. Ever since it was completed in 1963, 100 32 Avenue has
had a roof deck. A guick glance at any on-line aerial photography sites fike Geogle Earth and
Bing.com indicate that many buildings on the west side of 32" Avenue {(south of the subject
‘property) has a roof-top penthouse. Additionally, many houses facing the Golden Gate on the
north sige of £l Camino del Mar have roof-top decks.

o "This design, to redesign the facades, to buiid out a new floor and to place a deck on top of
that new built out floer Is designed to "shout” and to create a large, new prominent position
for this buiiding. Further, the Department's own Internal documentation clearly
demonstrates that (1) #t acknowledged the building is a historical rasource; (2) No visibility
studies are provided, (3) the Dept simply states a conclusion {no impacts) but fails fo
demonstrate how adding an entire floor and changing the facades of a resource could ever -
be appropriate.” - |
First, the proposed fourth~fiocr‘work is not an entire "new floor,” but rather an addition to an
existing fourth floor level that is original 1o the building. Aside from the transparent wind screen
for the roof-top deck, the new work is all lower than the existing fourth-fioor penthouse parapet,
and all of it is lower than the adjoining property at 110 32™ Avenue.

Second, | am not sure how the proposed design is designed to “shout.” Designed by the well-
respected firm of BRU Architects, the principal founder of the firm, Bernarde Urguieta, once
worked with Joe Esherick in his firm of EMDD. Urguieta understands Esherick's aesthetic
sensibility wall and the proposed project seems instead to wink rather than shout,

o “The Department has done -nothing to reduce the visibility of the project. The neighbors
requested that the project be reduced in size to malch the neighbors and to reduce iis
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visibility from the public sireets. The Department and the builder refused. The new addition
will be prominent and visible from every street in the surrounding area and from p'ubh‘c
spaces nearby.” ‘

The scale and scope of the proposed rehabilitatior: of 100 32° Avenue has been significantly
reduced over the last year and a half, partly in response to KVP's suggestions for improvements
to the project. The new work is restrained in regard o its scope and will have no significant
impact on the architectural significance of the existing structure. The new work cn the fourth
floor, which appears 1o be the primary issue in this appeal, is an addition to an existing
penthouse level that is original 1o the building, The new work is iower than its neighbor to the
south and only a few feet higher than the Appellant's house, which is downhill from the subject
property to the sast. -

e« “This Building ls Fligible For The National And State Registers Of Historic Hesources And
An Exemption Is Inappropriate.”

KVP agrees with Mr. Wiilllams and the Planning Department that 100 32™ Avenue is a historical
resource; ow repart demonstrated its eligikility for listing,in the California Register and its fikely
eligibility for the National Register once it becomes 50 years oid. However, just because it is
eligitle dees not mean that it can not be sensitively altered so long as it complies with the
Secretary’s Standardsj Even owners of local city landmarks are aliowed to rehabilitate their
property as long as it complies with the Secretary’s Standards. Prejecis involving historic
resources that comply with the Secretary’'s Standards benefit from a regulatory
presumption that they will have a less-than-gignificant adverse impact on a historic
resource, hence the Planning Department’s decision 1o exempt the project from

environmental review

» “As acknowledged in the HRER (sic - “HMRE"} from the builder’s consultant (sic — “Cily’s
consultant”), the project violates numerous provigions of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Guidelines (sic ~ "Standards”), removes distinctive materials from the building. To add a
new floor and redesign the facades in {sic - “"an") inappropriate (sic -~ "manner?”) and
negatively impacts this extremely rare example of a master architect’s work. These
proposed changes are significant adverse impacts. The Board should require further
environmental review.”
in our HRE, KVP identified two (out of ten) Standards with which the property owner’s originai
project did not comply. The property owner responded to these concerns and revisad the project
and we now believe that the project complies with all ten of the Secretary's Stancards, Mr.
Williams doses not provide any detail on how he or his client beliave that the project does not
comply.

Regarding the property's alieged rarity, as we have demonsirated, there are at least ten extant
Esharick-designed, single-family dwellings in San Francisco. Regardiess, San Francisco, in

* CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5 (b) (3).
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comparison with other cities where Modernism was better-embraced, does not have a large
stock of prominent, architect-designed modernist dwellings. it is important to safeguard those
that we do have from misguided remodeling in incompatible, neo-historicist styles - something
that has happened with alarming frequency since the Dotcom boom in the fate 1990s. In contrast
to buyers of several significant modearnist houses by Gardner Dailey and William Wurster who
demplished or incompatibly remodeted their properties in recent years, the owners of 100 32
Avenue appreciate the architectural significance of their house and want to retain its character-
defining features. That is why they bought the house, hired BRU Architects, and have embarked
upon a rehabilitation project that will simuitaneously upgrade the dwelling to contemporary living
standards while retaining what is special about it,

In conclusion, KVP and the Planning Department have studied this project extensively over the last 2+
years and watched it improve significantly. At this point, the Appeliant's actions seem to have less to do
with preservation than with prolonging discord among neighbors. The proposed project complies with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Plaase do not hesitate to contact me if you have any guestions. | can
be reached by telephone at 415.337.5824 or via email: chris@kvpconsulting.com

Very truly yours,

Christopher VerPlanck
Founding Partner

301168258.1
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Joseph Esherick Collection
{1974-1]
Project Index  8/16/2002

5517

Claster, Stanley M.

unknown

San Francisco

CA

residential

5308

San Francisco

residential

_CA

5365

5808 |Fisk, lrving

CA

Fairtey, Lincoln unknown (FPotrero Hill) | San Francisco' ] CA | 1853 | residential
unknown (Jackson
5614 |Fisher-Harlow Street) San Francisco | CA | 1856 | residential
56801-B|Fisher, Mr. Don 26089 Union Street San Francisco | CA | 1956 | residential
Divisadero Street
(above Green) San Francisco

1959

residential

old

Goldstein, B., alterations

San Francisco

5213 Unknown CA | 1952 | residential
Goldstein, Barceloux &
4717 |Goldstein, Law Offices of Unknown San Francisco | CA | 1947 residentiai_

5311 {Hassel, Paul 2829 Divisadero Street} San Francisco | CA 1953‘ residential
5520 :Hellyer, George W. 2960 Vallejo Street San Francisco | CA 11%%53— residential
4616 {Heltman, Walter Unknown San Francisco | CA | 1846 | residential
5501 |Kelham, Bruce 15 Arguello Boulevard | San Francisco | CA | 1955 | residential
5407 iKerr, .Ms. Doree 1771 Unon Street San Francisco | CA | 1954 | residential
6010 |Larsen, Neils T. 2610 Scoft Street San Francisco | CA 1199(-(33{;_ residential

Esherick, foseph Collection, 1933-1985

Project Index



Joseph Esherick Collection
{1974-1]
Project index  8/16/2062

Esﬁm‘ick, Joseph Collection, 1933-1985

Leveroni, E. Unknown San Francisco | residential
6401 [McGuire, John 44 Normandie Terrace| San Francisco | CA | 1964 | residential
5406 iMichelson, Lewis unknown San Francisco | CA | 1954 | residential
5302 (Pillsbury, Phillip 3512 Clay Street - San Francisco | CA | 19853 | residential
5514 jRodgers, David unknown ‘ San Francisco | CA | 1955 | residential
5802 [Roos Vallejo Street San Francisco | CA | 1859 | residential
5546 [Rossi Garage North Beach San Francisco | CA | 1865 | residential
unknown - notin
o directory (Cow Hollow | - . _
4624 |Schapps, John C. on / near Fillmore): ‘San Francisco | CA | 1948 | residential
o Unknown - not in _ _ _ ) L.
5106 [Schlessinger, Peter - directory .San Francisco | CA [ 1951 | residential
4737 |Tanner, Albert unknown San Francisco | CA | 1947 | residential
5802 |Van Strum unknown San Francisco | CA | 1958 | residential
5417 jWagner, B. 2475 Broadway San Francisco | CA | 1954 | residential
Francisco Sireet East :
5609 [Walker, Brooks of Hyde Street San Francisco | CA | 1956 | residential
61023 {Wheary, Eugene C, Pacific Avenue San Francisco | CA | 1961 | residential
5704 [Whitman, Ms. Tania Potrero Hill San Francisco { CA | 1957 | residential

~ Project Indes

-



