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Historic Resource Evaluation Repert : o 1269 Lombard Street .

1. Summary

This study will evaluate the current ability of the residential building at 1269 Lombard
Street to meet the criteria of the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR or
California Register). The subject property does not appear to be eligibie to the California
Register of Historical Resources. The original 19" C_)entury-housé was altered
significantly in the 1980s and in the 1990s it was pattially demolished and much of its
site was excavated. The property is adjacent to a potential historic district identified by
William Kostura® but is not a cbntributirig property. Prior to the alterations in the 1980s,
the prdpe_rty may have been individually eligible and would very likely have been eligible
as a contributor to that district. The existing buiilding and site no longer have historical
integrity. Therefore, the property is not eligible to the California Register, either
individually or as a contribﬁting ‘property fo a potential historic district. The proposed
project would replace the remaining construction with two buildings: ‘at the front of the
lot, a new house of three-stories over a garage level, and at the rear of the lot, a three-
story house. The proposed construction would be compatible wifh the historic district
identified by William Kostura or with a smaller potential district consisting of other

properties on the south side Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets.

2. Introduction

. The proposed project calls for the demotition of the house at 1269 Lombard Sireet,_ and

the construction of two new buildings on the current lot. The new construction will be

-compatible witﬁ_ the existing buildings in the surrouriding afea. The new construction will
consist of two units; a larger unit witf be at the front of the lot, separated from the sialler _. |
rear unit by an open space which cqrresponds to the open Space at the adjacent loisto

the east.

! Kostura W:lllam_ The West SIoPe of Russ:an Hill: A Historical Contexr and Invenrory of sttonc S
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets. San Francxsco The Russmn Hlll

) Hlstonc Resources Inventory Comrmttee 2006,

Fl;edéri(‘; Knapp A..r.ch.i,tect S B e _. 2&1/2009 o ' _. : - : 2 _. pf;gél ': : ¥
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Historic Resource Ev:alua;ioﬁ_. Report | 1269 Lombard Street
siding, and notes the extensive changes that have been made to the propeity. 1269
Loﬁabard Street.is not listed in the Directory of Historic Properties for San Francisco and
was not surveyed in the Deparfmeni of Building Inspection’s 1976 Architectural Survey.
The Historic Resourceé t‘nventory' available from the San Francisco Building Department
for 1269 Lombard Street lists rio additional surveys in which the structure has been

included.

The property is immediately adjacent a potential historic district identified in a survey and

-context statement; and has also been informally put forward as a contributor to a smaller

potential district.
William Kostura Survey

According to William Kostura's historic context survey of the Westermn Slope of Russian

- Hill, a potential historic district exists in the area. This historic district encompasses most

of the western slope. There are twénty eight propetties in all. Ten of the properties
appear to be individuaily eligible for‘the California Registé'r, and twelve more properties
appear to be contributors to the potential district. There are also six properties within the
boundaries which do not appear to be contributors to the district.” Each of the DPR 523
forms notes that the subject property is within a potential histotic district. The district |
appears to be eligible for listing under Criterion 3, for residential architecture and its wide

yet cohesive range of styles. “Fine detéiiing and traditional compositions” are noted

bharacterisﬁcs‘of the buildings considered contributing, and a “notable theme in this

district is the construction of Shingle siyle houses and flats, and the addition of wooden
shingles to the 19" century houses.™

Thé boundaries of this potential district are the two blocks which are bounded by
Chestnut Street, Polk Street, Greenwich Street and Larkin Street. The two blocks are -
San Francisco City blocks numbers 500 and 501. Kostura notes _thai the boundaries
were determined not by such factors as more than one house on a lot,lor by the

existence of smaller cottages at the rear of individual lots, but rather by the similarity in

3 Kostura, The West Slope of Russian Hill. Included in DPR 523s for potential historic distdet. 2006,
it ‘
Ibid. ‘

Frederic Knapp Architect 3%11/2009 : page 3



Historic Resource Evaluation Report : 1269 Lombard Street
T hé next property féund fo be contributing to the historic district is the house at 1257-
1259 Lombard Street and the rear house on the lot, 1261 Lombard Street. Both
residences-on this lot are wood framed. The older house on the lot is the rear cottage,
1261 Lombard Street, buiit in 18?6.The front residence was built in 1904-1905 and is in
the Classical Revival style. Both of these residences retain original features and
archité,ctural elements. ® The DPR 523 sheet notes that the cottage at the rear of the Idt |
has elements that appear to be “original or to date from shortly aftér the cottage was
built,” Likewise, the flats at the front of the lot, 1257-1259 Lombard Street, aié.o appear
to have few or no changes since the original construction of the building. Both of the
residences on the fot retain all or most of their original design and construction, and are
godd examples of the architectural styles of the potential historic district. They both
appear to be eligible for listing o the California Register under Criterion 3, design. |
Additionally, both structures have construction or alterationﬁ dates which coincide with the
period of significance, 1876-1928. The DPR 523 form for these properties also notes
that 1257-1259 Lombard Street is a “minor example of the work of a major architect.™

The bu:ldmg was designed by C A. Meussdorffer.

The third property along Lombard Street which appeérs to be a contributor to the district
also has a set of flats at the front of the property and an older cottage at the rear. The
rear coftage, 1265 Lombard Street, was cohstructed in 1877 and the front set of flats,
1263-1267 l.ombard Street, was constructed in 1903. Both buiidingé have been clad in
wooden shingles, a common architectural element for the neighborhood The structures
maintain a high level of architectural and structural sntegnty and have had little alteration

outside the period of s:gnn‘~ cance

Similar o the flats at 1257-1259 Lombard Str'ee’t', the flats ét 1263-1267 Lombard Sfreet ‘
were designed by an architecture firm of éome note, thought it is a minor example of the
firm's work. The architecture firm, Wright, Rushforth, and 'Cahili, also designed another

| property within the potential historic district, thoiJgh'hot on Lombard Street.

 “DPR 523 1257-1261 Lombard Street
- T Ibid.
® Tbid. ay
> DPR 523 1263-1267 Lombard Stret
e

;:-LJ‘ FrederchnappArchltect_ . 'ﬁ’ﬂI./ZGOQ' : _ ' e _. T ' .'P'ag_e'S‘ ,
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report. . 1269 Lombard Street -

The property at 1269 Lombard Street was built within the period of significance (1876)

for the potential historic district which William Kostura surveyed. However, the structure

_ at 1269 Lombard Street no longer retains historical integrity. The general survey of the’

neighborhood does not mention it within the general text of the report.

The [)PR 523 sheet for this property describes it as having been “combletely remodeled
in Neo-talianate and Shingle style in.1975-1980."" The house is described as having
lost integrity of des'fgn; materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The conclusion
of the DPR 523 form for this house étates that due to its “very substantiai"‘ loss of
ihtegrity', the house is not eligible to _the California Register, either as an individual

resource or as a contfributor to the potentiaf district. ™
Smaller Potential District

The possibility of a second, smaller historic district in the area has been posited as well.
There are three léts which have both a smaller cdttage structure at the rear and a set of
flats or single family house at the front of the Iol. These three properties could potentially
be evaluated as a historic district because of their similarity and their construction dates
which all fall within a period of significance simitar to the one described above. The two
properties with residential flats at the front of the property,1 263—1257 Lombard Street
and 1257-1261 Lombard Street, could potentiafly anchor the historic district due to the
fact that they were both designed by significant San Francisco architects. Though these-
residential flats are minor examples of the work of their respe‘cﬁve architects (asnoted in
their DPR 523 forms in the Kostura Survey) the role of an important at;chitéct {or builder) .
could potentially be explored as a commonality for the potential district. |

The architect for the third property, 1239-1241 Lombard Street, which has a single family - |
house at the frdr_tt of the lof, wasrnot listed in the DPR 523. Future research ¢ould
deter‘mihe whether the architect had enough prominenCe to make this small district
signiﬁqant under California Register Criterion 3 as a concentiration of works of important

architects.

12 DPR 523 1269 Lombard Street

- B pid.

Frederic Knapp Architect ¥h1/2009 ‘ page 7



Historic Resource Evaluation Report ' 1269 Lombard Street

of property owners and the steep terrain. The rear structures on Lombard Street in Block

501 are at 1215, 1241, 1249-1251, 1261, 1265, and 1275 Lombard Street. The last

property, however, is continuous with the frorit building on its lot and is very recent. 1241
Lombard Street was built in 1954 end could not contribute to signiﬁoance for the
development of the area. Theoretically, a district could therefore include seven lots from
1215 Lombard Street to 1269 Lombard Street. (The easternm_ost' lot in the district would
be 1215 Lombard Street; while a much smaller district with its easternmost property at

' 1249-1251 Lombard Street would be significant, it would erroneously omit the property

at 1215 Lombard Street even though it strongly shares the characteristics which undertie

_the dietrict_) For 1269 Lombard‘Street to be inoluded, the subject property would have to

contribute to the sigriiﬁcance of the district, because a non-contributing property cannot
form the district boundary.

"t;he smaller district would therefore consist of eight lots, five of which would have historic
eottages at the rear. But there are reasons 1’269 Lombard Street would not coniribute to
the district: ' |
"+ The coltage was expanded in the 1980s and its street fagade was entirely
replaced, impairing its significance as a design associated with the development
- of Russian Hill and then greatly further impaired when the cottage was partially
" demolished in the 1990s; A |
* The siting of the cottage interrupts the mid-lot open space, reduclng the degree
o which it follows the development pattern in the district
» The cottage is the only structure on the lot, which also weakens its-association
with the deveiooment pattern of dense lot coverage, as all the other propertiés
convey the histor‘ic practice of bui!d?ng‘ structures of fimited size on much of the
jot area to take advantage of available iand while dealmg with the steep terrain in
a simple and practical way; o
e The front of the lot was excaveted in the 1990s, impairing the integrity of the sit'e' |
so that the hillside is no fonger wslble and there is no connection between the

-_cottage and the street

{tis possible a sr'h'aii'er' district could bé'norﬁiﬁa‘ted o the 'Ca'!i'forhiafReg'is'ter ihsteéd of *

the Western Slope of Russian Hill as surveyed by Willram Kostura But such a district -

‘woutd not include 1260 Lombard Streetas a contnbutmg property, because the exustmg

cottage was heavily aliered in the 19805 and partially demo!rshed in the 19903 and the o

: §'F:edemcKnapp Arclutcct ‘ :' 9/3?2&/2{}09 - o L pagc9.



Historic Resource Evaluation Report ‘ s 1269 Lombaxd Street

exterior front stairway, and access to the coltage from the front of the lot is not'possible
because of the sharp drop created by the retaining walls.
The block of Russian Hill b()unded. by Lomba'rd, Larkin, Greenwich.‘and Polk Streets
was‘ saved from the Fire in 1906 by an enterprising neighbor and “a Iarge,qu:anﬁty of

- vinegar.”"® Though many of the surrounding residences on other blocks were lost, the
18 houses on the 1200 Block of Lombard were all spéred Y The steep slopes between
the houses on this part of Russian Hsi! and downtown made access difficult. Mass
transit, in the form of Andrew Hallidie’s Clay Street Cable Railroad in 1873, has‘t@ned
development of the area. By 1 874, a horsecar service had been added to reach the

higher areas, and the neighborhood began to expand.™
s What aspects or elements add to or are central to its importance?

The structure at 1269 Lombard Street is most significant for the early construction date
and lassociation with the surrounding Russian Hill neighborhoods as one of the earliest
structures. Though 1269 Lombard Street is not within the boundaries of a historic or
conservation district, it would be considered a significant building if it a district with these
assoclations included this site. The house at 1269 Lombard Street is a small residentia!
cottage, representing an early type of single family house as well as a pre-1906

structure,

Though 1269 Lombard Street has mény similarities to the "iittle houses” on Russian Hill,
the fact that this structure was built before the 1906 earthquake excludes it from this
group. The “little houses” were built on Russian Hill in the years following the 1906
Earthquake, when emergency funds were distributed. The grander houses that had
stc)od on other parts of Russian Hill were replaced with simple cottages built from these

rehef funds.™

¥ Kostura, William. Historic Context; CGA Strategies. 1269 Lombard Street.
¥ Ibid. : ‘

** Ibid.

¥ The Little House Comumittee, http://www rhn.org/historynorth slopell html

ontes ; : To8z8 ‘
sm"gi“:ﬁ: Frederic Knapp Architect 9/11/2009 page 11
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Hist&_aric Resourse Evaluation Report : 1269 Lombard Street

The kitchen area is marked by an island counter, and has a mod_em built-in refrigerator .
and paniry along the wall east wall separating it from the bathroom. The south {rear) wall
has a window as well as a door with a transom. Like the lower floor, the upper level has

no visible interior materials or features which appear to be more than 40 years old.

" There is a structure similar to 1269 Lombard at the back of the adjacent lot to the east,

listed at 1265 Lombard Street' the cottage was built in 1877. To the west of the subject -
lotis 1271-1279 Lombard Street, the front bu:ldlng was constzucted in 1876, but moved
to its current location around 1899; the rear building is new construction = Witliam
Kostura notes that the shingles on the front structure of the westem lot, which are similar
to those on 1269 Lombard Street, were added in 1912.2* In general, the néighborhood is
a mixture of singie and multi- family residences. The older houses on the block are

comparable in age to 1269 Lombard Street.
Description of any Change in Conditions on the Subject F’mperty Since November 2007

Engineers Charles Bloézies and Albert Urrutia recently prepafed statements about the
existing structural condition of the building.*® The ehgineers do not report a signiﬁcant
change in thé physical stability of the _stru'cture. since the first draft of this report. The
shoring is minimally stable now, as it was when originally instailed as temporary shorihg

-~ & bad situation that has not gotten significantly worse. As noted in the Soundness -

‘Report dated June 5, 2009, the buiiding at 1269 Lomb'ard Sireet was in a state of
~ disrepair and suspended construction. The report notes that the building overall is

“substandard and unsound.” The 2009 evaluation is consistent with the condition of the

property at the site visit in November of 2007.

'There hasg been no additional shorihg or work done fo the excavated portion of the lot. . '

The shoring installed in the 1990s was temporary and therefore it can be assumed it has

2 City and County of San Franc;sco Real Property Record 1269 Lombard Street.

B All construction dates for neighboring house: Kostura William. Historic Context; CGA Stratcgles 1 269
Lombard Street. :

* Ibid. - o :

% Urrutia, Albert. Soundness Report ﬁ)r Exisiing Bmldmg at 1 269 Lombard Street San Francisco,
California. Santos & Urnitia, Inc. San Francisco, 2009.

Bloszies, Charles. 1269 Lombard Street: Preservatzon Plansier’s Quest:ans Off ce of Charles Bloszies, .
AIA. San Francisco, 2009 - .

Frederic Knapp_Archiieét R 9_5!1/2009'.:' T R "_‘: T . p.age 13
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Historic‘ Resource Evaluation Report . © 1269 Lombard Street

report makes clear that from the time both the site and building were partially removed

in the 1990s, neither has been stable.

s What are the historic and chardcter defining features that make the

resource significant?

The house haé had many alterations since b'efng constructed, but it was originally a
simple cottage. The roof frim shows the simpte forms of the classical revival style!

According to Bill Kostura, the two slyles of trim used on Russian Hill when the building '

was built were “Victorian or classical” and “all were sheathed in horizontal style trim."*®

The front window trim also has elements of the classical style, but the door, side .

windows and rear window are all piain, and without ornamentation.

5 Significance
s Does the potential resource satisfy any of the criteria for listing on the

California Register? Why or why not? ]

By virtue of its construction date and role in the development of Russian Hill, the subject
property would be eligible to the California Register of His’toricai Resources as a
contributor to a potential district (if such a district encompassing this site were
nominated) under Criterion 1, for a historical resource “associated with events that have
made é significant confribution to the broad patterns.of local or regional history, or the
cultural heritage of California or the United States”™ The 1269 Lombard St'réet house is
one of the oldest surviving structures on the block marked by Lomb_ard, Larkin, Polk, and -
Gréenwich Streets, is also one of the ‘-remainirig structures in the neighborhood that
survived the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. (However, the extent of the alterations to the -
building have definitively efiminated its historical integrity; see below. Because ofrthe‘ :
relatively recent, overwhelming physical changes, it is not possible fo assess whether
the house might be eligibie under Criterion 3.) The historic context for 1269 Lombard
S’;reet is pre-1 906 constructibn in San Francisco, structures which survived tﬁe

Earthquake and Fire, and the redevelopment of éan Francisco in the years following.

% Kostura, William. Historic Context; CGA Strategies. 1269 Lombard Street.
*" http://ohp parks.ca.gov

331 :
Frederic Knapp Architeet 9/11/2009 page 15



Historic Resource Evaluation Report ‘ ' . 1269 Lombard Street
s Are there any changes? If so, are the changes easily reversible? Do the

changes affect the historic archftectural character of the résource?

The house at 1269 Lombard Street has undergone many ﬁhanges. the majbrity of which
are not reversible. The house was probably driginally covered in horizontal siding, and is
now covered in wooden shingles. The»éhingles and the trim are flush to each other,
indicating that the shingies were added on with_out the original siding being removed first.
The shingles are present on all visible sides of the house, including the exposed western

side of first floor under the open space on the west side.

The flooring at the upper level is an oak strip 3-% inches wide, which does not appear to
be original. This wooden flooring is present in both the upper and lower floors of the

structure. The lower floor also has had modern carpeting installed.

“The walls are gypsum board and not plaster, and the baseboards match the current

partitions, indicating that they were installed at the same time that the newer walls were
put in. The permit history reflects that a new ceiling was built in 1975, and the permit
also lists “replace existing wall” and it is possible that at this time the baseboard was

replaced. ¥

At the piéce where a window has been removed on the west wall at the upper ficor, the
studs are 1-7/8" by 2-7/8" (actual diménsions)‘ spaced 16 inches on center. Nailed
directly on them is 1X 107 drop szd;ng thh nine inches to weather. There was no'
ev;dence of sheathing. This construction appears {o be quite old, and jibes with the

[ square nails observed in the cextmg of the open bay on the west side of the lower Ievel

The second floof decking is uniform 1X6 tongue-and-groove planking where visible from
the inc’om‘p‘fete bay on the west side of the ﬁrst floor. The joists are a mixture of nominal |

- 2X8s (1-¥2X7-% actual) and full two inch joists. There is fio rim jmst and some of the |

_partially visible; it has modern framing and plywood. The sta:nuay was altered in 1977 . o

jO[StS have been tripled for support. Square na:!s are visible, tndscatmg that much of the

' deckmg is probably original to the structure. The interior structure of the vestibule is

(permat #1121 18) when a code handrall was mstatled

39 Jupior league Survey Sheet, 1964-1965 1269-1277-1279 Lombard Street.

sy
(TR
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..Freaér'i_c Knapp Axchitect _ o ..'%112009 ' . e L Tp'a'g.é 7.
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1269 Lombard Street
Date Work Contractor Owner Permit No.
‘ | _ footing 1
't 6/20/97 Add one floor (bath, deck) addition .Canc_eiied |

in rear - E .' |

3/31/98 Excavate o accommodate work at | Wagner Const | Peinado 09805479
1275 | |

6/17/98 Construct permanent féfaining Wagner Peinado 09811276

- | walls for temp shoring. Excavation

10/8198 Emergency revision- to retaining Wagner Peinado

| | walis

10/23/98 Foundation repairs, underpinning, Peinado =} 09821808
construct retairiing walls

4/8/99 Foundation Peinado | 09904469

12/8/99 Foundation work- retaining wail Peinado 09924444
21502 ‘ Retaining wall Peinado 2002020J847
‘ | : .

From No Original Permit. Alterations Bﬁiit 1904 ‘ _David and

Building | begén (recorded 1975) Rosa Brown

Card: (see census)

6. Integrity -

Integrity is the retention of physical characteristics which allow a résource to convey ifs :

historical signiﬁcé'nce. A resource can be historically significant, but lack integrity, and

" thus be inéligible for listing in the California Register (or National Register of Historic

Places). Integrity is assessed in seven aspects, but is ultimately judged holistically either

to remain or to be lost. The seven aspecis are location, setting, feeling, association,

This property has lost its historical integrity. While its early ch‘struction date and

- design, materials, and workmanship.

association with historical patterns could make it historically sighificant, the extensive

demolition, addition, and site reconfiguration which have occurred in the past 30 years

fully impair the ability of the physical property which exists today to convey any stich

associations. Whether considered by mass, square fobtage, volume, weight or visual

Frederic Knapp Architect

38%11/2009

page 19




Historie Resource Evaluation Report 1269 Lombard Street

| .developed later than the rest of the district. According to Kostura, much of the Wést.

Slope was not populated until after 1906.

Analysis of the Building Type in tho Area

- The predominant building types on Lombard Street —and on the Greenwich and Larkin

Street portions of the potential district — are houses, cottages, and apartment buildihgs.

While the great maijority of lots have most or all of the street frontage occupied by

* buildings, a substantial number have a front building, rear buitding, and mid-block open

space: This is most prevalent on the Lombard and Greenwich Street lots in the district.

8. Project-Specific Impacts

What will be the oveérall effects on the potential resource if the proposed project is
carried out? What would happen to character defining or important features as -

set out in Section 2 (C) above?

The existing building would be demolished, The proposed new structure would match
several important patterns or the neighborhood. (Because this is not a designated.
district, character-defining features have not been described and confirmed through a
review process, so only genorai lsimiiarity can be evaluated not historical compatibility. )
The front of the building would be at the property Iane as most of the structures in this
block are. There would be an open space in the middle of the lot, a!:gnmg with the open

space in the lots to the east. The herght and massmg of fhe proposed structures are

‘similar to those of other houses on the block. Whrle the proposed structure Wwould have

wood siding and overall fenestration patterns broadly s:mdar to those found on the block,.

- these features would be candidly contemporary, and wouid not attempt to reptrcate the

older busldrngs nearby. -

History of when the Exrst:ng Foundat:ons Went in and Why and What the Prevrous

' Desrgn Was and Why Thrs is Beﬂer from a Htstortca! Po:nt of View :

‘As explamed in ihe englnoors reports the exrstmg concrete is temporary shonng, it

~ should not be descnbed as bur!dmg foundatrons or retammg walls Thrs construct[on

RN
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report

9. Cumulative Impacts

1269 Lombard Street |

If the potentially signfﬁcanf resource is in a recognized district, what changes

have occurred in the District since it was designated that are visible from the

resource?

1269 Lombard Street is not within an estab[ishéd historic district, though it is located

within the general neighborhood known as Russian Hill. There are several smaller

historib districts within the area, but the subject‘property is not within any of the

estabiishéd districts. Because this property does nof have integrity, it could not

Therefore demolition could not cause an impact on the district.

contribute to the significance of a district if one were nominated to include this site.

If the potential resource is outside of a recognized district, is it of a unique, rare,’

_or increasingly at-risk type of structure, the loss of which would fead fo an

adverse cumulative impact? .

if 1269 Lombard Street had not undergone such a substantla! amount of alteratlons over

the years, it could be considered to be an mcreasmgly at risk” type of structure.

However, the amount of alterations have completely impaired the integrity of the

structure. If the building stili had historic integrity, demolition could have an adverse

cumulative impact on the area as a whole.

Would the character of adjacent or nearby rated buildings'or groups of buildings

be adversely affected or compromised?

1269 Lombard Street no longer has historical integrity. New construction at 1269

Lombard Street which is generally compatible with the context of the surrounding area

would not further impair the integrity of the area. The existing concrete walls are also

;ncompatlble with the design, materials, color, scale and siting of the surrounding

context; new construction within the volume of the concrete walls would not necessanly

have a negative impact on the historical integrity of the setting. New construction could

mitigate the existing incompatibility of the retaining walls by replacing them with a

compatible building and obscuring their massive expanse of crudely detailed concrete.

| Frederic Knapp Architect
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report o . 1269 I;ombard Street

. nearby buildings, with newer and modern construction having occurred on some of the

lots. However, overall, many- buildings on Block 501 have s‘imilaf construction dates to
that of the subject property, 1269 Lombard Street which was originally constructed in

1876 at the rear of its lot. *®

Unlike' the other buildings on the block, 1269 Lombard Street has_béen significantly
altered and does not resemble the original construction. The entire st}bject propérty was
altered significantly in the 1980s; the building permit and physical evidence gathered
durmg investigations in 2007 show the street (north) fagade was constructed at that t:me
A bunldmg permlt was issued in 1980 (number 8002947) for a remodel and horizontal
addition. The plans show the pre- ex1stmg front facade of the building was removed and
10-feet was 'added to the front of the building. In the 199()5, partial demolition of the
building occurred and the hillside in front of it was removed, with massive, temporary
concrete walls holding the éarth in place. As part of the partial demolition, approximately
half of the entire first floor has been removed. The temporary concrete walls have been
in place longer than inténded_ causing the building to severely clantjléver resulting in

permanent deflection and seftiement throughout the building.

Lombard Street.

* Atthe west end of the block on Lombard Street, at the corner of Polk Street and

Lombard Street is a 36 unit residential apartment building. Built in 1928, the building sits
on the entirety of its lot and is six stories tall. The apartment building occupies the entire
corner fot and fronts on both Lombard and Polk Streets. The buildings which are listed
for lots 71 and 72 share the next lot to the east on the block. The front building 1271
L.ombard Street, was constructed in 1876-1899. The residence has three stories. At the
rear of the lot, a five story (2002) single family residence, 1275 Lombard Street, sits high -
on the grade. The roof line of 1269 Lombard Street is currently lower than 1275 S

{ ombard Street. '

7 Kostura Wl!ham The Wesr Slope of. Russmn Hill: Hrstoncal Contexr and Inventory of Hrstonc o
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets The Russmn Hlll Hxstonc R
Resources Inventory Committee. San Francisco, 2006, ‘

3 Historic construction dates for neighboring houses: Kostura, ‘William. Historic Context; CGA Strategles. s

1269 Lombard Street. ; San Francisco City and County Assessor Recorder’s Parcel Information Database;
San Francisco City and County Department of Building Inspection Parcel Information Database. -
http/fsfgov.org . : .

\?T? .Fredenc KﬂaPP Archltect 9J§s”2.00_9 S (. : : _. .[3.3532.5.



Historic Resource Evaluation Repert 1269 Lombard Street

_buildings also tend to fill their fofs fnore, leaving less space for smaller secondary

houses or cottages behind them.
Greenwich Street

The res'idences'along Greenwich Street are closer in construction age {o those éiong

Lombard Street. The lois along Greenwich Street of block 501 also tend to have more

‘than one structure on them. The corner lot at Larkin and Greenwich Street has an

address of 1310 Greenwich and is three stories high. 1342 Greenwich Street was built in
1984 and is listed as having four stories. The residences and apartment buildings are

more varied along the Greenwich Street side of Block 501.

Polk Street

Polk Street is characterized by the two large apartment buildings. The apariment
building at the corner of Greenwmh Street and Polk Street was built in 1990 and i is four
stories tall. This buﬁdmg occupies almost the entirety of the Polk Street S:de of Block
501. At the corner of Polk and Lombard Streets is the 36 unit residential apartment

building, which takes up the remainder of the Polk side of Block 501.
Analysis of the Impact the Proposed Buildings May Have on Historic Buildings; {f Any

The proposed new construction for 1269 Lombard will not have a significant impact on |
the potential historic district identified by William Kostura. The proposed bqiidi'ngs would
consist of a new building three stories high at the street elevation, with a fourth story set
approximately 14 {eet back. At the back of the lot would be a second building, three
stories high with a roof stair and deck. The two buildings would be 25 feet apart, with the
middle of the lot open and mostly contiguous with the mid-iot open sbace which exists
on most of the lots to the eaéf. The elevations of the front bUi'!dihg visible from the street.
wbu[d be clad in wood shingles; facades not visible from the street and the rear bui!dihg
would be board siding. The front building would have a projecting bay at the second and
third floors and a garage door at the first floor. The buildings would have wood windows,

simple cornices, and flat roofs.

Frederic Knapp Architect o ¥11/2009 page 27
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report 1269 Lomhard Street
most lots, characterizes the context. The existing condition at the subject site, a small
building set atop and at the rear of the lot, perched over a severely excavated void which

does not maintain the orig?pal slope, does not match the other 1ots-on the street.

Before the partial demolition and excavation in the 1990s and before 1269 Lombard
Street was significantly altered in the 1980s, the subject paro'ef was both énomoious o
the pattern in the block and historically Signiﬁc‘ant. The latter is no longer true, as the
building lost its historical integrity in the 1980s when it was signiﬁcantly altered, and the
site Jost its integrity a decade later when it was severely excavated. If 1269 Lombard

Street were only. rehabilitated and its site stabilized, neither the building nor the site

- could contribute to the significance of a historic district or neighboring property. Neither

the poilding nor the existing site is compatible with the context, and they do not corvey

historically significant characleristics the property once had.

The stairs from Lombard Street to the cottage at 1269 went through what is now a
separate properly at 1271-1275 Lombard Street. This condition changed with the
demolition, new construction, and lot split in the 1990s. This aspect of the historic
relationship between the cottage and the street cannot be re-created. Another change in
the context is that 1271 Lombard Stréet, the historic building imfnediate’ty to the west of
the subject property, was significantly altered in the 1990s project. It was moved closer

to the street and the stairs onthe east side of it were altered. Before that project, the

open space at the front of 1269 Lombard Street was confinuous with that on the front of -

1271 Lombard Street, with the circulation for both properties moving up the hill on the
side of this open space. It is not possible to restore this condition, as 1271 Lombard
Street is practically at the property line and the circulation now runs inside the building.

Ma:ntamtng a small but non~contnbuttng busidmg set high above the street at the rear of

" a deep slot of space (with the non~contnbuting property at 1271-1275 Lombard Street -

forming one side) would be visually afien to the_ prevailing pattern of the historic

properties to the east, and could create a false sense of historical d'evelopmen't The

‘proposed project would replace the existing condition with a development pattern far -

more compatlble wzth the hiStOl’!C properties to thie east, whi!e the proposed bu:ldmgs |

' would be clearly contemporary and would read as later mf !i

{ 'Fmdoric Il{na'pp Aichitect - o ) 941&/2099 . . .. . 'page.29l_.



e,

ey

L=l

Historic Resoirce Evaluation Report ' 1269 Lombard Street

Since 1269 Lombard Street is not an historic resource under CEQA Guidelines, there
will be no signiﬁcant or cumulative impact upon demolition. The p?oposed project would
be compatible with the development pattern, building scale and placement, and urban
design characteristics of the surrounding context and with potential historic distri@ts
which have been identified or posited. Therefore, the i)foposed prgject would have a less

than significant effect on historic resources. No mitigation is required. While

_documentation of the existing property before demolition is sometimes proposed as a

mitigation, it would not yield useful information or record hisforic Coﬁdiﬁons in this case
because of the significant alterations to the property in the 1980s and the partial

deimolition in the 1990s.

11. Coné[usions

The subject pro‘pérty is not individually eligible to the California Register of Historical

Resources and could not be a confributing property in a historic district. Demc_)iition of the

. existing cotlage, which was parﬁaliy demolished in the 1990s, would not cause an ‘

impact on historic ,resource's‘ The proposed construction of a new house at the front of
the property and a second new house at the rear would be compatible with the urban
context and potential historic districts. The proposed project would have a less than

significant effect on historic resources.

Frederic Knapp Architect TET0T page 31






1269 Lombard Street
Appeal of Categorical Exemption From.Fuythér Environmental Review
@ - The issue is whether a categorical exemption is appropria’te'for the Project.

e  The existing building was partially demolished by a developer who then
‘ abandoned the project and gave it back to its lender, the existing owner. Two.
new units are proposed on this lot zoned for two units. . '

® The existing buildiﬁg is not a historic resource or a contributor to a potential
historic district because the Property fails to retain those physical characteristics
that convey its historical significance.

@ . The Property’s lack of historic infegrity is supported by findings in several City
documents including (among others) the Historic Preservation Commission’s
unanimous decision and the West Slope of Russian Hill Context Statement

* prepared by William Kostura (whose work was funded in part by the Appellant
Joseph Butler). '

& Both the Planning Commission and the Historic Preservation Commission voted
unanimously to support the demolition.

® The Appellant’s disagreement with the Historic Preservation Commission’s -
decision that the Property is not historic does not create a “dispute”, within the
meaning of CEQA, that would automatically trigger an EIR.

® The Project is supported by the Russian Hill Neighbors and the three adjoining
property owners on Lombard Street; and only one tenant (of the three adjacent
tenants) is opposed.

S:\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\012411 Bullet Points.doc
341



GLADSTONE & ASSOCIATES
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

M. BRETT GLADSTONE , TELEPHONE (415)434-9500
PENTHOUSE, 177 POsST STREET FACSIMILE (415)394-5188
SaN FrANGisco, CALIFORNIA 94108 admin@gladsioneassociates.com /
.
January 24, 2011
BY HAND DELIVERY
President Chiu and Members of the Board of Supervisors
Board of Supervisors ' '
- City and County of San Francisco
. City Hall y ‘

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodiett PL Room #244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re:  Hearing Date: February 16, 2011
1269 Lombard Street
Appeal of Categorical Exemption

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors:

We represent Redwood Mortgage Investors VIII, a California Limited Partnership
(“Redwood Mortgage”). Redwood Mortgage -owns 1269 .Lombard Street (the “Property”).
Redwood Mortgage provided a loan to a former owner of the Property who proposed to develop

. it. The former owner stopped making loan payments and abandoned his development plans after
removing portions of the building and constructing large mew retaining walls for futare
construction. Due tfo the abandonment, the Property has a gaping concrete opening at the -
sidewalk, and the building is missing some walls and portions of floors and ceiling. (See Exhibit
A) Redwood Mortgage proposes fo demolish the existing building located on the Property for
the new construction of two buildings each containing a single family dwelling (the “Project™. . -
Joseph Butler, on behalf of John and Mary Horvers and the Little House Committee, filed .an ™
appeal of the categorical exemption issued for the Project. We believe the appeal is without '
merit and therefore, respectfully request that you uphold the categorical exemption. John and
Mary Horvers are the only parties to this appeal who live on the block. e .

L.  PROPERTY DESCRIPTION. -

- The Property is located on the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin _  -

~ Streets. The Property and surrounding lots slope steeply uphill from the front to the rear and the
block slopes uphill from west to east. .The block is heavily traveled' by tourists' visiting '

BRI T A



GLADSTONE & ASSOCIATES
ATTORNEYS AT LAw

Board of Supervisors
January 24, 2011
 Page Two

Lombard’s “Crooked Street”, which begins a couple of blocks away, so this ugly abandoned site
is seen by world-wide visitors. :

The block has an established pattern of development of open space that occurs in the
middle of each lot and not at the rear. There are nine lots between 1215 and 1275 Lombard
Street that have structures at the rear, and eight (all but the subject parcel) have structures at the
front. (See ExhibitB.)

The Property contains an approximately 1,590 square-foot, vacant building located in the
middle of the lot. In the late 1990s, a former owner began construction work to develop the
Property. The former owner partially demolished the building and undertook a massive
excavation of the front. As a result of this work, the building had to be temporarily shored, thirty
foot high retaining walls were installed, and-access to the building was removed from any street.

" JI. PROJECT DESCRIPTION.

The Project involves the completion of the demolition started by the former owner,
followed by the construction of two new buildings (each contaigling one family-sized unit). The
Project would mirror the block’s pattern of development by locating one unit at the front of the
* lot and one unit at the rear of the lot. (See Exhibit B.) The new front building would contain
three bedrooms above a parking garage, within 2,800 square feet (excluding the common areas '
and parking garage). The rear unit/building would contain three bedrooms within 1,830 square . .
feet. o " '

The Project has received support from the Russian Hill Neighbors and all three adjacent
property owners on Lombard Street. Only one of the three adjacent tenants opposes the Project,
and that is Mr. and Mrs. Horvers, the Appellants. (See Exhibit C.) '

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY.

At a hearing in April 2010, the Planning Commission recommended that the Historic
Preservation Commission (“HPC™) first consider whether the Property is historic before it -
‘considered the demolition. HPC unanimously determined the Property does not retain historic
integrity and is not a historic 'resource. (See Exhibit D.)- Subsequently, the Planning
Commission approved the Project. The Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve the
demolition.’ ' '

! Due to a noticing deficiency, the demolition application was not before the Commission at the
time it heard the new construction plans. The demolition was approved at a later hearing.

S:\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\012411 Board of Supervisers Lir.Final.doc
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IV. A CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION IS APPROI’RIATE FOR THE PROJECT

1. . The Property Is Not A Historie Resource Indmdually Or As A Contributor
To A Potential Historic District. The Property is not an historic resource or a contributor to a

potential historic district because the Property fails to retain those physical characteristics that -

convey its historical significance. The building and site have been significantly altered over the
years. Of particular note, the original front facade was removed in the 1980s, and an addition to
the front and side occurred. The addition formed an L-shape covering what was remaining of the

original building. (See Exhibit E.) As described above, in the 1990s, the former owner partially.

demolished the building and excavated the front yard. Specifically, the building’s western wall
at the first floor level was removed. The building is supported by shoring cribs meant to be

temporary. The fact that the shoring cribs have been there for a decade have caused irreparable
warping of beams and posts. The floor in several places was removed. The original front yard

open space-and all access ways to any street were removed. Massive temporary retaining walls
were 1nstalled in their place. A Soundness Report was completed and it found the building was
unsoun ' ‘

The Property s lack of historic mtegnty 18 supported by ﬁndmgs in several City

documents including the follomng ,

. Historic Resource Evaluation Report (“HRER”) prepared by Fredenck Knapp, a -

Woll-regarded h]SllOl‘lC preservatlon archlteot which is attached separately to thls letter;

L West Slope of Russmn Hill context statement prepared by Wﬂham Kostura whose . .
work was funded in part by Appellant Joseph Butler hlmself Tlns study was then adopted by -

HPC last year (see Exhibit F) and |
6 HPC s decmon (soe E xhibit D}

2. The Project Would Not Negat]vely Impacta Potentxal Hlstonc District. Since
~ the building lacks historic: integrity, its demolition would not negatively impact a potennal

historic district. In fact, the massively excavated front ya;rd and retammg walls detract from the -

inte gnty ofa potermal lnstonc dlStl‘lCt

- The proposed site plan sho*mng front and rear bu:ldmgs and mid- Iot open spaoe match':_ "
the pattern of development on the block. The height and massing would be s:unﬁar to the_ Sk

surroundmg bmldlngs (See detailed information at Exhibit G. ).

3 The Pro;ect Would Not Detract From Adjacent anldmgs Deemed : _: -
“Contributors” To A Potential Histeric District. The nearby bulldmgs located at 1263 - 1267 -
Lombard are not Iandmarks or. llstod bmldmgs although they are l1sted as contnbutors to a

|| . S:Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\012411 Board df'supewis_érs Lir Bl doc
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potential historic district. The public’s view from the street of a portion of these buildings would
be diminished somewhat: the public would have less of a view of the rear building on the
‘adjacent lot known as 1265 Lombard. However, the setting and feeling of the potential historic
district would rernain.

V. THE CITY’S RECORDS DO NOT CONTAIN A DISPUTE AMONG EXPERTS
THAT WOULD WARRANT THE PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL -
IMPACT REPORT (“EIR”).

‘Mr. Butler misleadingly states that an EIR is required because a dispute among experts
exists as to the effects on the environment. It is true that CEQA requires a lead agency to adopt a
conservative view when a disagreement exists among experts. However, the Plamning
Department’s records do not contain a dispute among experts. To the contrary, the Planning
Department’s experts handling historic review, HPC, and well-respected historic preservation
experts Frederick Knapp and William Kostura (the latter of whom was hired to study these lots
with funds partly provided by Appeliant Butler himself) have found the Property does not contain
historic integrity (or have noted it lacks integrity). '

Mr. Butler’s disagreement with these decisions does not create a “dispute”, within the
meaning of CEQA, that would automatically trigger an EIR. Further, if Mr. Butler’s logic held,
then an EIR would be required any. time any member of the public disagreed with the City’s
decision that a property is not a historic resource, even when the City’s historic preservation
officers, HPC and outside consultants all agree otherwise. '

'VI. REDWOOD MORTGAGE HAS - TAKEN STEPS TO PREVENT THE
BUILDING’S DETERIORATION,

Appellants would have you believe that Redwood Mortgage was one of the developers of

the 1990s project, and imply that our client has held and neglected the site for approximately 14

-years (when the former owner began the approval process for its project). However, Redwood.

Mortgage was a lender and foreclosed on the Property in September 2004, at which time it took

steps to protect the building from further deterioration, secure the site, and develop plans for the
Property. (See chronology at Exhibit H.)

Redwood Mortgage did not take steps to rehabilitate the building for several reasons:
first, the Planning Department supported Redwood Mortgage’s plans’ to demolish the building
from the beginning; second, Redwood Mortgage targeted its funds to repairing damages caused
by the former owner’s work; third, all three adjacent owners and the largest and oldest Russian
Hill neighborhood association, Russian Hill Neighbors, support the building’s demolition. All
this support led Redwood Mortgage to reasonably believe that the approval process would take
one to two years and not six years caused by multiple unsuccessful appeals led by adjacent

§\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\012411 Board of Supervisers Lir. Final.doc
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resident John Horvers (and his wife), the only adjacent res1dent of the five adjacent residents Who
formally opposes the PrOJect

In conclusion, the Property is not historic or a'contributor to a potential historic district.
Further, the Project will not negatively impact a potential historic district or detract from
buildings that contribute to the potential historic district. Therefore, we respectfully request that
the Board deny the appeal and uphold the categorical exemption for the Project.

M. Brett Gladstone

Enclosures

ce: Tom Burwell
Charles Bloszies
Frederick Knapp-
Joseph Butler
John and Mary Horvers
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
" Tara Sullivan
AnMarie Rodgers
Shelley Caltagirone
Tina Tam

- SAClients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\012411 Board of Supervisors Lir Final.doc
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Rod and Patricia Handeland ,
2415 Octavia St. San Francisco, CA 94109
: : e T 415-929-8617, rpjhand@pacbell.net
To: San Francisco Supervisors o o
From: Rod and Patricia Handeland, Owners of 1263-5-7 Lombard

Tn 1995-6 the two downhill properties from our 1263-67 Lombard home were sold. Two developers proposed filling (

_nearly all.of both properties with new construction. That set off rancorous interchanges between néighbors and o
developers, while the Planning Department attempted to ensure that plans were consistent with Planning Code as well as
responsive to neighbor concerns. - Thi§ culminated in a Planning Commission decision based on a last minute meeting of a
few neighbors and one of the developers while the other was representing the project at the Planning Comrpiséion

meeting.

As the neighbor and property owner most affected, we were not included in these final discussions, even though we were
also the most familiar with the downhill properties. Until we purchased 1263-67 Lombard in 1975, all three properties
had been under common ownership for many decades. Uphill property owners who are less affected by 1269-79 plans but
have opposed them didn’t move into the neighborhood until the 1980’s. As may be true with other rushed and pressured
sessions with no evaluation, the 1998 Planning Commission decision resulted in: '

«  Further breaching of mid lot open space at 1269 Lombard. This mid lot open space is the single consistent characteristics of
all uphill properties and was initial intruded in 1980 when the 1269 residence was extended forward about 25 feet along it’s
east property line by a previous owner as part of a building permit to expand the building and enclose an exterior eritrance.

»  Continuing the easements allowed access to one property through the other. : o

» Maintaining the open front which provided easy access to all mid-lot uphill open space and facilitated ongoing trespassing,
burglary and vagrancy problems. _ : ,

e Limiting 1269 Lombard construction to extent that it probably wasn’t financially viable. This contributed to developer

. forfeiting property to lender Redwood Mortgage and their current proposal to finally complete the gaping excavation and
abandoned building blight that has plagued our neighborhood since 1998. ) ‘ ) '

All these deficiencies have been considered and corrected in the current proposal. Based on working with Redwood .
Mortgage in their planning and extensive neighbor contact for several years, the only great mistake they made was in their -
judgment to loan funds to the previous developers. From the time they proposed the plans to complete 1269 Lombard, we (
have been impressed by their professional approach, quality architecture and other experts, as well as their considerate,
patient and sensitive response to neighbors and Russian Hill Neighborhood Association. They have testified to Board of
Appeals that with the extensive costs that have been incurred since their original construction loans, they will never come
close to breaking even, but feel an obligation to complete the project as tastefully and expeditiously as possible.

'All the light, size, height, ope;i space, access, historical and neighborhood char’acter issues of the current propmzﬂ, have
been long discussed and debated. Proposals were modified to both comply with Planning Code requirements and meet ~
individual neighbor and neighborhood concerns and preferences. Our views on each of these important issues are

summarized in attached note to Board of Appeals. The modified proposal has been approved by the Planning .
Department and this led to near unanimous confirmation in both Planning Commi_ssion and Board of Appeals decisions.

There are still concerns about completing this project, such as: complexity-of building on a steep hill; protection of ...~
adjacent properties; retaining wall integrity and drainage. Our understanding is that these are Building Inspection issues .
rather than planning or land use concerns. We believe it is time to move on to meeting those challenges. We expect that
Redwood and their contractors are well equipped and experienced to complete the work and as well as coordinate their
efforts effectively with Building Inspection officials. This is important, because after the 1998 decision, work moved
ahead without permits and resuited in damages, which Redwood is commitied io conect as pait of conpleting the project.

Completing this work as proposed will finally remove the 13 year blight and abandonment, replacing a dangerous eyesore
with a tasteful neighborhood addition. It is consistent with all uphill properties and also enhances mid lot light, open.
. space and security to the benefit of all. With riear upanimity of both neighbors and City on moving ahead to complete -

© 1269 Lorbard as proposed, we should look back on the thorough and decisive analysis of all relevant planning issues and
work now to ensure timely and effective completion and correction of this neighborhood problem dating back to the =~ (

1990’s.

Th conclusion, we fondly recall the years when we met, were married in and lived in our 1267 Lombard flat. Through the - "

years since, our two sons have helped us maintain, manage and upgrade our Lombard property. Now that they are grown,

. each looks forward to an opportunity to live there, just as we did before we moved a few blocks away for more space to -
raise our family. ' S B : Co
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Tirn Kasta
1271 Lombard Street
San Francisco CA 84109

~ July 29, 2009

. -F’Ia’nnmg Commtssmn '
City and County ef San Fiancisce
1650 fMission Strest, 4™ Eloer
S‘an Francnsce CA 94163

If’?'?;é: 1289 Lombard Street o . : e o
Dear Planning Cemm&ssiwners:_

' .I eiwn and res;de m tha cmndmmmium umt Imaatéd at 1271 Lambarei Stieet, which

Tith Kasta :

" oase -
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: ) June 23, 2010

TO: Planning Comumission

CC Historic Preservation Commission

FROM: Sﬁelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner, (415) 558-6625 |

RE: : "~ Meeting Notes from the June 2°¢ Hearing | -
. 1269 Lombard Street '

- Case No. 2009.0443DD/2010.0165DD

Below is a éummary_ prepared by Planning Department Preservation Staff of thé Historic .

Preservation Comunission (HPC) comments on the proposed project at 1269 Lombard Street.

« The HPC found that the subject property does not retain historic integrity and is not a
historic resource. ‘

e The HPC suggested that the spacing of buildings on the subject block could be an

important characteristic of the potential historic district and suggested that the Slope of
Russian Hill historic context statement be reviewed for further description of this
characteristic of the district.

»  The HPC suggested that that single-property ownership of 1269 Lombard Street and the
adjacent properties should be identified as part of the historic significance of the potential
historic district. '

o The HPC thanked the Planning Commission for requesting their review of this histotic
resource issue. :

© 360

1650 Mlssion Si
Suite 408

San Feangisce,
CA 84103-2479

Receplion: ‘
415.568.6378
Fax
4155506489

Planning
Iiformmation:
415.558.63717
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JEFARTMENT OF
BOILDING INSPECTION

ISTRILIIED. BY CIISFOMER SERVICE DIVIBION

Ade

FB-5018 T o _ .
CiTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO © Application y .
Y DEPARTMENT. OF PLIBLIC WORKS Nomber B0 0 2447
i EUREAU OF BUILDING INSPECTION

CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION
""AND OCCUPANCY T

INOTE: A separate PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY i required for buildings with a class H oEcuBaney?
Lecatacrf_itcﬁ_‘i' : S S

House Humber {Street of nue} - {Metes & Boy it Applicable! ’
Type of Bldﬁu.s'“ i lvlotef 3 Occupancy -
Description of y AN

ot et A et o .
The hermnabave described constructio is completed and cuglbrens to Ordinances of the City and Caunty of
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LICENSES AND PERMITS MAY BE REQUIRED IN ACCORDANCE WITH PART 11 OF )
THE SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL CODE AS WELL AS OTHER APPLICABLE CODES -

Approved: ! '4—' 1 This certificate posted on

BUREAL OF FIRE PREVEN N & PUBLIC SAFETY i . 71—'«5 .

Construction £

. : " SUPERINTENDSYT. BPREAU OF . - o f
Approvedd ¥ : | £~ R BULLRING PRl ” ke

DEPT, GF pu_au%m.m

Dy_
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Primary #

State of Califomia ~ The Resotirces Agency

| DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#
PR’_MARY RECORD - Trinomial .
. : - NRHP Status Code 6Z
Other Listings :
Review Code Reviewer Date

Page 1 _ of 4 *Resource Name o1 #: (Assigned by recorder) _ 1268 Lombard Street

F1.  Other Identifier:
P2, Locatiom €1 Mot for Publication £ Unrestricted *3: County _San Francisco
and (P2¢,P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach Location Map as necessary.) :
*b, USGS 7.5" Qiad Date T_ R i ot _ . YofSec : B.M.
c. Address 1269 Lombard Street ‘ City _.San Frapcisco Zip _ 94108
d. UTM: (Gie more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone . mE/ _ miN

*a Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions fo resource, elevation, etc., as appropriaie)
Bipck 501, ot 23 L

' *P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elemants. Include design, materiats, condition, alterations, size, setting, and bourrdarias)

Although this wood-framed house was built in 1876¢ its facade was completely remodeled in a Neo-
Ttalianate and Shingle style in 1975-1980. It is two stories in height, is clad in wooden shingles, and -
has a profiled and paneled cornice at the top of the house. Windows are paired and tripartite, and
double-hung, with four-over-four sash and broad wooden frames. The first story door is wooden

and has full-length glazing divided by muntins into ten lights. A large open portal is fo the right of -
this doorway. The portal and the door both overlook a large open pit that is the resnlt of excavation
that was performed in the Jate 1990s. This pit has concrete retaining walls and is enclosed behind a

chain link fence.

“P3b Resource Attributes: (List stiribules ard codes)’ HP3 — house |
Y4 Resources Preseni: B Building O Structure D

Object 1 Site 13 District & Element of District [T Other (isolates, etc}

psh. Description of Photo:
(View, date, accession #}

View looking south, September
2006

*P§. Date ConstructediAge and
Sewrce: | = Historic

I Prehistoric ~ [1Both

1876: title search, city directory
fistings :

7. Owner and Address:

“Pg. Recorded by: (Name,

affiliation; and address) ’

William Kostura

P. 0. Box 60211

Palo Alto, CA 84306

g Date Recorded:
October 2008

*p10. Survey Type: (Describe)
infensive

Pt Report Citation*: (Cite suivey report 2rd other sources, of enter “none”) _William Kostura, The Wast Slope of Russian Hill:
A Historical Context and Inventary of Hisforic Resouices for Residential Buildings amund Lombard and Larkin Streets. 2008,

p % Continuation Sheet & Building, Structure and Object Record .’

" tpttachiments: [ NONE 3 Location Map EJ Sketch M3y
Record [ Milling Station Record T Rogk Art Record

11 Archasological Record [ District Reccrd [ Linear Feature
] Artifact Record O Photograph Record (3 Other {List} ) A e

- . DPRS523A (1795} 1269 Lombard.ds¢  *Required ihfomxa!im’_a

.. 37
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R v
bl gk P

X - SNIRHD Statiis Code 6.
*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1269 Lombard Street
B1. Historic Neme: David Brown house

B2z, Common Name: —
B3. Original Use: residential B4. Present Use: residential

*B5. Architectural Style: ___ Neo-ltalianate, with wood shingles added
*B6. Construstion History: (Construction dale, sherations, and date of alterations)
The house was bullt in 1876. The fagade was completely remodeled in 1975-1680. The yard in front of the house was

excavated in the late 1990s.

*B7. Moved? % No I Yes DFUnknown Dafe: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features:
o none
BYa. Architect _none {1876) unkngwn {1875-1 o980y b. Builder: David Brown (1876}
*B10. Sigoificance: Theme __Area . i
Periot of Significance Property Type Applicable Criteria __nfa

(Discuss importance in terms of hislorical or archilectural context as defined by theme, pericd, and geographic scope. Also address integrly.)
History

A carpenter and native of England named David Brown purchased this empty lot in 1876 and in that
year built 2 house here for himself and his wife Rosa, also known as Rose. He continued wotking as a
carpenter through the 1890s and became semi-retired in about 1900. He lived bere until his death n
ca. 1914, and Rosa remained at this residence until 1920, when she sold the property to Elton and
Heloise Davis, who lived next door at 1271-1275 Lombard. Heloise Davis retained ownership until

1971.

In 1975 and 19791980 new owners rermodeled the entire facade of the house. The remodeling was
sympathetic to the original, and the new exterior was shingled, but véry little of the original fabric or
design was retained. The comnice, windows, and door were all new, and thelr position or arrangement

(See Continuation Sheet, page 3.)

/f

B11. Additional Resource Atiibutes: (Lisl attributes and codes)
*B12. References: -
See Continuation Sheel, page 3. ‘
‘ LOMBRARD o
F3
B13. Remarks: : 3
1 Y T 257 [ :n"wg"'m Fiy 055
ko =R P EIES
TR PR TS IH R i
*B14. Evaluator: YWillkam Kestura . i B 5F A ‘32 ;;; biRhf, © s I
Date of Evaluation: October 2008 ) IR R TR Y, sy
o wrvedr % 2-5 33- 2‘}- 2] 10 4“)”.;;_;;-.3; ‘«." . 2-
:C St oo ngm;_;?,- N E
B . ; ~1 Il tictn wTIH N
(This space reserved for official comments.} o b sen ’ 1 e
o = mia | R . wzses 8 o
% - ey | S8
= "_:;;; 2fe 3%3 & pgper ~!
Ny
- EQEE g g HEI0E D
7 N AR ES X
X b 28" p5 fas 2828 Pt o
s
y 2
GREENWICH %

DPR 5238 (1/95) 1269 Lombasd ‘Required Information
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Primary #

State of California — The Resouices Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRIMTrnomial
CONTINUATION SHEET : o
Page 3 of 4 Resource identifier: _1269 Lornbard Street

Recorded by _William Kostura *Date _Oclober 2006 e Continuation D Update

Hisfory (coﬁtinued)

is different from that of the original ones. A comparison of photos before and after the remodeling ‘
reveals that the design of the new cornice is slightly different from the original, and that of the windows,

while of high quality, is very different.

In the late 1990s new work was commenced on this house and was never completed. Excavation of

most of the front yard was performed, but new construction that would fill this area was not done.

infegrity ’ ' :

Due t6 the work that was performed in 1975, 1979-1980, and the late 1990s, this propeﬁy has lost
integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The house has never been moved,
so it retains integrity of location. The neighborhood has changed little since the 1920s, so the property

retains integrity of seiting dating back to the 1920s. ‘

Evaluation

this house has no potential for eligibility to the Célifomia_

Due to very substantial loss of integrity,
dividually nor as a contributor to a potential historic district

Register, under critenia 1, 2, or 3, neither in
that has been identified in the vicinity.

Referenceés

jley Water Company ASI (Application for Service Installation). Available at the San

Spring Va
r this property shows that water was installed for David Brown

Francisco Water Department. The ASI fo
in 1878. ' '

San Francisco Real Estate Circular, June 1876. Sale of this lot for $750. The corrésponding listing of
the sale of this property, identifying the seller and buyer, could not be found in the San Francisco
Newsletter, but they must have been J. E. Foye and David or Rosa Brown, respectively.

San Francisco city directdxy listings for David and Rosa Brown, 1877-1920. David Brown is first
shown as living here in the 1877 directory, indicating that this house was built in 1876. o

Junior League ﬁlﬂ’.for 126?—.1 279‘1';9;1'1]5&(1. Atthe San Francisco History Csnier, Main Library. | )
Sales Lef‘igsrs.,. !'9?;0; Atthc Re.'c.o.rd_ér:;As.séssor’s office, City Hall. | i i

Charles and Kaihl_é_,en_B;a'ckhigr. .Tei_e;’)h(')ne ihte&iéws by Williarn Kostura; Novembes {ogs. .S
1880 U. 5. C-e“SﬁS’ 'é“‘ﬁné;‘&tiéﬁ District 195.: :1900 U.S. CB:I?SUS, Bn@ération District 2.24;.: o

1910 U. S. Census, Enumerétiéﬁ Dist;ﬁbf 265,

{920 U. S. Census, Enumeration District 175~~~

| DPR 523\ (1/95) 1269 Lombard.doc B

‘Required Information
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The West Slape of Russian Hil: Appendix I: Notable Residents

David Brown — carpenter
1269 Lombard Street ‘
1876-1920 (44 years, .

Bavid Brown and his wife Rosa were also natives of
England. He came to San Francisco in the [1860s and
lived at three locations on Russian Hill before buying
2 lot and building a home on the 1200 block of
Lonsbard Street in 1876. The Browns were then ages -
42 and 24, respectively, and they stayed for the rest of
 their lives. He died in, 1914, and she in about 1920,
afier 44 years of residency here. . Their home, now
numbered 1269 Lombard, still stands, but its facade
had Been completely remodeled, and the front yard
has been excavated.

Jokr Ambrose — carpenter
- }26F Lombard Street
1876-1892 {16 years)

The third Englishman, John Ambrose built his house
inn 1876, at age 24, and lived here with his wife
Charlofte (2 native of Illinois) and their two
dzughters for sixteen years. Their flat-front
Stalismate house is essentially unchanged on the

* exterior, and is one of the three best examples of 19%
ceptury architecture remaining in the study area.

Chiaries Tidd - carpenter
- 26§14 Polk Street (site of today's #2652} ‘ _ .
1877-ca. 1897 (20 years) ' ‘ '

The fourth carpenter to build in this bleck, Charles Tidd, was a native of Maine. He
moved first to [liinois, and then in 1868 to San Francisco, where be and his wife Caroline
lived at several North Beach addresses before buying land and building a house in 1877,
a1 2614 Polk Street, between Greenwich and Lombard. Tidd always worked as a
carpenter. He must have worked at times in the cmploy of building contractors, but he is
known to have built at least one house as a contractor himself, and ome house
speculatively on his own account. In 1876, just before he bult his ewn house, he built
the home of his next door neighbor, Nelson Hawks, at 2612 Polk. Hawks’ diaries
survive, and are at the California Historical Society. An October 1376 entry reads 1 leta
contract to Charles Tidd to build my house for $1780. He got it dome in October. He
acted very mean and didn’t do a good job.” -

3718
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2004

2005

2006

September

QOctober

_Fall
. November

December

January

February
April

April

| December

April

June

Fall

Fall -

November

December

‘Bvaluates feasibility of original builder’s plan

Chronology

1269 Lombard '

;

. Redwood Mortgage Investor VIII takes tile by Trustee’s Sale.

Secures property by constructing fence at front and rear of
property. S S

Remove iitter pursuant to city notice

_"'Attempt to contact prior owner regardmg abandcned truck and
‘ compressor per city notme :

Haul trash and remove litter

" Hired Jan Threlkeld as new architect

Pre-application meeting with Planning Departmeni

Pay $64,477.43 to bring property taxes current

* Pay property taxes and Insurance

Pay Property Taxes -

leed GCA Strategles as Consultants—lmtlate ‘Nei ghborhood
Outreach

Conclusmn that plans developed by Threlkeld are not in line w1th ) :' o

city aud litslguuutb

Intervxew potential architects
Ivy trimmmg and gardenmg mamtenance

"Pay prope_rty faxes ‘and insurance o

\C!lcnts\l{f:dwm Mortgage Lombard\052610 Chrono!ogy doc. '

|z
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2007

April

May

July

QOctober
November

December

2008

"~ March

April

May
June

October

December

Retained Frederic Knapp to research historical aspects of 1269
Lombard :

Pay property taxes |
Retained Charles Bloszies as architect

Redwood Mortgage contacted Russian Hill Néighbors ré'garding
steps taken to clean up and secure site .

Redwood Mortgage explored feasibility of moving building
Initial historic prepared identifying building’s conditions

Pay Property taxes and insurance

" Meeting with Alioto-Pier on new design

‘Meeting with Design Committee of Russian Hill Neighbors

Initial meeting with all neighbors in immediate surrounding area to
meet in & group or one on one to discuss ideas and viewpoints on
project, wants and needs '

Sit downs with adjacent neighbors to further critique current plans
Paint out graffiti |

Pay Property taxes

Retained Santos and Urrutia to complete a Soundness Report

Pest Report prepared

Paint out graffiti

Hired Brett Gladstone to draft Neighborhood Agreements

Pay property taxes and insurance

 s:\Clients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\052610.Chrongdegy.doc



2009

April Open House for neighbors to view most recent design
Pay Property taxes
May . Submit Check to Department of Building Inspection

Project Review Meeting with Planning Department

“July - Project Review Meeting with Planning Department to present
current plans ‘ :
August Planner leaves for vacation

Presentation to Russian Hill Neighbors
 September 24 Planner notifies architect that design is a_i(;ceptablé

October 22 Planner notifies G&A that she is behind schedule and unable to
‘ schedule a hearing o - S

December 11 Planner notifies G&A. that she completed historic review and |

provided document to supervisor

December Pay property taxes and insurance

' §iClients\Redwood Mortgage-Lombard\052610. Chronology.doc -~ -
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F. JOSEPH BUTLER 24 January 2011

- ARCHITECT

324 Chestnut Street
San Francisco =
California 94133

415533 1048
fiosephbutlex@hotmail com

Mr. David Chiu, President

2 e et
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2 Ee
1 Carlton B. Goodiett Plaza e Py ':"‘:;3 o1y
San Francisco, CA 941033 (h*":';‘i‘i o
. . Lt G » P
: . ) & e s
Re: 2009.0443E; 1269 Lombard Street Appeal of Certificatejof 3%?"53 <
- Determiantion Exemption from Environmental Review = Gy
. . ,,:. - -;:\
Dear President Chiu: PR

Our office represents the Liitle House Committee in this appeal of the |
Certificate of Determination Exemption from Environmental Review dated
March 11. 2010, for a project at the above mentioned address. My
education; A.B. cum laude Washington University, Major in Architecture
1977, and Master of Architecture, University of Oregon 1982, and two :
decades of experience with historic buildings and sites, have qualified me

as an expert per the Secretary of the Interior Qualifications for those
making evaluations of historic sites,

lntmductlon to context

- This property before you is one of the first lots developed in a potentla!
historic district here. 1269 Lombard was constructed in 1876, with a
handful of other buildings along a ridge perpendicular to Larkin" mapped

in 1854 as Bella Alley (EXH 1). In the 2009 adopted Context Statemnent for
a survey of the historic buildings here, Kostura writes:

These blocks survived the fire of 1906 and still contam many of the houses
that pre-date that event. Most of them are modest coftages that were built
for blue-collar workers, for this was very much a biue collar neighborhood
during the nineteenth century...Many professionals, merchants and other
white collar workers began moving to this area beginning in 1906, and
their houses and flats, some designed by fop-rank architects, can be
found sprinkled through.these blocks.
‘ ~-William Kostura, 2006
West Slope of Russian Hill
Conlext Statement, adopted 2009.

Of the first modest buildings here, 22 nineteenth century bu;ldmgs still .

_remain on Block 501, all survivors of the 1906 Fire. The West Slope of

Russian Hill is one of the most important though least acknowledged
historic districts in San Francisco.

1269 Lombard, house and garden

Continuously occupied for 120 years, 1269 Lombard was a modem _
functional house when it was purchased on speculation from a landscape
architect who had renovated the house in 1986. The up sloping garden of

. 385
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low mounding shrubs, and a tree at the front of the cottage were a bucolic
setting that harkened back to the nineteenth century before the urbanized
‘San Francisco came to this corner of the hill. The house was visible over
the garden, (EXH 2) as were contiguous adjacent historic homes.

Instead of as a home to a family when it was purchased, 1269 Lombard
has spent the last 14 years since, as simply a lot: purchased, permitted,
over excavated, shuttered, foreclosed, vacant, squatted, sagging; a hazard
to public safety.

The 1998 Projects

When the owner’s of both lots 1271-75 and 1269 Lombard repeated[y
exceeded the scope of their 1998 permits, they received Stop Work
Orders. In order to restart construction they had to proceed, overseen by a
preservation architect (EXH 3) to ensure the historic integrity of the east
and north elevations of 1271-75 Lombard Street, adjacent. The Page &
Turnbull, Inc. Assessment Report concluded that the porch and stair could
be retained and reconstructed when the adjacent project at 1269
Lombard was completed. The owners even recorded this condition of
approval agamst the title to 1271-75 (EXH 4) Lombard, consistent with the
Conditions of Approval. 1271-75 Lombard permits have been finalled, the
new building at the rear, and the restored front building have been sold.

- Rather than requiring the completion of the earlier project (EXH 5) by its
recorded Conditions of Approval, the city is poised to reward this owner of
a 14 year vacant building with a permit to demolish and build new. This -
benign neglect of historic properties is a game. When will we realize we
have again been played, and that other vacant historic houses out in the
neighborhoods are being played too?

The Housing Element of the Master Plan will tell you that the oldest
housing in established neighborhoods is our most affordable housing,
But permission to demolish historic buildings. and build new units on a
vacant lot is a seven figure payday, so it continues. Planning facilitates this
land rush, by not reviewing carefuiiy enough the applications for

: demoiitlon espemaily pro;ects in a known historic district. °

‘Inadequate Envaronmental Review of 2010 project
A demolition in a potential historic district requires a thorough and

- objective study of the district. Where is the study of the distinctive features
- for this district? None are even listed nor.discussed in the documents. -
The context Statement adopted in 2009 is not a District nomination, it was -

done as a context statement for a survey of the bunldmgs here.

Six of the earliest lots to develop had houses at the rear of their lots on
Bella. By 1900 five lots contained front and back buildings. According to
Kostura, the front and back building was an urban phenomenon of the .
1880° s, thus that pattern came after the 1876 buildings had estabhshed

e
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the neighborhood.

To assert, as the Sponsor’s historian, that the only pattern here is one of
front and back buildings, so that your client’s project somehow fulfilis a
void in the district, is only. half of what should be acknowledged. In fact the
1870’s pattern of building along Bella, ‘with large front gardens down to
Greenwich and Lombard represent the oldest pattern of development
here, and those front gardens are both distinctive features of the setting,
and histonc district features to be preserved. (E)CH (5)

At 1269 Lombard, the space of the garden was common fo seven (7 units
of housing. All share the garden’s light and air, and the garden’s use for
circulation served each adjacent lot as weil. No mention is made of this
historic pattern of use, it is a fact to be ignored as contrary to the narrative
of this project. Nor is their mention of the common ownership of three lots
by the Davis family, in the early 20th century. The garden space affords
views of the east wall of 1271-75, the west wall of 1261-67, and a glimpse
of the north face of 1265 back up the hill on Bella.

Of the earliest houses on Bella, only four remain with front yard gardens,
“and three have one story garages at the front, a concession to the arrival of
the automobile. 1269 Lombard had the fast unbuilt garden and original

retaining wall from the 1880’s re-grading. This is another distinctive
feature and characteristic of the district whose early development came
when Polk and Lombard were re-graded, which is also ignored in the
project’s review documents. -

Study the effects of the project on the historic district

We have appealed the Certificate of Exemption of this project from
environmental review as the record on file with the Planning Department
clearly shows the certified local government relied on the lone opinion of
Knapp Architects that adjacent 1271-75 Lombard was not a contributor to
a historic district here. As such they ignored other information already in
the record, which contradictéd Knapp’s finding.

Whether 1271-75 is a contributor to the historic district here, was a settled
maiter. Knapp's later assertion otherwise is contradicted by two earlier
sources; Jay Turmbull (EXH 4) who was commissioned o enforce the
Secretary of the Interior S{andards on the 1998 project, and William
Kostura’s Context Statement for the West Slope of Russian Hill, adopted
in 2009. Kostura finds 1271-75 l.ombard to be California register eligible
both individually and as a contributor to the district. (EXH 7).

Of the First thirteen properties as shown in the Sanborn of 1899, 5 have
two buildings per lot, mostly those of the 1880’s, and six have large front
gardens from Bella down to Greenwich or Lombard. four of these front
garden lots remain, they represent the earliest settlement paﬁem but are
unrecognized by the Categorzca! Exempt:on

387



Collectively, these buildings convey a sense of the changing aesthetics
that prevailed in this comer of Russian Hill over these fifty years (1875-
1928). The 19th Century houses were built for blue collar families, and as
a resuft were modest in size and vernacular in feeling. Houses and flats

" from the immediate post-1906 period are shingled, and reflect the fastes of
their more educated owners. The many 19th Century buildings that have
coatings of shingles represent a blending of these two aesthetics, and
evoke the shiff from blue collar to white coliar residents in the district in the
early twentieth century. this blend of Victorian and Shingle Styles is
unusual in san Francisco- it is very nearly peculiar fo this part of Russian

- Hill.

-~-William Kostura, 2006

-West Slope of Russian Hill
Context-Statement, adopted 2009.

Ev;dence of Bias ‘

Even though a factual basis exists in the record from other historians,
Planning Staff cites. only Knapp on the California Register eligibility of
1271-75 Lombard and acknowledges creation of his newfound narrow
group of “architecturally significant” homes which conveniently exclude
1271-75 from a list of contributors,

No opinion could be further from the factual basis as shown by Turnbull
and Kostura documents presenting 1271-75 as a California Register
eligible building; both as individually eligible, and as a contributor fo the
district (Read Evaluations, last twe pages of E)(hlblt 7).

thyee
Assessment Report '
Turnbull was hired in 1998 to make an assessment report when the
developers removed the building’s porch and stair, that landed in the front
garden of 1269 Lombard. His report dated May 5, 1998 describes the
significant and contributing elements of the building’s integrity. its
windows, trim, perch and stair, the east wall repeatedly and specifically
mentioned, were all S|gn|f|cant or contributing elements to be preserved
or reassembled from pieces in storage.

1271~75 Lombard has retamed its s:gn:ﬁcant and contributing elements to-
its integrity from the 1998 restoration of the building, the east facing
windows, door trims and shmgies are listed by Turnbull as Significant
gigimenis o he building's integrity, and he pun,u and stair as conirn Ibuullg :
elements to the integrity of the building to be rehabilitated. It was not very
thorough for the Staff to ignore a report on an adjacent resource they =
ordered to be written. None of that report was cited by the Department in

, accedmg to allow new construction to forever cover this historic facade.

S Context Statement S '
*. Kostura wrote the dlstrfct’s context statement he tdentlﬁes the district as K

age



describing blue collar San Francisco in the earliest days of settlement
here, modest homes like 1269 Lombard sited along the ridge on Bella.
He does not describe it as about houses by architects. Staff is so biased
in favor of this application, they repeat a mention of a potential architects’
district of homes here. Excluding 1271-75, the only credible rationale for
this imagined district; discredits a resource, and a confributor to a historic -
district. That bias has no place in an objective and thorough review by any
certified local government

Patterns of development, and Inadequate review
“The opponents (of the Variance) have also pointed to the siting of the
existing improvements upslope along this side of Lombard Street,
staggered so as fo create and preserve views of the Bay, in a stable-
residential enwronment ”
-Zoning Administrator

: ' April 3, 1973

From the Findings of Fact: VZ73.2:

1249-1251 Lombard Street Width of Access way Variance sought.

The environmental review of the fwo new buildings proposed for this
parcel, did not consider the front garden as signifier of the earliest .
development here. The former front garden of 1269 Lombard Street, was a
distinctive feature, like that of 1215, 1245, 1253 and 1265 Lombard

Streets when first developed. Only three lots of five originally with front
gardens remain on this block face. The plantings of these front yard
gardens give the neighborhood its lush feel. The gardens are

interspersed with the front buildings in a pattern of front, then rear

buildings, starting at 1215 Lombard Street. This cooperative pattern is
acknowledged in the Variance decision VZ7'3.2 quoted above. y

The front garden of 1269 Lombard also displayed the joint ownership of
the three lots and their common use by the Davis family across two
‘property lines for three current contributors-to the historic disirict. The
access to units on 1271-75, was by a stair in the garden of 1269 Lombard.
1265 Lombard had access to a roof deck on the roof of 1269 which was
across a property line.

The infilt front building eliminates the settting, feeling, and association of
three of the oldest contributors and buildings in a grouping that speaks to
the differing site plan strategies historically on the block. There is no doubt
in my professional opinion that substantial adverse impacts to individual
‘resources and contributors to the historic district would be sustained by
the construction of this project.

Involvement of the neighbors

The Little House Committee has been on this case pro bono since 1997,
representing neighbors adjacent, and in the district. The 1998
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 entitiements were heard together as Variance and Discretionary Review
Hearings, for both lots and were approved in a negotiated seftlement
- made conditions of Approval of the Commission Action, and by the
Variance Decisions that were part of the agreed to building envelope. They
all refer to Exhibit A (EXH 7) which is a poster board of the neighbors’
proposal, showing a garden over a one story garage, the stair and porch
and a small addition to the front of 1269 which remains.

After removing the porch and stair illegally during construction (EXH 4)% 4
they were required to record this condition of approval against the title to
1271-75 Lombard, in order to proceed with construction to abate a Noftice
of Violation. The owners now want to wriggle out from under the
requirements of the deal negotiated by their predecessor, and which
-1271-75 requires to fulfill its signed off permit.

Why has the Certified Local Government not enforced the agreements in
place, or asked the Sponsors to conduct a more extensive environmental |
review given where this project is located?

Conclusion *

There is fact based opinion in the record that three (3) established historic
resources at: -
1261-67 Lombard Street

1265 L.ombard, ‘

1271-75 Lombard,

and at 1269 Lombard, that the infili of the historic garden space, wall cause
an adverse effect to both the individual resources, and to the district to
which they are contributors. The project will eliminate the spatial
relationships which have existed through time, of four of the district's
contributing features; the three buildings individually, and a garden,
around which the buildings remain after 120-135 years.

With a reasonable fact based conclusion that a substantial adverse
impact to a historic resource(s) may occur, an exemption from
environmental review cannot be issued. Send this back to Planning for an-
EIR, one that explores the boundaries of the district, cites its distinctive
features, and calls out which features are to be preserved, between and
on the walls of the adjacent historic resources.

ancere!y,

F. seph Butler AIA :
- Members of the Board of Superwsors :

enc! Exhibits, appendix: Briefs to the Planning commission |
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1721 LOMBARD STRELT
San Francisco, Californis

ASSESSMENT REPORT
e —— e

’

May 5, 1998
. Page & Turubull, [ne.
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SAN FrRANCISCO

e 3 : - 1271 LOMBARD STREET o | c

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

ASSESSHENT Rspb;r; o | (EXH 3)

v _ {71271 LOMBARD STREET

I. INTRODUCTION . o .

Various applications for work at 1271 Lombard Street are curcently 611 hold pcndmg approval by the San - )
Francisco Plannmg Deparrmeﬂt of an assessment report. An agreement has been reached beoween the project
sponsor, the ?lanmng Depaxtment and a local ncighborhood group ta allow the project to proceed afterit is

reviewed and modified so that any further demolition or new construction is in complmncc with the Gmdehncs

for Rehabiliration of the Secretary of Intedor’s : Landards for the Tr;ab::mt qﬂHmam Properties, Psge & Tumbull .

have been asked to examine the building to detemnne how thcsc Standards could be applied. In resporise, the

foilowmg n:po:t has bcen preparcd

The. four ob;ecnves of this rcport are:

1) to prov;dc a brief history and dcscnpuon of the sub;ecr butldmg,

o cvaluat;: dcmcnts of thie bmldmg and. dctenmne whcthe:: they are Szgmﬁcam, Contnbuung or Non«- _
Coambmmg, _ . el

present on site and may be :c—uscd, and ) .
to define key issues in the project and suggest how the pm;ect niay pmcet:d n accordancc with the.
‘Guidelines for Rehabilitation of the Segzetary of Interioc’s Standards for the Treatment of Historiz Properties.

II. = HISTORY & nzscklm‘.l_oﬂ

Htsto:y of 1271-1279 Lomba:d Strcct .
1271-1279 }'_A)mbard Sueeet is a wood frame Victonm xrésidence; thaa was construcied in. 1876&]1&: building was

. ougma]ly locatcd at 2614 Polk Sm:et between, G:emw:ch and Lambafd and was :;mvccl fo its current Iocauon

sometime between. 1893.and, 1897. When Polk. Street was; graded between 1893. and 1897, many hauscs in thc

asea were lcft on lngh chffs wzdx access severed.from, the street below. AR _ j -

-Th_é on'gixia} 6wi‘:¢£t 6f 'tjxe hc'gusé was 2 caxpem‘cr By the narﬁé. of 'Chéﬂe.s Tidd who lived in the house unil the
* 1890s. When the grading of Polk Street left his house inaccessible, Tidd sold the house to his ncighbor and

movcd After buying. the house. Tidd’s nmghbor, Marthew Maunder, subsequenty. moved the house to s’ )

present location i n front of his senall housé on a- steeply stoping hillside Iot on Lombard Street. As it stands o

today, Maunder's ongmal house temains at the rear of the lot, while the house ongmally owned by 'I‘idd sits at
thc fmnt of thc ]ot. 'I'hc Maundcr £mmly lxw:d in the housc um:} 1920 o

" The sccond ovmcr of the house at :ts p:escnt locauon wasd denust by the name of Elton Dav:.s Daws died i m_ S
 the caxiy 1950s and bis wxfc, Elmsc sold the house in 1971 R L

CPaged 05/05/98 o T D Py o Tnba], lak
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1)

e B

. Desc%pﬁin S o CEX%

127t Lomsum STREET
* AN iumc:sco

A drawing1Tom the 1895 issue of the San Francisco Examiner sugpests that the house was originally only rwo

stories Iugh, that 1t was s:gmﬁcandy narrower than iis preaently, md thzt the bay window did not ougmally
mise 1o the comice.

The house was widened by’ the addition of a new bay on the east some time bctwet:n 1905 and 1912.} {Treaces
of the ongmal extedior east will still exist at the firse floar level) Ir is likely that the basement was converted
“into an entrancé story af the same dme. The date dunng which the bay window was raised to the cornice level |
15 unknown. : ‘

- In 1921 the Davises converted ‘the-house into flats and covered the buﬂ&mg with brown shmgles Sometime
before 1929-additions were, made to thé rear dofrage, connccung it with the hcuse in front, md the: bmldmgs
were merged from two structurés intd one

A 1927 penmit apphcation states that the house was underpinned with concrete piers-and steel columiis.

In its curcent staze, the brown éhiﬁgled building sises three stories and has a projecting, biacketed comice at the -
roof. The north facade has a iwo-siory, three-sided bay window with double-hung wood sash wir;dOWS;
colonettes and proic’cxiﬁg shelf mouldings. Flanking the east side of the bay window are two flar dotiblehung
windows; Hanking the west side 1s one doublc hung window at the third floor level asid a recessed door.at the -
second: floor1éveh The window and door openings are defined with simiple wood i agd are capped with

. projecting shelf mouldings and wood panels. The wood dm:ble-hung windows have guiding ears’at the' Base of
the upper sash: The door torthe Westof the bay wmdow which ¥as presumably the original fronr eiitrante to

the bwldmg, contains a small wood baluserade.

At the firsy oot level, beseaih the bay \‘.vm‘dow there isa non:listoric alummum sashwigdow. To the edst of
 this window is 2 rcctangdiz.r opening with wood trim which used to léad to a tecessed entrance. Photographs

- taken before demoliion show that the walls of the recessed entrance were also shingled. Leading up 10 the '

recessed entrance’is a concmtc: statr which has a wood handrcaland xccmnguh: wood newel posts. At ‘the top

cof the stair is a small wood ba]ustmde The front of the building sits on a concrete retaining wail

A wood stair existedd from the ground Jevel 1o "the third floor near the back of the' bu.lld.xffé‘rs east side, 'I'he
doorway at the top of the stair is p:otcctcd with a sloped; bracketed overhanging roof. The-stair hias been- §
almost entirely femoved, although the top laading and top fight still remain and are supponcd b}r tempotary-
wood shoring. The balusters and handrails have been disassenibled and are being stored iside the bmltfing

The Nclghborhood

Although the building has been moved from its osiginallocation and has been mochﬁcd several times, it
remains 2 contributor to the character of the surrounding neighberhood. The buildings in the block bounded
‘by Lombard, Polk, Larkin arid Greenwich Streets all survived the earthquake and fire of 1906, while the houses
on the block to the squth, bounded by Larkin, Polk, Filbert and Greenwich, bumed. The steep slopesin the
area separate the ncighboxhood from downtown and made access difficuly ustil the cable car hine was extended
to the atea in the 1870s. Unul this line vras buﬂt the area remained virtually undeveloped.

! Information based on 1905 and 1912 Sanborn Insurance m.aps. San Francisco History Aschives, Main Library.
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Vurdous ar;n_cmml stylc::. exist in the nmbhburlmod including -_xampica from the Vi ictorian cra, Ll.n.sxc.ni

’ revival, shingle, cra.ftsman and Spanish Colonial. Many of the houses in the nc:ghborhood are’ chmctenzed by
b:own shmgles which were oftm added mgarcilcss of the underlymg style.

“HI.  SIGNIFICANCE E'VA:.UM;ION

" The followmg section cvalnates the sxgm.ﬁcancc of main eferents of the existing buz!dmg The three tategosics
into which sxgmﬁcance rafings are d.uwdcd are: Significant, Conmbuung and Non—Conmbutmg

Sagm.ﬁcnnt cicmcnts are characte,t—deﬁmng elements that date to the building’s: ‘original 1876 copstiuction, or
are changes that were méde durng t the building’s move to Lomb:ud Street hetween 1893 and 1897, or reflect
the building’s 1905-1912 expansion. Significant elements merit the grearest pmservauon effort and shall be

retained and presecrved. e e e S SO

‘.........,....- -ﬂ""‘ll'_.—v ——n

Coumhuung dcmcms lend a:cbxtectuml chagacter 1o tht: bp_.llgi_;ng and date to the buﬂdmg s onginal
construction, subsequc:nt mave 10 Lombard Street or 1905-1942 expansion. Although contgbuting eleménts
" should be retained whcr.cvcr poss:ble semuu\rc medification t6 accommodate contémporary condjtions may be

acceptable.

Non-contributing elements do not date to the onginal construction, the move to Lombard Stieet or the 1905- _

1912 expansion. They, do not lend an authentic architecturak character and. aze [hercfmc not limited by
pmservauon xccommendauons Chnngcs to these clcmmzs may he, macie aslong as thc ch:mgcs are companble’
- with the original dcﬂgn of the bux!dmg and meet rhc moze general requitements of the Gmdclmcs for .

. Rdtablhtauon of thc Secretary of Interior’s S !andarzir for 1he Tnatmmt of Historic Pmpm‘r::

East St.au: (Iandmg and balustmdc) Conmbuung _
The stair on the east side of the building, although almost entirely rcmov::d, shoild be considered 2

Conmbuung element.of the composmon. The stair may havc bccn ceasmcted vhen the cast bay wis added o

LA

the bl.uldmg, which wauld date its construction at, somemne between 1905 :md 1912 If thatis.the case, the ‘
stair, handrail and bﬂluslndc have acqum:d sxgmﬁcancc in their own nght and should be coﬁgi{dexed an

_essential part of the composition. This approximate date of construction would make sense given the character |

. .of the heavy tarned balusters. These balusters would have been an appropriate exercise in classieal revival _

typu:al of thc Edwardmn Era which extended appzoxnmtciy from. the, tar-of- the—oennuy 10 the 1910s. !

' Froat concrete tetauung walk Contn'butmg

' .Aithough the wall is not. md.mdually distinctive, it does characteize this and other hill:properiiesin the acea.
The wall was constructed thn the building was moved from its original site Po]k Street to its current iocmon
on Lormbard Strect — sometime between 1893 and 1897 '

. Front Stau" Conmbutmg

“Piior to de_mohuon, the conc:etz: stmr at the north s:dc of thc propcr{y funcnoned as mhc main cntmncc to :ins .
buildiag and to the suucm:cs at the reas of thc lot. The: conezete stiir and ad;acmt retammg wall were probably ©

- constructed sunu]t:mcous}y and may be monohﬂnc. Thc small balusmdc at thetop-of the i stairis also
contnbuting. The wood h:mdmﬂs and newd posts at dns szair arte non«contnbuung elemen ts.

bl
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Band EXH 2?
Wood panel . doors: Conm'buung /’ Non-Conmbunng s

Several doors that have been removed from. their hmgcs are being stored msnde the buﬂdmg Because 1 :mny of
these are intedior doors, it is difficult to 255E55 At what. point they were added 1o the propcrty The mulup!e-hght

door that was installed in the ongmal entrance on Ihe second floor is conmbutmg The Bush wood exterior
doors aré non—conmbutmg

Windows and window trim: Significant _

Windows and window trim 4z, for the most part, significasit elements which date to the ‘original constructioh -
and the 1905-1912 expansion. The windows on the north. fagade; including the central projecting bay window,
are all significant with the exception of the aluminum sash window at'the first floor level, which is non-
contdbuting. Wmdo‘\ﬁi and wmdow tim on the east zmd north elevations are szgmﬁcam. Numongmal

hardware is considered to bc uon»conu:buung - T et e ®

Shmgie siding: Conmbutmg R

Shingle siding may have first been applied to the bmldmg when it was cxpandcd between 1905 and 1912,
Aithough there is docummtauon supporting the-claind. thar the bm.ldmg Was shingled in 1921, it is vety likely |
that shingles were first applied. at-an easdier date. Althcugh the shingles do not dite fiomn the original
constructon of the building, they hive acquired sighificance in thiic owri dghit and have chamctemc:d the
building for at teasy the past seventy-seven years. In addition to characterizing this bmldmg, shingles are .
characteristic of many buﬂdmgs of vatious eras and stylcs in the nmghborhnod

Shmglcs have a hfe of 20-30 years. Ti:\exefom oftern what we'see :Dday arenot ougmai sf;mgles Sclccuve :cpa;x
as seen at the. top of walls on.the nontheast-coiner of the: buxfdmg, is commonp!acc and accepmble This
approach to repair is auceptablc. BRI

IV. INVENTORY OF ELEMENTé

Kl

During dcmohuon, scmral eugmﬁcant and conmbuungeimmts weze rcmoved &om the- buxldmg Softie of the
- elements-that were removed still exist oa-site. The- fo‘liowmg is an inventory- :md condition asscss;mcnt of pieces -
of the ex:stmg building that have been: removed but -are pr::smt on site and may be rcaused. e

Balusters, handrail, posts and steps for side stair: Thc side stair has been almost complercly dnsmantled_
Many of the baluisters, handsail and posts have been stored inside the building. Some of the wood appears rd be
detedorated and would either need o be repaiced or reconstructed.

Win,dow. sill-at front bay Wmdow‘ This-wood sill 15 missing. ‘Page 8 Tumbull we're told that the sill is
‘somewhere on sitc. Locate and reinstall ox rcplica(e 1o match existing.

Front wood hand:all The western wood handt:ul at the front staix rernains, while the eastern handr:ul has
been rcmoved The rrussing handrail is apparendy on site.

' Wood panel d‘dors: chmﬁ;- Pﬁn:ed wood ;p:ax-\'ci doprs dnd multiple-light doors that have been removed from:
their hinges are being stored inside the building. These - doors appear 1o be in good condition.

Page 4 05/05/98 v . . Pape & Turnbuddl, fnc,
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V.  .COMPLIANCE wiTu SECRETFARY OF INTERIOR'S STANbARnig

with the Guidelines for Rehabilitasion of the Secrerary df“Intéi':idr’ Y Ta:ida{iir for fb_;"I.'rtaéim:;!: éf Hir!on';r Pwpem:: )

The ibllowing is alisting of these Stundands a2ad 4 point-by-point s(a‘ter_nént of the means by‘ which the project

could comply with them.
The Standards: o ‘ - o

mtinimal change to its distinctive materals, fcauucs;'spé‘ccs,_ and spatial re!a.r:ionships-
{2} The hisroric chamcter ofa property unii Be retained and preserved. The rcr'ﬁc')‘vai'pf ‘
' c_iiSti.ncrive foatenals or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relat{onshipé that
characterize the property will be avoided. T . :
(3) Each propeny will be iccog‘nizcd as a'physical récoid of its tifhe, placé and use. Changes
that create a false sense of historical developmerit, such as.adding conjectural features or
- clements from. other histode _proi)cm'e's, willnorbé underaken: o
(4) Changes to a.property that have 2cquired-historic significance in theit own sight will be
retzined and preserved: | . IR e .
(5) Distuncrive matenals, features, finishes; 'ind_ constrictiog technidues or e:'éamp!es of
- craftsmanship that characterize 2 propesty will be preserved. . A :
{6} Detesiorated historic features will be repaired‘rather thian rephiced. Whicre the severity
.-of deterioraton requires rcpiac‘eii}eﬁt'_df 2 distinctive 'fcéimr'é,“'tﬂt;.ximi{ Teature will match
- the old'in. design, color, texture, and;. wheke pissible, matelis i Replacement of missing
. features will be-substantiated by docurncaitaiy and physical ebidlence. .~
(B Chum@al or physical weatmeénts, iffiippmpiiﬁrc,wiﬂ'be'ufﬂér‘@lééé’ using the gént!_cs't
A .ngans possible: Treatments that cause diniage to historit ma}tcuals will not be uipq.

(8) Archeological resoyices will be piotected andl prescrved in plice. 1fsuch resongces must
- be disturhed, mitigation measures will Be vadertiken, IR ‘_ S
(9 New additons, extenior altcrations, or related new construction wxil a0t destroy historic ) )
" mategials, featuxes, snd spatiat relrionships chit charactesize thie propenty. The new.
work shall be diffecentiated from:the ol i will be ¢oapatible with the histodZ”
. materials, features; size, scale and. proportion, znd’ nialssing fo"‘pmtt":cr the integrity of the
. propeny and its environment. o L -
- {10) New additions and adiacm‘_n or rclatcd"ﬁe\»f'cunsttﬁ“clfo}i will bé undértakess ia sucha-
manher that, if removed in the futirre, e éssential form aad mtcgmy of the }iisfpﬁf:
propesty and its eavironment would: be [unjimpaired. S

. Several key issues to be evaluated: -

i, Front concrete rctaining wall and gacage entrance: Ag agreement has been reached between

aetghborhood zesidcnfs and the project spoasor regarding the Construction of a paxr of garige doogs iathe .

concrete ré!:ainihg wall on the north fag::dchTw_g'B'—O?' wide garage doors will be inserted in the
approximately 206" wide tétaitting wal. <
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m'wc have detemnned the concrete retaining wall to be a Conmbutmg feature of the property and
#ersfote worthy of prescwauan the inclusion of two  Brrage doors in the walbwould compromise the

' integrity and character of the wall sufficiently that even if the flanking portions of the wall were 1o be left
in place, the wall would no longer function or be read 2s the substantial element.it was intended 1o be.:
Thcxefoxc if the garage doors ate installed, we do not xccommcnd that the remaining portion-of the
conctite retaining wall be preserved, Instead, our focus.will be on the design of the garage doors and the -
.replaccment wall, both of which should be considered in n:—lanon to the Standards.

In order to prevent a “false sense of histotical development,” (Standard #3) we recomumend that the
“ornamental cornice and brackets that have been proposed for above the garage doors be eliminated. The
garage doors could either have a simple wood frame in the same character as the window and door .
openings on the main structure, or they could be inserted into the wall with-a lintel spanmng above both -
doors. (See ske[ch.) '

The front wall of the garape shouid be rebuilt to foilow the profile of the.old concrete: rcrauung wall, Based‘
.on Standard #9 which reads, “The new work swidl be compatible with the historne marenals, fcamres

' size, scale and proportion, and massing to, proiect the i mt&gnty of the property-and its environment,” '

- retention of the odginal profile would be an attempt to seestablish the massing of the orginal base. The
replacement wall may cither be constructed of unfinished reinfurced concrete of it dnay be wood (rune

‘ coasuucunn d.td 1 wood shingles so {hnt it is compaubll: with the material paicm': of the an.tmg bwldmg

2. Windows: Wmdom in the building that have. historic dmractcr should bc setained: Other ‘wiridows, such
as the alominum sash window on the first floos of the north fagade; may-be removed and: :ep!accd
. Insertion of doo:s in the cummt Iocanon of the alumiqum sash windew that, would: pmwde 2CCess 1o t.hc
proposed front tesace would- bc acccprzble -providing that the doots are compatible with-the prevmlmg
character of the building, The doors should have sunpic wood sumeiods and fames. Adch‘uonai comice
and frieze ate umxecessazy, pet numbcr #9 a.nd #3 ef’ xhc Sccremi:y of Intcno:’s Sm.ndz.rds, St:mdard #9
" reads, “The tew woxk shall be, dlffe:eauatcd Erom the old...” and Standazd #3.reads, “Ch:mges that create -
a false sense on historical dcvdopmcnt w:lI not i)c undertaken.
3. New front terrace and taxhng- The project sponso: has pzoposed touuse che areason tog :of the front
' re{ammg wall a5 2 shallow terrace. ’I'lus proposed changc 1s.acceptable. The use of the 4% 25 2 terrace
would J:cqum: hie installation of a new mﬂmg, the design of which sheuld be consistent with: thie chaxacter,
seale and materials of the buﬂdmg Stancfzmi #9, which is the most relevant Standard to consider regarding
the design of this railing, reads, “The new wozk shall be differentiated from.the old and will be compaﬁblc
with the h:stouc matenals features, size, scale and proporfion, and massing ro protect the i mtcgury of the
propexty and its envuonmcnt » We would suggest sunphfymg the proposed design so that fewer balusrczs
are used. Balusters are visually heavy and tend 1o dominate the area in which they are instalied. It may be
possible 1o break up the proposcd run of balusters by substituting areas of the balusteade with low wa}ls

4. Front concrete steps and handrail If the histone handrail is not n:—uS::d, 2 code-conforming rail with 47
max. gaps wili be thuircdu A new handrail with balusters would be actscptablc.

‘The concrete steps at !hc front of thc propcny should be retained if possxble alithough some repatr and
st:t:ngthcmng woay be required. 'I'hc pro;ect’ s structugal engineer should be consultcd abour thé integniy of
this stair. If the engincer determines the stair 1o be unsonad, then a new stair of similar configuration and

Page 6 05/05798 . : ’ Pupe & Turnbrll Ins.

401



Al

VI

T 1"71 LOMBARD STREET
SAN FRaANCISCO

EXH%

matex may be installed in its place, based on Standard #6 which reads, “Where the severity of

derenoration requires replacement of a distiactive feature, the new fcamrc wdi match the old 1n df:sxgn,

coim: texture, and, where passibic mat:nals

- . East stair and landing; Based 'on Standatd #6 which reads, “Detenomtcd }ustogc features will be

repmed rather than xcpiaced ” the wood zmlmg balusters nnd ncwei_ggsts tha: h:we: been :cmovcd ftom

thie easr stait should be- rcp:nxcd and rcincozpomtcd m thc new stair dcsngn_ Smcc somc: of the mau:nal has "

detexmmtcd rcpiacement of sbime OF iKE pi & pleces may Be necessary"ff' for exa c:tample the base of a baluster
has rorted, a new base may be placed bn the asseémbly. The new staic sheuld appromaxc the Ch:uacter and
location of the odjinal stait, alth()ugh the véttical supports iy nccd shghr xelqcanon in order to
acCommodate constructiohy proposed for 1269 Lombard Street.

Rcconstmctmn of Existing Bcanng Walls at First Floor: Thc ex:stlng beamngwa!ls at the first floor

_ contain historic fabric which dates to the building’s ongms] construction. The portions of the histotic |

walls that remain should be retained and mcorpomted m the rcconsuucted bearing wall Although existing
historic fabric will be retatned, we anticipate the need for a suhsta.nuzl amount of new matenal in rthis area.

Pilans indicate Lhat pnor to demolition thxs castérn wall was not sumght, but rather had several j jogs. Wc

' :ecommend that the new construction follow the (mgmal pmﬁle of the wali

i

Enuy Couxtyaxd The proposed modifications to the eniry, counya:d and extension.of thc stair mclosun:

back to the adjacent ; propésty are also acceptable, We undt:zstand that elevations at this enry comry:ud

) may be revised to ac::otmnodatc a multiple-light door with szdchghts.

"~ Rear Wall 'I'hc P!znnmg Deparunent has mstmcted thc project sponsot o tctzm the ongma.l buzldmg e

the original rear wall if it can be located, or 1o otherwise retain the first. 47-6" from the - propenty line. We

~ were unable to dctcmune conc!uswely how far back the original dwt:!lmg extended when we visited the =
sité. Iris d1£ﬁcult if not lmPOSSlblt: to dctemnnc the axaddt }ocauon of t.hc ongma.l rearx wall Qf the bw]dmg )

from histoiic decumepts.

K

Doors: The wood pxnr_l doors that are bemg stored inside the hmidmg should be recused. 'I'he door fo rhe
"+ otiginal cntmncc on the second focx should be remstalicd 3 v

CONCLUSION o S o _ )

... The suggestons made in this c;locumcnt for the continued renovation of 1271 Lombard Strect ase intended to

" facilitate the project owner’s compliance: with the Guidelines for Rehabilitation of the Sectetary of Interior’ s
Standards for tﬁe Treatment of Historic Properties. :
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VIi. APPENDIX I - PART!AL LIST OF BUILD!NG PE‘.RM[T APPLICATIONS

Pérmit App.No. . D;itc Ny . Dcscxiptio_q of Applica;iqn
104043 - - DL}Q—_’T-‘)&Z o : Shmglc s:dc:, of bux!chng Inseﬂ pamnons & plumbmg
161443 o 05-19-1927 , . Updczpm wood &ame buildifrg withi conerete piérs
o ' ' T . :md steel columns N
9408375 ' 05171994 . R::—p:unt re—shmglc, repair & re-pamt trinm.
455701 02-17-1976 Install fire sprmlder systém. -
{
H
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i.  Sanborn Fire Insumncc ans 1899,1905, 1912, 1929. Ar San Francxsco Hxsmry Archives, Ma.m lemry
and California Historical Society.
Water Dcpamnmt Tap Records ar S:m Franasco Hxsmqr Archives.
Sales Lcdgcxs, Assessor’s Office.
3 San Franciscd Cuy Directories for all owners.
Block Books: 1894 and 1899
}umor League Files for 1269~12'79 Loimbard Street, San Francisco History Azchives. )
San Francisco Ncwsiettcr August 19, 1876 Real Estate Transactons — Chartles Todd buys lot on Polk St.
Building Permit Records for 1269 and 1271-1279 Lombard Screet,
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S SCORDHD AT RIQUEST OF AND. 'sm!imnslmmmmmmu

WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: San Franei:lm h
- Deris H. Ua g5or-Re % ‘
DOC- mmu@gm 185-00

Rene E. Painado hoolt Humbsr 2007

110 Pacific Ave, 5254 ) Hedneaday

‘dan Franoiece, Os 34111 A &1 #d szm “2, Emm?@m
| REEL HB79 IMAGE 6604

gl /a6/1-5

Lot 22, Block 501

. Agreement for Stair and Landing |

This Agreement is entered into on /22 L/ 717 by and between Rene Ernest

‘peinado, a gingle man (hereinafter referred to as ‘‘Pelnado’’) and Rene Ernest
Peinadc, a aingle man and George ¥. Hauser, a ‘aingle man {harainafter refarrad
to ag “‘Hausexr’'}.

B RECITALS

x. Peinado is the owner of certain real property comhonly known sz
1269 Lombard street (lot23 block501), San Francimco California and legally
degeribed asn Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference,
2. . Hauger ig the owner of certain real property commonly known as
' -1271 - 1275 Lombard street (lot22 block501), San Francisco, California and
legally deascribed in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein hy

reference.
1§<, 3. The parties‘acknowlédge that the overlapping wood stair and
landing which is the subject of this agreement and which is on the land o

1269 Lowbard atreet was originally constructed to serve the upper floor of
1271 Lombard and was recommended for preservation under the conditions set
forth by the planning commission on February 12, 1998.

B. - AGREEME“T{

1. - Respensibility for the cost of maintenance of the entire astair and
landing at the point lmmedlately above the lowest tread shall be borne by thae
owners of 1271 - 1275 Lombard. Responsibility for the cost of maintenance of
tlie lowest tread and below structure shall be borne by the owner of 1269
Lombard. The stair shall exist and be maintained for historical purposes only
under the conditions to allow permits for construction of the properties at
1271 -1275 Lombard street. The owners of 1271 - 1275 Lombard shall not be
allowed any egrass ovar or any use of the stalr and landing except as to

— . perform maintenance as & regquirement under this agreement. The interior wall

423



(,941185 Exil 4 B

aurface at the upper landing door shall be framed and closed with drywall on
the interior.

2. The parties agree that maintenance of the stalr is burdengsome and
i€ approval to remove the stair should be granted in the future they agree to
cooperate and assiat, in reasonable mammer, all affortn to physically remove
the stair. ‘ _ _ ‘ '

C. BJTORNEYS‘ FRES

If any 1egai action or proceeding arising out of or relating to this
agreement is brought by either party to this agreement, the prevailing party
shall be entitled to receive from the other party, in addition to any othex

 ryelief that may be granted, the reasonable attorneya’ ‘fees, costs and expenses
incurred in the action or proceeding by the prevalling party.

D. ENTIRE AGREEMENT

This agreement congtitutes the entire agreement between the parties., Any

prior agreementa, promises, negotiations or rapreﬂentations not expressly set
forth in this agreement are of pno force and effect and any amendment to this
agreement shall be of no force and effect unless it iu in writing and aigned
by the partiea. ' T

'E.  BINDING EFFECT

This agreement shall be binding on and shall inure to the benefit of the
heixrs, executors, admiﬁiatfatoxs, guccessors and assigna of the parties.

Date'd:. | /f 29

Renw)Ernest Peinado (owner 1269 Imzbard, lot 23,bloeKSN) .

C paeen W54
" deofye ¥. gexr {({owner 1271 - 1275 Lombard, lotiz
hlock501} . : : o :

CALIFORNIA)
) ss.

COUN'I‘YOF )

S TR,
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. On the® Ty of_®&F. 1999, bofore me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and
for said State, personally awearedﬁﬁ_g ERNERT PEIANACD |, personally known to me or proved
to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the pt:mn(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in ,
his/hex/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

TESS B SERRANGE Mﬁ/n
HOTARY FUBLIC cALf orttial) e’

o S wsied  Nowry Public
(SEAL)
CALIFORNIA )

) 5.

COUNTY OF 3% Frarciyed.,

On thett day of ’JO iy , 1999, before me, the undersigned, 2 Notary Public in and
for said Stare, pemonaﬂmqm F. Hauise ~, personally known to me ur proved
to me on the basis of satisfactory evident¢ ro be the person(s) whose name(s) isfarc subscribed to
" the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity{ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrumeart the
person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, exccuted the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

0 @y

Notary Public

. (SEAL) MERLEBWARD -
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EXHIBITA (931185

sha propaxty in the City and County of San Francisco, State of
‘ california, deporibed as follown: '

- B .RRQE!; i i i ':
PARCEL ONE:

Beginning at a point on the southerly line of Lownbard Street,

_ dimcant thereon 96 feet, 10 % inches easterly from the easterly.

1ine of Polk Street; rumning thence easterly and along gaid line of
Lonbard Street 26 feet; thence at a right angle southerly 112 feat,

6 inches; thence at a right angle westerly 25 feat;- thence at a’

right angle northexly 112 feet, 6 inches to the polnt of Yeginning.
Being a pcrti'én of Westexn Bddition Block No. 27. ' '
PARCEL .THO). | |

Togeﬁher ‘with a pexrpetual - xion-excluaive, unohbstructed - and

appurtenant easement of right of way for pedestrien ingress and
egreas over the following described property as granted in Deed
remrggg on :August 22, 1972, in Book B671, of Official Records, at
Page’ 3 : ‘ : ‘ : T

Begianing at a point on the sauhh,eﬂjr line of Loubard Street,

distant thereon 92 feet, 4 ¥ inches ecasterly from the eastexly line
of Polk Streer; running thence sasterly and along sald line of

Lombard Street 4 feet § inchea; thence at a right angle southerly

11.3 feet; thence at a right angle westerly 4 feet, 6 inches;

thence at a right angle northerly 11.3 feet to the point of
- baginning. - : ‘ .

BEING a portion of Western Addition Blook No. 27.

Coam
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The land raferreci to in thig Report is ‘gituated in the State of

california, City and County of San Francisco, and ls described as
follows: . _ B

BEGINNING at ‘a point on the Southerly line of Lombard Street)
distant thereon 71 feet and 10¥% inches Rasterly from the Basterly
1ine of Polk Street; rumning thence Easterly and along said line of |
Lowbard Street 25 feet; thence at a right angle Southerly 112 feet

and 6 inches; thence at. a right angle Westerly 25 feet; thence at

a right angle Northerly 112 feet and 6 inches to the point of
beginning. - '

BEING a portion of Western Addition Rlock Wo. 27.

TOGETHER WITH a “perpetual, ‘non—exc'lusi{re._ uncbstxucted and
appurtenant easement of right of way for pedestrian ingress and
egress over the following described property. T

BEGINNING at a point which is perpendiculaxrly distant 96 feet and
10% inches Basterly from the Easterly line of Polk 8treet and also
pexrpendicularly diatent 7.30 feet Southerly from the Southerly line
of I.ombard Street 3.60 feet; thence at a right angle Southerly 17
feet; thence at a right angle Easterly 4 feet; thence at a right
angle Southerly 14 feet; thence at a right angle Easterly 0.60
feet; thence at a right angle Southerly 7.5 feet; thence at a right
angle Westerly 2 feet; thence at a right sngle Socutherly 206 feet;
. thence at a right angle Westerly 6.20 feet; thence at a right angle
Mortherly 8 feet; thence at a right angle Eaasterly 3.20 feet;
thence at a right angle Northerly 12 feet; thence at a right angle
Westerly 3.20 feet; thénce at a right angle Northerly 38.5 feet to
the peoint of heginning. .
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Exn S

PLANNING DEPARTMENT |
City and County of San Francisco 1660 Mission Street  San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
 PLANNING COMMISSION  ADMINISTRATION ~CURRENT PLANKING/ZONING  LONG RANGE PLANNING

{415) 5586378 . FAX: $58-5409 FAX: 5586476 FAX: 8566409 | FAX; 3586426
Apils, 1908 |
TO: . Interested Parties
FROM: Robert W Passmore
‘ Zoning Adrainistrator
RE: - Planning Commissalon Actlon

Proparty Addresees: 1271-78 Lombard Strest
Bullding Permit Application Nos.: 9725447, 9725457
Dizcrationary Review Casze Nos.: 88.0430 .

-On February 12, 1688, iie Planning Commission reviewed the abdve-mfarénced building permit

application with the following resulis:

Rt ACTION

0 The Com'mission determined that modifications fo the project were appropriate and

‘instructed staff to obtain revisions to the building permit applications to achieve the
following: : - S

© Refarrals fo Exhibits --

Exhiblt A "Neighbor's Propossl (NF)", posterboard with site plan, section and color rendering of 1269
Lombard Street showing the proposed garage to be cut into-rataining wall, and pairs of garage doors at

1269 Lombard Street,

Exhibit 8: . Project Sponsor’s proposal for 1271-79 Lofmbard with modifications gfgned and dated by F.
Joseph Butler 2/12/98, o

Exhibit C: Nelghbor's written proposal for 1271-79 Lorﬁbard slgn-éd and dated by ¥. Joseph Bufler
2/12/08. - : " ' |

£ Facadg (refer to Exhibit C): _ : (&
20 Restore the facads of subject building and sidewall at sasPfavation, including
orch and exieting access easements, in accordance with the Planning
spariment’'s Residential Design Guidelines (as required by Planning Code

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties which read as follows:

CERA g Section 311) and the Guidelines for Rehablfitation of the Secretary of Interior's

h Tha property will be used as it was historically or ba given a new use that
requlres minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and
. spatlsl relationships. :

(2} The historle character of & property will be retained and preserved. The
removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial
relationships that characterize the property will be avolded,

{3) Each property will be recognized as a physical racord of fts time, place and
use. Changes that create a lalse sense of historical development, such as
adding conjectural faatures or alamants from other historic properties, wil
not be undsrtaken.

‘429



B T
Planning Commission Action o
1271-79 Lombard Street ( EXxH '5)
BPA Nos. 9725447, 9725457
D, R. Case No.: 88.013D
Page 2

U

{4) Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own
right will ba retained and presarved.
{5} Distinctive materials, fealures, finishes, and construction techniques or
' axamples of craftsmanship that characterize & propanty will ba presarved,
{6) Detgriorated historic features will be repaired rather than reptaced. Where
the severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinclive feature, the
naw foature will maich the old in design, color, texture, and, wherea possible,
materials, Raplacement of missing features will be substantiatad by
documsentary and physical evidence.
(73  Chemicalor phwical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the
gentiest means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic
. materials will not be used.
- {8) Archeological rasources will be protected and preserved in place. If such
‘resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken,
{9} New additions, exterior afterations, or related new construction will not
: destroy historic materials, featurss, and spatial relationships . that
characterize the proparty. The new work shall be differentiated from tha old
" and will ba compatible with tha historic materals, features, size, scale and
proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the propserly and its
environment,
(10)  New additions and adjacent or related new cans!rucﬁon will be undertaken
In such a manner that, if removed In the future, the essential form and -
Integrity of the historic properly and s environment would be unimpaired

- .‘P!anning Department Pressrvation staff shali revzew fhe compliance with the
Sacretary of Interior's Standards.

n Site Plan (refar to Page A1.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C):
@ E ‘The front 47°-6" of the subject structure as measured from the front property tine
{which is congldered historic) shall be retained including side and front wa[ls - or
. whatever |s exposed.
< A garaga Is permitted to be Inserted below the front portion to be preserved

a o Baaeman’t Leve! Floor Plan (rafer to Exhibit A, Page A2.1 of Exhlbit B, Exhibit C}:
From gridilne 8 to the south, the existing building may be demo!ished
- New construction is permitted at 5 levels over garage.
- . The elevator and stair are pennittad inthe rear of tha fmnt 478" or in the new
- .construction.

B -5 New construction Is permitted from side properly line 16 side proparty l -
AN 75 Tback o the line 1ot e requlred rear ﬁ ) aight Is permitted as equai o
- eight of the parapet wall at 12 o

m a__ Street.

R Othar (refer to Exh'b‘! (:‘
. Two to four units are pannittsd
@ {j Existing easement shall remain.
- L. - Totd grcss bmldmg square foctage a!lowed on site appmximateiy 5, ?54

2 pmnmas |

o . - 430
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(E-KH . 5)
“Planning Commission Action : . ‘
1271-79 Lombard Straet
BPA Nos, 9725447, 9725457

D. R. Case No.: 88.013D
Page 3 .

The reasons the Commidsion took the action described above Includs:
1."  Modifications fo the proposals meet the design guldslines per evidence of p!ahs and

neighborhood analysis of guidelines presented to Planning Commisgion by the D.R.
requestors and adjacent nelghbors. '

2. Speakers at the hearing included:.
In support of the profect In f the D.R. 1
George Hauser, Project Architect, . Jennifer King, Frank Motrow,
Jim Ruben, Project Sponsor's Atformey’ : Greg Campbsll, John '

Horvers, Joe Butler, Willlam

. Kostura, Nina Matkum, Chris
VarPlanck, Jaka McGoldrich,
Jim Hedlichea, Sal Ramon.

Planning Comrnissioners: Hills, Antenore, Joe, Theoharls

Department planners invelved in the case include Elizabeth Gordon of the plan check.

{t the Depaniment doas not recelve the requested reéponse to the action(s) listad above within a
reasonable period of time, the Department is instructed to disapprove the subject bullding permit
application. :

GWPST\WCASES-DRACTIOMDRACTION.LM2
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The West Slope of Russian Hill: 4 Historical Context and Inventory of Historic
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets

(kxn T)

PO =2
Ny W tag gy P e
D P e,

BARD AND CRERNWICEHD,  BIOITING
T OARQVE THE LOMIAUR-STRERY

. g the wwaad adele - i Asd the resd-

ert on (Bo weeil s6de. ]

- Top: Looking south from the intersection of Lombard arid Polk streets; showing the beginning of the Polc ,

Sireet Cut. From “Polk Street Cliff Dwellers,” San Francisco Examiner, May 3, 1895, 1: House of .
Mathew Maunder, built in 1876. 2: House of carpenter Charles Tidd, which he builf for himself in 1876
3: House of Nelson C. Hawks, built for him by Tidd in 1876, and abandoned by Hawks after the streets.
were graded. 4: House of carpenter Michael Shea, which he built for himself in 1884. Shea was forced to -
rove this house to Green Street after Polk Street was graded. :

~

 Bottom: House of Nelson C. -Hz.@!cs | phdtb taken in 1895, shortly before his famiiy"s move to Alameda.

Hawks often lamented the loss of this house, its views, and the neighborhood. From the Kemble
_Coliecttcm California Historical Society. . .

Berkeley. Kenpedy wrote, “In the hlock batween Polk and Larkin it [the firg] bumned 0 O Giroenwich Street
and was held there by a small band of citizens. Among other things vinegar was used to save the buildings
on the north side of Greenwich Street” Benjamin F. Steacy, Son Francisco: Hyde Street West (Walnut -
Creek, 1981). Steacy lived at 1433 Greenwich as a child and remembered that a storekeepcr used a barrel
of vinegar from his stock to save his own store and several neighboring houses™ This last reference points’
* to Matiison’s store (the only one in the neighborhood) as the source of vinegar used to save these houses.
= Immediately to the east was the Lombard Street Reservoir, built it 1860. There was I:ttle to bun on this
block, a fact that helped to check the northward spread of the fire. It is unclear why water from this =
reservoir was not available to fight the fire. The reservmr may have been dramed by the army in ﬁre— -

fi ghtmg efforts over the prewous two days. .

20

449,



441 ' 21 LU ‘










vogedEbe

A : ‘ ' 3 Tvese £9, podjrem o a[qtﬂqa Ajjenpiaipm | DT
S - Jo 3:)!1;5‘113 210} SIONqLYEED ag 03 Jesdde Jou op E140) sﬁmp{mg " HDE,, PNIE a1e 1SIEoy Bimo_;l[egﬁ S
. 7_ : ax.p Jo; syqidna Aenprapm 9g o1 reodde osteum pue WIKSIP 21 01 E10INQLU02.2q 0} feadde yeuy sSutpjag h
LR ADE PeiBL 818 J01NSID. spoisty enuned 5y 0) siojpginues axe Lo asteooy JajsiBy eruzoE) -

av.p m_; .plq_ﬁ'! ;9 aq o, mdd‘a mm sB‘uipImg{ g g J{pms :aq:; . sﬁmp;mq _;o sum;en;ms atp, Kmae.usn{{! dzjw .

Ctrsgniglt

K e

N aa

' A INA
7

fﬁfé R

&!729."

- 3'92"(2'1':’

i zo#zzx
R
QQ’K—”Q

c‘.’Z

ehyestz sy
NP2 40 R

CAANLETH T

i ""Hxa‘

- 1S Uy puD pamguo punoin, sﬁwp]mg 1nfzuap:say dof saa.mosag
B :Juo;s:}; fo zﬁozua:tzq pzm sza,mo,;) ;muam 1 : 1;:}; umssn?{ _,fo aafogg zsam at[ L




Ry

(exd 7).

| PRIMARY RECORD (EXH- 7> Frinomial

State of Catifornia — The Resources Agency ~ Primary &
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

NRHP Sfatus Code ___3CB.

Other Listings !
. ‘ Review Code _ Reviewer - . Date
Page _1 of_8 *Resource Name or#: (Assigned by recorder) ___1271-1275 Lombard Street
P1.  Other ldentifier: ,
P2.  Location: L1 Hot for Publication Unrestricted ~ *a:Counfy San Francisco
and (P2¢,P2e, and P2b or P2d. Alfach Location Map as necessary.) .
*I. USGS 7.5 Quad ) " Date T ___ ;R : Ve of Y. of Sec : - B
c. Address _1271-1275 Lombard Streel City __San Francisco . Zip 94108
d. UTM: Give more than one for large andfor finear resources)  Zone’ ; mk/ _mi

“g. Other Localional Data: {e.g.. parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, elc., as appropriate}
Block 501, lot 22 : g

“p3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, mterials, condition, afterations, size, sefing, and bourdaries)

Thiis building consists of twe parts: A wood-framed set of flats at the front of the lot, that was brought largely to its
present appearance in 1922; and a major addition directly behind it, that was built in about 2000-2001. The flats i front
are three stories in height and are covered by a coating of wooden shingles. The composition of the upper stories is
divided into three bays, with a projecting bay window stightly right of center and flat bays to either side of it. The
projecting bay window has slanted sides, with colonnettes at each comer. In the second story, to the right of the
projecting bay, is a former entrance opening that now serves as a balcony and is fronted by a short row of turned
_balusters. Shelf moldings can be found at each level of the bay window, afop the other windows, and atop the formier
entrance. A bracketed comice stretches across the top of the building, wrapping around the bay window. In the first -
story, a large, rectangular entrance opening is trimmed in wood molding. To the right of this entry is a four-part
‘window in 2 molded frame. This four-part window dates from abont 2000-2001, and the frame around it matches the
much older trim around the enfrance opening to the left. ‘ S ‘
‘ ' . ‘ (See Continuation Sheet, page 2.)
*13b Resource Aftributes: (List atirbules and codes) _HP3 — flats : \ ‘ , ,
*p4. Resources Present: B Building 1 Structure £ Object [I'Site- [1 District & Element of District 13 Other (isolates, efc.) -

......... o v o

P5b. Description of Photo:
{(View, date, accession #)
View logking south, Sepf, 2008 .

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
Source: & Historic '
1 Prehistoric £1 Both

1877 (litle search). Yidened 1507
(bidg. permit). - )

*p7. Owner and Address:

*P8. Recorded by: (Name,
“affiffation, and dddress)
Witliam Kostura
P.O. Box 60211
Palo Alto, CA 84306
*P9_ Date Recorded:
Oclober 2006
- *P10. Survey Type: (Describe) -
intensive o

P11. Report Citation*: (Cie survey repoﬁ and other sources, or enter "rione™) _VWillam Kostura, The West Slope of, Russian Hill

A Historical Context and Inventory of Histeric Resources for Residential Buildings around Loml__)érﬂ and Larkin Streefs. 2006.

*Atiachments: {1 NONE 'O Location Map O Skefch Map Continuation Sheet ® Building, Structure and Object Record
['t Archaeological Record T District Record [ Linear Feature Record [ Milling Station Record I Rock Art Record
{1 Adtifact Record 01 Photograph Record €3 Other {List) . : L
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e 3 of 3 B T e e U Lombard Street

Rect?rded by William Kostura *Date October 2006 ™ Continuation (1 Update - (
D ” |
% - ‘ e NS
Bescripﬁon (continued) ‘

" A stalrcase that once rose up the: east side of the building to the top story is now gone, but a wooden roof
w1th bracketed supports that covered the porch there remains.

The base of the front flats is recent construction from 2000-2001. It consists of an elevated deck over
garage, with flat stucco walls and metal railings for the support of ivy. To the left of the garage isa
staircase with slate steps that leads to the entrance.

The rear addition of ca. 2000-2001 is not easily visible from the street, despite its eievated situation. It
is clad in stucco and has a profiled cornice.

DPR 5231 {1/95) 1271-1275 Lombard



State Gf California - "l‘he Rése  .es Agency EX ‘H 7 A - Ptimary .
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HiRl #

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, ANDO I-'ECT'R-",GO;RD

Page 3_of 8 . i © *MRHP Sfafus Code  3CB
‘ *“Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 1271-1275 Lombard Street

B1, Mistoric Name: __Maunder-Davis house .
82. Cominon Name: . ‘
B3. Oiigitial Use: residential - B4. Present Use: ___ residenfial
*BS, Archltecmral Style: Shingled italianate
*“B6. Cohstruction History: (Construction date, afterations, and date of alterations)

Most likely built in 1877 at 2614 Polk Street. Moved fo this lot in the 1890s. Widened by a bay in 1907. Covered in

shingles in 1922, New basement level and rear addition builf ca. 2000,

. *B7. Moved? [l No ®Yes [IUnknown . Date: bhetw 1893-1859 Original Location: _ probably 7814 Polk Street,
*B8. Related Featires: : '
none

B9a. Architect: _none . b, Builder; __most likely Charles Tidd ( 1877)
“B10. Significance: Theme archftecture - . Area _San Francisco

Period of Significance 1877, 1893-99, 1807, 1922 Property Type _residential _ Applicable Criteria 3
{Discuss imporiance in terms of historical of architectural conteixt as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

History

The origin of this set of flats is niot absolutely clear. When the Junior League conducted oral :
interviews in 1964 for their book Here Today, they spoke to the owner of this house at that time, Mrs.
Heloise Davis, who with her late husband had purchased the property in 1921. Mis. Davis explained
that the house had been moved to this lot from Polk Street at a time unknown to her.- In 1964 a pane of

" glass in either this house or in the rear cottage (which no longer exists) had the name and date “Ellie
Cahill, October 6, 1879 etched into it. Ellie Cakiill was a relation by marriage of Charles and Caroline
Tidd, who lived around the corner at 2614 Polk Street. It carmot be proven, and various picces of '
evidence are contradictory to each other, but the house now at 1271-1275 Lombard is most likely the
former Tidd residence, moved here from Lombard Street in the 1890s.

(See Continuation Sheef, p&ge 4)

B11. . Additional Resource Atfributes: (List attribules and codes)

*B12. References: l ‘ (Sketch map with north arow required)
See Continuation Sheét, page 7. . ' ) X
' A om B4 RD -3 2o
B13. Remarks: - . Q‘?'/ S %’ 28128 25 e ] ase{be ] B5] 24 IR
oy R Rla =98 HTIEE
2 Y A RLE[SO/ B Ty e
% LSts ety RYLE Ul w2555 B
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*B14. Evaluator: William Kostura : o B [fzsh 1S 2, | % PErEIETEN N4
T : : B g 4o 1ae]28129) 3014 100 ] &= .
Date of Evaluation: Octcber 2006 241 251795 Yased 26 { 2} G B
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State of California — The Rmumt anary #_{
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND REGHEATION t}(ﬁ 7 Hle'inom!al

CONTINUAT!ON SHEET
Page _4 of 8 Resource ldentxﬁer 1271-1275 Lombard Street -
Recorded by _William Kostura *Date _October 2006 . W Confinuation [ Update

H;sio‘iy {continued) . ' : l >

Charles Tidd was born in Maine in ca. 1835, lived in Illmoxs in the early 1860s, and came to San
Francisco in 1868. From his arrival in San Francisco until his retirement he worked as a carpenter He .
purchased a 25-foot wide lot on the east side of Polk Street, 87°-6” south from Lombard, in August
1876, added an adjacent 7°-6” sliver of land to the north in early 1877, and built his house, numbered
2614 Polk, in that year.! He lived here with his wife Caroline, daughter Matilda, and, in 1879-1880,
Matilda’s husband, Edward Cahill, a house painter. He is known to have built one other house in the
neighborhood, that of Nelson C. Hawks, next door to the south, at 2612 Polk, in 1876.

In 1893 the Tidds, and a few of their neighbors, were forced fiom their homes when the commencement
of grading down Polk, Lombard, and Greenwich streets to their current levels left their houses '
inaccessiblé, on high banks above the sireet. An article in the Daily Morning Call of November 12,

1893, “A Gross Outrage,” concluded that the gradxng work would effectively result in confiscation of
the lots on Polk Street by the city. To add insult te injury, the costs of street grading were being

assessed to the adjacent property owners.. The article said that “When the grading was commenced
Charles Pidd [sic] was compelled to mové his house: It cost him $3500 [to build]. He sold it for $600,
agreeing to move it. This left him with a profit of $150, with his house of seventeen years destroyed, -

and a lot on his hands of twenty-five feet front which would not bring one-quarter of the assessmént-on
the street grading.” It seems clear from this artlcie that Tldd had moved his Polk Street house by that

. date, although it does not say where to.?

P
=

A subsequent article regarding the hardships of homeowners on the 2600 block of Polk Street in the San
Francisco Examiner of May 3, 1895, “Polk- Street CLiff-Dwellers,” indicates otherwise. The text of the
" article does not mention the Tidds or their house, but a drawing of four houses overlooking the abyss
created by street grading identifies one of the houses as that of Charles Tidd. It is a two-story house
with a bay window that does not rise quite all of the way to the cornice of the house. From this drawing -
it would seem that the Tidd house still stood on its original Polk Street lot in May 1895. City dzrectones
~ list Tidd as hvmg at 2614 Polk through 1897. :

On July 4, 1898 a fire thought to have been caused by fireworks destroyed houses owned by Nelson C.
Hawks, Charles Tidd, and Matthew C. Maunder, according to articles i the Call and the Chronicle.

. The latter said that the Tidd house was occupied by one George Donnell. This information sugges'ts that "

Tldd’s house was never moved off of its lot

The 1899 Sanborn insurance map ‘shows no house standmg on Charles Tldd’s lot; thus, it had either been
moved by then or it was destroyed by fire in 1898. The Sanbom map also shows two houSes on-,

-1V1.dLLqu ;mauuut:l .b L.,UulUcuu -)u.ﬁct LUI. u;. uLt:baG, tm; Ear uuuac \uni Ol Nmn.u:.(io: uuua .I.I.,l. xu : Uj ia :
Iabeled “Ruins of Fire.” The front house is shown as being two stories in height and having a bay

window in the front.. Itis the same buildmg as today s 1271-1275 Lombard. o
' ' (See Conﬁnuanon Sheet page 5. )_ L

Lan apartrnent buxldmg with the address of 2652 Polk now stands where this house originally stood, L
Regardmg thc:r own place of residence, the Tidds moved to a Stick- Eastlakc style house that stifl stands nearby, at 2638- L 5 (

DPR 523t (1/95) 1Z741276 Lombard -~ . o o *Required tiformatiors o
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State of Callfornta — The Resources Agehcy Pﬂmary # ‘
1 DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Px H —I HRITrinomizl

CONTINUATION SHEET

Page 5 of 8 . Resource identifier _1271-1275 Lombard Street_
Recorded by _William Kosfura _ *Date Qdlober 2006 # Confinuation L1 Update
Hlstory {continued)

One possible reconciliation of these seemingly conflicting sources is that Charles Tidd, like his next
door neighbor Nelson Hawks and several other neighbors on Greenwich and Lombard streets, had built -
two houses on his lot over the years: one in the front and another in the rear. The fact that Tidd was a
carpenter who could build his own house strengthens this possibility. Tidd may have sold one of these

‘houses to Maunder in 1893, and the remaining house may be the one shown in the 1895 Examiner
-drawing and that burned in 1898.

It is also possible that Matthew Maunder built both of the houses 1 on his lot: the rear house in 1876, and
the front house a few or several years later. His occupation as a house painter makes this possibility
seem somewhat remote. It also conflicts with the information gathered in 1964 by the Junior League.

However it got there, the house that today is numbered 1271-1275 Lombard definitely sat upon the front

of Matthew Maunder’s lot in 1899. He was born in England in about 1848 and came to the United
States in 1864; his wife Mary, was from Massachusetts, Fe moved to San Francisco in 1871 or 1872,
and in 1876 he purchased the 25-foot lot at 1271-1275 Lombard Street and built a small, one-story-plus- -
raised-basement house that was no more than fifteen feet wide at the rear of the lot

During the 1870s and 1880s he worked as a house painter for the firm of Hopps and Son, whose shop
was downtown on Pine Street. In 1890 he opened his own sign-making shop and remained in this
business at different locations around the city into the 1920s. It could be that the opening of his own
business provided him with the extra income that enabled him to acguzre a second, much more
substantial, house on his Lombard Street lot.

When be (presumably) purchased the Tldd house in the 1890s and had it moved in front of his old one, a
gap of fourteen feet separated the two buildings. AfRer the fire of 1898 he repaired the damaged rear
house and used it as a storage shed. In 1907 he widened the front House by adding to the east side a bay
that was nine feet wide, two stories in.height, and 23 feet in depth. Some time between 1905 and 1913

~ he connected the front and rear houses, making them into one building.

At the end of 1920 the Maunders soid their property to Dr. Elton and Heloise Davis. The Davises also
purchased the house next door at 1269 Lombard in'the same month, and may have opened a passage
between the houses, using both as one residence. In 1921 they built a new lower story to 1271- 1275
Lombard, to a design by architect William H. Crim, Jr., and moved the old front steps to the east side of
the house, creating a new third story entrance on that sidé. In 1922 the Davises sheathed the house in
wooden shingles, bringing it to the appearance that it would retain into the 1990s.

Dr. Davis was a dentist whose office during the 1920s and 1930s was at 1617 California Strect. He

- remained in this career untﬂ his death in the early 1950¢. His wife Helmse remained at their residence:

until 1971. :
(See Continuation Sheet, page 6.) -

* As shown in the Sanborn insurance map of that year. |

- DPR523L(1/95) 1271-1275 Lombard . l *‘Required Information
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" State-of Galifornia — The Respurce.  jency: CE 7) Primary#_(

- DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRUTrinomial
CONTINUATION SHEET _ .
. Page 6 of 8_ ' Resource Idenfifier: _1271-1275 Lombard Street '
Recorded by _Wiliam Kostura - “ *Pate Qctober 2006 ® Continuation [ Update : 6 (

' ¥ : - : : : Y
'Histbry.(;conﬁnued} S . D ‘

During 1998-2001 alterations were made to 1271-1275 Lombard Street. It was first proposed for

replacement, but the Planning Commission required its preservation, and alterations were made using

 the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as guidance. The
interior was gutted and rebuilt, while all of the exterior design in the upper two stories, the entrance trim
in the first story, and the shingled cladding were retained. The retaining wall at the basement level of

" the house was replaced by a stucco-ficed garage, and new steps were built up to the first story of the

 house. The large, eight-light window in the first story was repliced by wooden doors of many lights that
were trimmed in wood and opened out onto the deck over the garage. The staircase on the east side of

 the house was removed, but the wooden hood over the door opening was retained. The one-story house
built by Maunder at the far rear of the lot, and the connection between in and the front house, wer
replaced by a new residential building that is not easily visible form the street. ~

integrity

Many- charliges- to the house, including its prbba.ble move, the widening by Maunder in 1907, and the-_

construction of a new first story and addition of shingles by the }javiSes in the early 1920s, means that ‘
the house no longer has integrity as an 1870s Italiapate. ' .

The house did not undergo further changes until the alterations of 1998-2001, which were performed to
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Therefore, as a
shingled Italianate house whose appearance dates to the early 1920s, the building retains integrity of
location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The neighborhood has changed little
since the 1920s, and thus the building also retains integrity of setting to this decade.

Evaluati&n %

None of the early residents of these buildings were historiéa]ly importatit, and thus the property does not
appear to be eligible for the California Register under criteria 1(events) or 2 (persons).

" Under Criterion 3, design, this building is a notable example of a bay-windowed Italianate house that

" has been covered with wooden shingles. Such shingling of 19’?‘ century buildings, as well as the . .
copstruction of new Shingle style buildings, created an architectural aesthetic that fefnains important to
the neighborhood. With its bay window, corpice, and new (in the 1920s) first story entrance this is a
fine example of a shingled Italianate house. The building therefore appears to be eligible for the

California Register under this criterion. ~

IS

(See Continuation Sheet, page 7.}

- DPR §23L (1/05) 1271-1275 Lombard - I _ *Required Information
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State of California — The Resov 25 Agency ana:y .~
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION E)(.H ’]) HRITrinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET
Page 7 of 3 Resource ldentifier: _1271-1275 Lombard Street
Recorded by _William Kostura *Date __Oclober 2006 ¥ Confinuation [} Update -

E'lb. Evaluation (continued) ﬁ

This buﬂdmg is within a potential historic district that was ldenttﬁed for this study. This district appcars
to be eligible for the California Register under Criterion 3, for its residential architecture, whichis
represented by a wide range of periods, styles, and stmctuml types, from Victorian-era cottages to tall

apartment buildings of the 1920s. The Petiod of Significance for this district is 1876-1928. Although

the range is wide, the buildings are united by their common attention to fine detailing and traditional
compositions. Since 1271-1275 Lombard was built and moved to its present lot during this period, and
since its wooden shingles and Italianate ornament relate to an important architectural motif i in the

_dlstmct, this building appears {o be a conmbutor to the district.

References

1899, 1905, and 1913 Sanborn insurance maps

San Francisco Real Estate Cm:ular Iuly 1876 Note of the sale of the lot'at.1271-1275 Lombard for $750. The
corresponding Histing of seller and buyer, presumably from J. E. Foye to Matthew Maunder, could not be found in the San -

Francisci: Newsletiter.

San Francisco Newsletter, August 26, 1876. Documents the sale of 2614 Polk Street, then an empty 25-foot lot, by L. B
Foye to Charles Tidd for $525. San Francisco Newsletter, August 26, 1876 documents the sale of the 7°-6” sliver Of the land

- to the north by Foye to Tldd

Building permits of 1907, 1921, and 1922. Available at the Department of Building Inspection, 1660 Mission Streef,
San Francisco city directory lisﬁﬁgs for Tidd, Maunder, and the Davises, 1872-1971: .

Junior League file for 12691271 Lombard Sireet At the San Francisco Hjstory Archw&c Main Librazy

Sales Ledgers 1920. At the Recorder—-Assessar s ofﬁoe City Hall. '

“A Gross Oulrage,” Paily Morning Call, November 12, 1893, p. 9.

“Polk-Street Cliff-Dwellers,” San Francisco Examiner of May 3, 1895, p. 4.

“Fm;t Fire of the Month,” Daily Morning Call, July 5%, 1898, p. 12, col. 1. See also the Chromcle for the same date (p 9, )

1880 U 5. Census, Enumeration D:strict 195, 1900 1. 5. Census, Enumeranon Dlstna 224,

1910 U. 8. Census, Enumeration District 265. 1920 U. 8. Census, Enumeration District 175.

1930 U. 8. Census, Enumeration District 342.

Page and Turnbull. “127 1 Lombard Street, San Francisco, California: Assessment Report.” May 5, 1998, ‘This report
describes the work to be done fo the buzldmg under the Secretary of the Interior’ s Standards Jor the Treatment of Historic

Properties.
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'| State of California — The Resource,  jency
' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECrEATION
'| CONTINUATION SHEET |

© Primary # [ -

(exa ’D ‘

HRUTrinomia

Page B of 8 .
Recorded by _William Kostura

Resource identifier: _1271-1275 Lombard Street
*Date __Odober 2006 -

= Contintafion [0 Update

POI ‘5. BETWEEN LOMBARD. AND' GREENWICH, SHOWING{ -
PQLT%ES%%’;%&S BFI%FTY-FOUR FEET ABOVE THE ,LOMBARD-STREET

rokdet N. €. Hawks and Charles Ttdd, on the
[xher roes of N dence of M. M. Shea on the west- aide.] :

1

From “Polk-Strest Cl}ff—DWelk:_l_"S,”' Sén‘Frdncisco Examiner of May 3, 1895, p. 4. From left fo nght A
" 1) Matthew Maunder’s ouse.” 2) Chatles Tidd’s house. 3) Nelson C. Havks house. 4) Michael Shea’s
bouse. The grading down of Polk Street, commenced by this date, was completed a year or two fater. -

© DPR523L(1/95) 12711275 Lombard
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- JOSEPH BUTLER

ARCHITECT

324 Chestnut Street
San Francisco CA 94133
4155331048

fiosephbutler@hotmail. com

31 March 2010 | 1 RECE!VED a

L | m??ﬁﬁbf%

1

MAR 31 2010

President Ron Miguel

~ 8an Francisco Planning Commssszon CITY & COUNTY OF S.F.

1650 Mission Street _ PLANNING DEPARTMENT
San Francisco, CA 94103 '

Re: 2009.06.09.0027, 2009.06.09.0028 Defnolition and New Construction
permits: - 1269 Lombard Street , Assessor’s Block 501, Lot 023

Dear President Miguel:

Our office represenfs the Little House Commlttee and has done so
continuously for the past 13 years of this site’s tortured history. in that time
we have conducted an Historic Resources Inventory of Block 501 and
sevoral propertles adjacent across Lombard Street.

We were'parties to the seitlement of Cases: 98.487D {1269 Lombard) for

) applications: 9710402, and 9711296; 98.013D (1271-79 Lombard) for

applications 8725447, and 9725457. Without readln_g and understanding
the Planning Commission Actions in those Cases, one may not proceed

- knowledgeably, nor legally with the current applications. We have the

complete Action for 1271-79 Lombard (Attachment A), and have asked
Staff to forward to you the complete action for 1269 Lombard Street ( front.
page of which: is Attachment B).

The developer and project sponsor Rene Peinado at the time secured
mortgages {o both properties through Redwood Morigage Investors. RMI
is a corporation in partnership with Gymno Corporation whose CEQ is the
preserit project sponsor. There is no Board-of Difectors, or other corporate
officers, (Attachment C), and his “partners” are two trusts over which he is
the trustee. He personally then has had Fiduciary responsibility to his
“partners” throughout the period of these entitlements.

I approved by your Commlssmn the applicatzon currentiy on file for 1269

Lombard Street would:

- make permanent the continuing violations to the building permit

- applications approved by your predecessor Commission in 1998, both on

the site of 1269 Loembard Street, and on the site of 1271-1279 Lombard
Street. The approvals for 1269 were allowed to expire, 1271-79 Lombard
Street however was completed, finalled, and sold, but the Conditions of
Approval as set out by the Planning Commission were never met.

. permanently mar the historic rescurce: known as 12?1 Lombard Street, a

Here Today buniding
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. permanently mar the historic resource known as 1265 Lombard Street a
Here Today building. ‘

0 dentgfate the Character defining features of three propemes in the West |
-Slope -of Russian Hill potentlai Historic District. ‘

Historic Research

Whlle Redwood Mortgage mvestors forectosed on the 1997 deve!oper and

 permit sponsor Rene Peinado, we undertook a Historic Resources

Inventory, funded by the David L. Klein Jr. Foundation of Block 501.

~ While Redwood Mortgage Investors (owners since 2004) allowed 1269

Lombard to stand on substandard shoring, deflecting its framing
members, we recorded the history of the buildings and the context in
which they were developed. The corner store vinegar barrel story of how
this block managed to.escape the earthquake and Great Fire of 1906; is a
testament to the pluck of the owners there. It is a miracle today that so
many of the properties still retain high integrity.

While two of the three houses owned by Redwood Mortgage Investors-
here fanguished vacant, The Historic Preservation Commission
unanimously adopted the Context Statement of the “West Slope of
Russian Hill” which identifies the block and its facing’ streets as a

potentlai fire line historic district.

In addmon to the loss of light and air severai homes the replacement -

building and its Variances would denlgrate the potentia! historic District

here, and durec’tly counter the Condltlons of Approval for 1269 and 1271~79

Lombard Street

Unmet Condmons Qprpmva| R

Conditions of Approva! for 1271—79 Lombard Street include retention of the .
access easement, the Stair and porch alleged!y in storage (See photo S

enfy ol £ AT NN RO

-““h"‘“‘r‘m‘:‘hf ] ","' andithe exiant o pOTCn huuu Gi 1271-75 Lombard Sueet. Y our -
o approva! of these apphcatlons today would permanently deny the potential R
~ fulfillment of these Conditions of Approval. Without the Commission: ‘

calendaring these Condltmns of Approval, discussmg them, takmg public.

comment and votmg to e:ther enforce or erase them they remain in effect :

U As such your Comm;ssmn may not approve the replacement buildmg

- without that other step. If the replacement bu:!dmg cannot be approved

k nelther can the demol:tlen perm:t

454
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The hsstory of common ownership of 1269/1 271719 continues. Reciwood
Mortgage Investors owns the rear condominium theré, Lot 72, 1279, .. .- -
Lombard Street, and the: lot 23, 1269 Lombard-Strést. As stich they a
unique obligation, indeed. a responsibility to meet those former conditions,
from which they have alreéady profited by the completion of 1279 Lombard,
and from 1271-75 which was completed and sold. As the permit hlstory
shows no revisions to those Condmons they remain in effect.

) i
Required Action

Please Take Discretionary Review, deny the demolition permlt and .
continue ‘or deny the replacement permit as inconsistent with your -
predecéssor's Conditions of Approval for 1271-79L.ombard Street. We
worked hard for those conditions, and have suffered more than a decade
with a hole in our potential Historic District, which for a time other historic
homes were in danger of joining, when the 25 foot high retalmng Waﬂ on
1269 failed.

After years of inaction and near coiossal failure, it is no wonder that the
adjacent neighbors support:this project. Something, anything, is better -
- than the status quo. But given its history, this sponsor, this apphcatlon
deserves the woodshed not entlﬂements

S!ncerely, '

' i_zttie House Commlttee .

cc. Members of the San Francisco P!annmg Commlssmn
John and Mary Horvers
Zoning Administrator

Attachments
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Att A.
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. City and County of San Francxsco 1660 Mission Street - San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
TLANNING COMMISSION  ADMINISTRATION  CURRENT PLANNING/ZONING ' LONG RANGE PLANNING

(415) 558-6378 - FAX: S58-6409 FAX:SS5.6426 . - FAX: 556.6409 A FAX: S58.6426 -
DATE:  April8, 1998 | o |
TO: interested Partles
FROM:  RobetW.Passmore
Zoning Admlrﬁstrator
RE: Planning Commission Action

Property Addresses: 1271-79 Lombard Strnt _
- Bullding Pérmit Appiication Nos.: 9725447, 9725457
‘ Dlacretlomry Ravlm Can Nos.: 98.013D

On Febmaly 12, 1998, the Plannlng Commissfon revlewed the above-referenced burlding permit
appfication with the fol!owing regults:

1. ACTION . R

o Tha Commissnon daterminad that mod:ﬁc&ﬁans o, tha pro]ect werg appropriate and o
. instructed staff to obtain ravisions fo the building permtt applimﬂons to achieve the
following: ' _ . L (

1S

Referrals to Exhibits

Exhibit A: “Neighbor's Proposal (NP)", postarboard with sfte p!an. sactign a;nd color rendanng of 1269
Lombard Straet showing the p;opooad {arage 1o ba cut Into- retalnmg wan and,pairs of garage doors at
1289 Lombard Street. o _ D i ‘
.. Exhiblt B: Project Sponsor's proposal for 1271 78 Lombardwith modiﬂcations mqned and datad by F.
~Joseph Butler 2/12/08, , .

' glx%c Neighbor's written pmposaf fof 127 179 Lomhard sfgnad andedated ‘Dy F. Josaph Butler
1 P
= Facada(referto ExhlblfG) : '
: @ Restore the facade of subjac! buiiding and sldawall at east aiavaﬁon, including S
rch and existing access easements, in “accordance with the Planning =
rtment's Residential Design Guidelines (as required by Planning Code _
Soction 311) a the Guldelines for Rehabiiitation of the Secretary of Interior's -

Standards for tha Treatmant of Historic Properties which read as foltows:

(1) The proparty will be used as It was historically or be given a new use that
mqumm&nalchanqotoitsdhﬂmﬁve matmia!s. features, spaces, and . -

2 - Thehbtork:dmmcteroiapmpcﬂyw!ﬁbom!aimdandpmewed Tha
. remnoval of distinctive materials or akeration of featuras, spaces, and spatiaf _
L _ refationships that characterize the property will be avolded. e
(3) Each property will be recognized as a physical record of iis time, pIaceand._ SRR (
-~ use. Changes that creatd a faise sense of historicaf development, suchas =~
. adding coniaetum teatures or elements from other historic pmpames w:i:- -
o notbeundmalcon v : ‘ .
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Planning Commission Action
1271-78 Lombard Street
BPA Nog. 9725447, 9725457
D. R. Case No.: 88.013D

- Paga 2.

(4) Changes to a property that have acquired historic significénes in their own

(5) Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniGues or -
examples of craftsmanship that characierize a properly witbs preserved. '

(6)  Detgriorated historie features will be repaired rather than replacad. Whera ;

E the.severily of deterioration requires repiacement of a distinciive feature, the '
new feature wi malch the oid In design, color, texture, and, whers possible,
materials. Raeplacement of miséing. featurss will be siibstantiated by

(7} Chamical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undartaken using the,

" gentlest means possible. Trostments that cause damage fo historic

- materiats will not be used. L o : _
&) Archaeological resources will be protected and praserved In place. If such

- Tesources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will ba Undertaken.

(8) New addilions, exterior alferations, or related new constiuction will not
: destroy historic materals, . feafures, and spatlal relationships that
- characterize the property. The new work shall be differsriiated from the ofd
~ and will ba compatibie with the historic materials, features, size, scale and

. proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its
environment, ' -

(10)  New additions and adjacaent or related new construction will be undertaken

- In such a mafner thet, If removed i the fitisis, ‘the essantiali fortty and
integrity of the historic properly and fts environment would be unimpalred.

- Planning D_Jepva‘rtme{it Preservation staff shall re#i;a_w the cém’p!iance with the ,
| Seoroayofbhterors Swsndargs.

O Slte Plan (refer to Page A1.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C): : .
@ E The front 47'-6" of the subject structure ag measurad from the front properly line
, (which Is considered historic) shall be retained including side and front walls — or
whatever Is exposed. : .
-+ Agarage Is permitted o be inserted balow the front portion to be praserved.

0 Bassmeant Lavel Floor Plan (refer to Exhibit A, Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C):
- From gridiine 8 to the south, the existing bullding may be demollshed.
, - New construction is permitted at 5 levels over garage. -
- The slevator and stalr are permitted In the rear of the front 47'-6° or In the new
‘ construction. ‘ ,

@- /;‘_an‘ New construction Is psrmitted from side property line to sida property li
Ftof B pa ‘ " wi-a

0 Gther (refer to Exhibit C): - ‘
- Two to four units are permitted.
-~ (® [ Exsting easement shall remaln.

- - Total gross bullding square footage allowed on sito = approximatsly 5,754, '
2. FINDINGS
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- BPANos. 9725447, 97204
DR, Cash NG 98,013 | ‘
Pagaa , - | T

The reasonsﬂm Oomnﬁssian taek the acﬁon described abova !nc!uda'

1. Modtﬁcaﬁons fo tha prbposafs mieet the design guideiines per evidenice of plans and
o }ghﬁoﬂmod analysls of flildetines presented to Pianning Commisalon by the D.R.
requestors and ‘adjacent nelghbors.

2 - Sfi?gkgrs atthe hg;;_ﬁng included:
he pro | 1 prtof R

‘eaorge Hauser. Pro]ect Architect, Jonnifer King, Frank Morrow,

. Jim Ruben, Projoct Sponsor’s Attomey ' Greg Campbell, John
Yo s : oo . _ - Horvers, Joe Butler, Willilam

Kostura, Nina Markum, Chris’

VerPlanck, Jake McGoldrich,
Jim Herdichea, Sal Ramon.

oo Plannlng Gammlssloners Hms, Antanore. Joe, Theohans :
: Department plannars Involved in the case include Elizabeth Gardon of the plan check.
if the- Dapartment does not receive the reques!ed msponsa to the acuan(s) istad above within a

reasonabie period of time, the Department Is Instructed to dfsapprove the subject buliding pormit

application. '

a:xv&rmwmssaﬁ@acfmaﬁbammﬂm S o _ '

ABB T Il Ll e il i —
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' PLANNING DEPARTMENT A ‘
City and County of San Francisco - 1660 Mission Street  San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

‘(415) 558-637% PLANNING COMMISSION ’ ADMINISTRATION  CUERENT PWNING/ZON!NG LONG RANGE PLANNING
N . FAX: 5506409, FAX: 558-6426 FAX:,558-6409 FAX: 558-6426

DATE:  April8, 1998

TO: Interested Parties
FROM:  Rober W. Passmora
' - Zoning Admirnistrator
RE: Planning Commission Action . ,
Froperty Addregses: 1269 Lombard Qtreet ' : ' :

; Building Permit Application Nos.: 9710402, 9711296, .
‘ Discretlonary Review Case Nos.: 97. 487[) : L o

Cn February 12, 1998, the Planning Commission rewewed the abcva-referenced buxldmg pem‘ut
application th the folrow:ng rssults

1. ACTION . i R . 3 T

.1 The Commlss:on determmed that modlftcahons lo iha pro;ect wers appropnate and
instructed staff to obtain revisions.to. the bu:ldlng permit applications to achzeve the

' following: . M , _ |
% z T Al NEW ADBAH
 Rgferrals 16 Exhitits ~ g ETS 57 P Ginds 4o @ NEw ADR “‘i"
| 51 PL g0 REAR AW ). S,

Exh;brt A “Neighbor’s Prdpnsa'jg (ﬁP)” pasterboard with site plan, section and colorrendering of 1269 ‘
Lombrd Strest showing the proposed garageto be cut nnto retaining wajt and panrs of garage doorsat "o .
1269 Lombard Street.

Exhibit B: Project Sponsor's proposat for 1269 Lombard with modif' cat;ons slgned and dated by F. Joseph
Budler 2/1 2!98 .
. ‘ .‘,

Exhibit C: Ne:ghbor’s wiitten proposal for 1269 Lombard signed and dated by F. Josaph Butler 2/12/98.

i Total buiiding square footaga {refer to Exh:bft A ard Exhibit B): ‘ ‘
: - Total building square footage allowed on site: L
3 209 = 1 800 (existing square footage) +1 409 (new square footage) '

0 Basement Plan (refer o Exhsbat A, ‘Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, Exhib:t C):
New 3-car side séthack garage, 2-car garage + 1 tandem spaee with:
4 x 6' setback along eastern proparly line. ,
3' x 5' setback along western property line. :
- As shown on page A2.1 of Exhibit A, garage goes from gridiine A to gridline F,
back to gridiine 4 with exception of setbacks noted above and from 4 to 8 as-
drawn . :

{]  Lower Terrace Plan (refer to Page A2.1 of Exhibit B, Exhibit C):
- Efiminate wina cellar south of gtidline 4, east of gridiine B.
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£1/22/1538 13118 | 41540° @2 A LYNN BUTLER ASSOC,
/1;&9193,14’:23:39 S.P. Planaing Dept.-> 4158417582 RightPAX

CD (; Lo, @ £ *..\.3
v z) g - &' A{{*} -3
| April 8, 1998
S VARIANGE DECISION

UNDER THE CITY PLANNING CODE
CASE NO. 97487V .

* .
. APPLIGANYSsorge Haussr, Architest for Rens Painado
, 838 Huveard Strast, Suite 201 -
' ' sun Frangisco, CA 3410%

Lot 23 in Assessor's Block 0501 In #n RiH-2 (Houss, Two-FEmily)
Zoning Distret and a 40X Height and Butk !}?stﬁn{._ 2

DESCRIPTION OF VARIANGE SOUBMERYARDVARIANCE SOUGHT: The proposalis 1 coneinuctd o-sory
_  addition with a second floor terrace, reof deck and stair panthouss 1o tha

e ‘ existing noncomplying one-slory ovar basedrent singh-firmily dwsling 2t
7 the reur of the subject property. T

the tolal depth of the lof), maasured fom b rear proparty
- link. Tha proposéd addifion m@,um_ﬁ-m;qlxim!m
fiom #1s exiafing noncomplying fear buliding will, acoupying
the most of e snitirs requined rear yaird dren gacept K Sne
footand sixbches. o

| ) | | " Application No. 57.487V on Fatruary 12,799.

e wilh this spptication as modifed by ®. Jossph Butsr — representitive for e Lite House
Comitise atthe Plyiing Commissiin meting of Febuary 12, 1998, siownas Exhit A "Neightor s
Propotsi (NPY, postedioard with site pian, saction and color rendsring of 1288 Lombard Strewt
_ showing v propomed garags o bi out into the existing retsinifig wak, ard padnd of garsge doocs

%/ ,“. i't( /W‘ﬂfc\ /Vv‘vvi )\var*

modifications signad and dated by F. Joseph Butier 2112/ subject {0 the foflowing conditions:

1.

PERTY IDENTIFICATION: {263 LOMBARD STREET, sousf xca Eétwia Foard Lasn Streats,

‘ - . sbcﬁmad(c)oﬁmpunnhchn'mqémnmhunm
A yard depth of approximmtaly 28 tewt {minknum 25 percantof

PROCERURAL BAGKGROUND:  This proposdl wes detsrmined b be categorically exwmpt from -
: T Envwonrosntel Revew, - L '
2. The Zoring Admiviatraiorhakd s public hearing onVariance

DECISION: GRANTED, to construct 2 naw addition at the rear of the (ot, mmmmmnmm plarson
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‘Wells Real Estate Fund 5-A  from alliance partnerships -aﬁd reits directory

-March 30, 2010 12:58 PM.ET
Thrifts and Mortgage Finance -
Redwood Mortgage investors Vi
SnapshotPeople
Company Overview

Redwood Mortgage Investors VI invests in first and second deeds of trust secured by
California properties. ls loan porifolio primarily consists of short-term, fixed rate loans
secured by real estate in the counties of San Francisco Bay Area and Northeim Califomia. -
As of March 31, 2008, the company held 24 loans in single family homes, apartments, and
commercial proper’ﬂes Gymno Corporation serves as the gerieral partner for Redwood
Mortgage Investors VI. The company was founded in 1987 and i is based i in Redwood -
City, California. _—

900 Veterans Boulevard

Suite 500 \ :

Redwood City, CA 94063-1743

United States

" Founded in 1987 .

Phone:..

650-365-5341

Fax:

650-364-3978

", Key Executives

Mr.-Michael R. Burwell

President of Gymno Corporation General Partner

Age: 51

Compensation as of Fiscal Year 2009. .

Key developments for Redwood Mortgage fnvestors Vi
Redwood Morigage Invesiors V1 Reports Earnings Fiesults for the First Quarter Ended

March 31, 2009
05/ ?‘8/2009

Redwood Mortgage Investors Vi repofted earnings results for the first quarter ended March
31, 2009. For the guarter, the company reported net income of $78,667 compared o net
income of $90,929 for the same quarter in the previous year.
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em 10 — Directors, Executive Officers and Gorporate__Goyemance'

" The Partnership has no Officers or Directors. Rather, the activities of the Partnershiip are
managed by the two general pariners, one of whom is an individual, Michael R. Bunwelt:
The second general partner is Gymna Corporation, a California corporation, formed:in; *.
1986. Mr. Burwell is one of the three shareholders of Gymno Corporation, a California. -

corporation, and has a 50% interest in the corporation. The remaining two shareholders:are

- trusts as to which Mr. Burwell is the trustee of each trust.

'The General Partners.

" Michael R, Burwell. Michas! R. Burwell, age 50, Géneral Partner, past member of Board of
Trustees and Treasurer, Mortgage Brokers Institute (1984-1986); President, Director, Chief

Financial Officer, Redwood Mortgage Corp. (1979-present); Director, Secretary:and -

- Treasurer A & B Financial Seivices, Inc. (1980-present); President, Director, Chief Financial
Officer and Secretary {since 1988) of Gymno Corporation; President, Director, Secretary

and Treasurer of The Redwood Group, Lid. (1979-present). Mr. Burwell is licensed as a
real estate sales person. » ' s i

Gymno Corporation. Gymno Corporatibn, General Pariner, is a California corporation -
formed in 1986 for the purpose of acting as a general pariner of this Parinership and of
other limited partnerships formed by the individual general pariners: The shares in Gymno

Corporation are held equally by Michael R. Burwell and two trusts, each of which Michae! R.

Burwell is the trustee. Michael R.. Burwell is a director of Gymno and the director position

held by D. Russell Burwell is currently vacant. Michael R. Burwell is its President, Chief o
Finandial Officer and Secretary. Michael R. Burwell has a controlling interest in this company .

through his ownership of stock and as trustee of the Burwell trusts.
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

-ﬁm

June 23,2010

DATE
TC: f’lanning Commission |
CCr Historic Preservation Comumission . |
FROM: e - Shelley Caltagirone, Preserva’ﬁon Planner (415) 558~6625
RE: A Meeting Notes from the ]une ond Heanng '

1269 Lombard Street
Case No. 2009. 0443DD/2010 0165DD

Below is a summary prepared by’ P]énrung Depa.rt.méht' Preservation Staff of the'HiSté’ric.

Preservation Commission (HPC) comments on the proposed prolect at 1269 Lombard Street

-

The HPC found that the subject property does not retain hastonc mtegnty and is not a- :' '

historic resource.

' The HPC suggested that the spacmg of buxidmgs on the sub;ect block couid be an
1mportant characteristic of the potential historic district and suggested’ that the Slope of -
Russian Hill historic context statement be re\newed for further descnptmn of ﬁns' _

characteristic of the district.

CA 94 03*24?9

ﬁecem}on
415 553 378

41&.55&;5495

Planing

foeration:

4155566577

A

: 'I‘he HPC suggested that that single- property ownershlp of ]269 Lombard Street and the' S

ad;acent properhes should be 1dent1fled as part of the hzstonc s:gmf:cance of the potentxal' SRy L

historic district.”

- Thie HPC thanked the Plannmg Comm:ss;on for requestmg then‘ review of this hlStOI’.lC '

‘resource issue.




% JOSEPH BUTLER _‘

— ARCHITECT

324 Chestaur Streer
San Francisco CA 94133
415533 1048
fiosephbutler@hotmail.com

APPENDIK
RECEIVED

15 June 2010

President Ron Miguel-. . ‘
San Frahcisco Planning Commission _ :
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 ' JUN 17 200

San Francisco, CA 94103 -
CITY & COUNTY.OF S.F

Re: 2010.0166DD 1269 Lombard Street |~ REGEPTION DESK

. Dear President Miguel‘:

If you want a narrow answer, ask a narrow question: “ls 1269 Lombard an
historic resources as defined by CEQA?” Answer: No,

While the Historic Preservation Commission said “No, but...” They also
recognized that the question asked of them was too narrow,. The HPC -
shared the view of the Liftle House Committee that the Staff review of the
applications for demolition and new construction at the above noted
address failed to analyze the impact of the project to the numerous historic
resources adjacent fo 1269 l.ombard Street.

Foliowzng are excerpts from some of the evaluations of nearby properties
to the project site summarized, from the Kostura “West Slope of Russ:an
Hill” historic resources 1nventory

“» 1299 Lombard Street; Criterion 3, d.esign, california register éligible. -

_“This 'buiiding is within a potential historic district that was identified for

this study. This district appears to be eligible for the California Register
under Criterion 3, for ifs residential architecture, Which is represented by a
wide range of periods, styles, and structural types, from Victorian era
cottages, to tall apartment buildings of the 1920’s.” '

» 1271-75 Lombard Street; Criterion 3 design; ...appears to be ehglbie for
the California Register. .

* 1269 Lombard; due to a substantial loss of integrity, (except location) this
house has no potential for eligibility to the California Register, .__.neither .
individually nor as a contributor to a potential historic district that has beert
identified in the vicinity.

« 1263-67 Lombard:, 1265 Lombard: under Criteria 3, design, these
buildings are notable for the way they contribute to the Shingle Style motif
of the neighborhood. Because the shingled theme is important in this part
of Russian Hill, and because this property contributes to that theme ina -
distinctive way, it appears to be eligible for the California Regtster at the
local level under Criterion 3, design.

» 1257-59 'Lombard:, 1261 -Lombard: This property appears to be eligible

~ for the California Register at the local level under Criterion 3, design. The

o 465
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rear cottage is an excellent example of an lalianate cottage, built for a
- working class owner. Although this is a modest vernacular cotiage, it is

nevertheless one of the best-detailed and most intact Italranate houses in .

San Francisco east of Van Ness Avenue.”

So two proper’ues uphﬂl from 1269, and two resources downhill of 1269
Lombafd comprise six buildings, all California Register eligible and
contnbutors to a potential historic district identified on this Block 501.

By inﬁlling the garden at the front of 1269, the side elevations of 1271-75
and 1263-67 Lombard, two historic resources and contributors to a '
potential historic district, would be obscured or completely covered.
Numerous windows, one passageway, a stair on grade, a wooden .
elevated porch and stair (no longer in place, but in storage as a condition
of lifting the Stop Work Order issued in 1899.) and the uphill sloped
garden space all would be lost if the infill project were to be approved.

. Additionally, the garden space in the front of 1269 Lombard affords a view
of 1265 Lombard Street from the public right of way. This view of 1265
Lombard from thé pubiic right-of-way wouid be forever obscured.

The historic features to be preserved of individual bw%dlngs and the
historic features of properties within historic districts include distinctive
materials (shingles), features (shared access, porch and stair that
crosses a property line), spaces (the garden), and the spatial _
relationships of the buildings and spaces to one another. The large
number of windows to be affected on 1271-75, and on 1263-1267, and
1265 by the placement of the proposed project indicate the project’s

violation of the spatial refatlonshrp these four buildings have aiways had '

historically.

Under common ownership at various times, the Davies used 1271- 79
and 1269 as one house, and the roof of 1269 provided a roof top deck for
1265. These interconnections and spatial re!atronships are part of the .
story of these these contributor buildings. They are important to- thexdzstnct

and they will be greatly drmlmshed as will the district, with:the: ﬂiaoement .

- of the proposed preject

Soisit enough to ask if 1269 Lombard, long abandoned on |ts temporary
shoring, is an historic resource? It is enough if you only want 1/4 of the

- story. Or if as the HPC pointed out, the effect of the project on the adjacent =~ -

befabin poniswananes ondocnr o dod S Lol I =

UL I
§ER LA i luavul (Ut R W T Y i ﬂllﬂl,Lﬁiu u, Tlaiii.

' The Residential Design Guidelines call for sensitive treatment of new
construction adjacent to historic buildings, no such sensitivity is in

evidence here. The proposed project would have a significant adverse -

impact on a minimum of three contiguous historic resources. in fact the -
project as proposed cannot even respect the front setbacks of the two -

‘adjacent historic resources and “needs” a front yard Variance. The rear. -
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building proposed for the project “needs” a rear yard variance, what is the
hardship required for these variances? :

Does the colossal failure of the front retaining wall, or the excavation
beyond what was permitted in the rear of the lot provide a hardship for
Variance? These existing retaining walls front and rear were built under
the 1998 pemmit represent an owner induced hardship, which like financial
hardships, are not allowed to justify a Variance. This project is as :
completely. undesirable for the historic district as the abandoned project
site has been for the DECADE the neighbors have had fo live with it.

If one’s business is to loan money for real estate speculation, then
forecloses on the loan with the work underway but not completed, that is
failure. Not upgrading temporary shoring, allowing squatters and graffiti to
-mar the site and bollix its neighbors, is failure. Taking six years to get-a
public hearmg -on your application to “fix” your failure compounds the rest.

-Is rewarding these failures with a new permit to further wreck the historic
district where it is Iocated and diminish neighbors’ properties what we
should be doing?

The historic features to be preserved of individual buﬂdmgs and the
historic features of ptoperties within historic districts include distinctive
materials, features, spaces and the spatial relationships of the buildings
and spaces to one another. A sensitive project that respects its place in
this district, in history, and on the block is what is needed. that final
success would be the only thing that alleviates the decade of failure.

Take {)iscr_étionary Review, deriy the demolition permit and require that the
Owner work with the stake holders of the 1998 permits to find an alteration
plan for this site that preserves its historic features, allows light and air to
nelghbonng adjacent buildings not to. be compromised.
S:ncere!y,

? 85"'”” W AN

F, Joseph Butler, AIA

cc. Members of the Commission
Zoning Administrator
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( A
The Lombard ur_:d Larkin Historic District

Top: Looking south from the intersection of Lombard and Polk streets, showing the beginning of the Polk
Qtreet Cut. From “Polk Street CHff Dwellers,” San Francisco Examiner, May 3, 1895. 1: House of
Mathew Maunder, built in 1876. 2; House of carpenter Charles Tidd, which he built for himselfin 1876. -
Tn 1893 he sold this house to Maunder and moved it to the front of Maunder’s lot, where it still stands with
" the address of 1271-1775 Lombard. 3: House of Nelson C. Hawis, built in 1876, and abandoned by Hawks

move this house to Green Street after Polk Street was graded. :

after the streets were graded. 4: House of carpenter Michael Shea, built by him in 1884. He was forcedto -

Bottom: House of Neison C. Hawks, phbto faken in 1 895, shortly before his family’s move to Alameda.
Hawks often lamented the loss of this house, its views, and the neighborhood. From the Kemble.
Collection, California Historical Society. e . ' .
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PLANNING mm&mwm&mv

. , - © 1650 Mission $t..

Sulte 400 .

APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION San Franciseo,
' . CA 94163-2479
1269 Lombard Street - Receplion:
415.558.6378
' ‘ Fax:
DATE: January 25, 2011 - . _ #418.558,6409
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors S Planhing
' ' JInfarmation:
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 558-9048 415.558.6377

Shelley Caltagirone, Case Plaruier ~ Planning Department (415) 558-6625
RE: ~ File No. 10-1603, Planning Case No. 2009.0443F

Appeal of Categorical Exeraption for 1269 Lombard Street
HEARING DATE:  February1,2011 -
ATTACHMENTS: A - Cerﬁﬁcate of Exemption from Environmental Review (March 11, 2016)

B - Frederic Knapp Historic Resource Evaluation Report (Exhibits provided
' upon request.) '

. C - Project drawings and plans

D - Photos of subject building and neighborhood context

PROJECT SPONSOR: Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Associates, on behalf of Redwood Mortgage
© Investors ' ) '

APPELLANT: Joseph Bufler, Architect, on behalf of John and Mary Horvers and the Little
House Comrmnittee

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”) fora pm}ect at 1269 Lombard Street (the “Project”).

The Department, pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.y and the CEQA
Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.), issued a Categorical Exemption
Certificate for 1269 Lombard Street on March 11, 2010, finding that the proposed project met the criteria
for an exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 for demolition of a single family structure and

Memo

469



Appéal of Categorical Exemptiori File No. 10-1603, Planning Case No. 2009.0443E

Hearing Date: February 1,2011 * 1269 Lombard Street

Section 15303 for construction of two single-family residential buildings. The Department determined

that the existing building was not 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
exernption and return the project to the Department staff for additional environmental review.

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:
The property at 1269 Lombard Street is located on the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and

Larkin Streets. The Property has approximately 25’ of lot frontage along Lombard Street with a lot depth

of 112-6”. The lot slopes steeply uphill to the east and south away from the street. The Jot currently
contains a single-family, two-story, 21’-1"-tall, 975-square-foot (sf) house. The dwelling is placed in the
rear half of the lot, set back approximately 55-6" feet from the front property line and 18"-6” feet from the

rear property line. The building rests atop an approximately 31-foot tall retaining wall and is currently

inaccessible from the street. The property is within an RH-2 (Residential, House, Two—Fan'u}y) Zoning
District with a 40-X Height and Bulk designation. City records mdxcate that the structure was originally
constructed circa 1876.

The subject property was evaluated by the Junior League of San Francisco in 1964 and was noted as
extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic resource surveys or listed on any
 local, state or national registries. The building is considered a “Category B” (Properties Requiring Further
Consultation and Review) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. '

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-tall, 975-sf
house and construction of two new single-family residential buildings, located at the front and rear of the
lot. The front building would be a four-story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133-sf house and the rear building would be a

three-story, 30-foot-tall, 1,882-sf house. The two buildings would be separated by a mid-lot, 25-foot-deep

courtyard. The buildings would share a street entrance, an entry stair, and a three-car garage located at
the ground level of the front building. The front building would be accessed by an entrance at the third

- floor level of the shared stair and the rear building would be accessed by a path leading from the shared.. L

stair and through the mid-lot courtyard. The property currently contains no off-street parking. The
project would pmv1de three parking spaces in the ground-floor garage (one independent space and two
tandem spaces accessed by a car lift). :

1998 Premous B’mldmg Permat and Variance Appromls Related to Current Pm]ect :
In 1998, Building Permit Application Nos. 9710402 and 9711296 and Variance Apphcatmn No. 97. 487V
were appmved with conditions for the sub;ect pmperty in con)uncnon with a project at 1271-79 Lombard

1 Califormia Code'of Regulations, Tifle 14, Section 15301(1)(1) and 15303(a): Class 1 and 3 Bxemptions.
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Street. The 1998 project was halted after completion of the proposed addition at the 1271-79 Lombard
Street site and excavation of the 1269 Lombard Street site. Construction of the proposed garage, stairs,
and additions at 1269 Lombard Stréet were never completed and the property has remained in a state of
suspended construction since 1998. Because the project was not completed, the project failed to comply
with the conditions of approval placed upon the building permit application and variance approvals.

2009 — Environmental Evaluation Application and Building Permit Application Filed

An Environmental Evaluation Application was filed: for the proposed project under review on May 28,
2009, The associated Building Permit Applications for demolition and new construction were filed on
June 9, 2009. The associated Variance Application for front setback and rear yard variances was filed on
Jure 26, 2009,

2010 - Dzscretmnary Review Hearings and Actions

The Project required a Mandatory Discretionary Review hearing per Planning Code Section 317. Two
additional public Discretionary Review Requests were filed by Joe Butler and John and Mary Horvers,
tenants of 1265 Lombazd Street {the adjacent lot to the east). The new construction building permit was
approved by the Planning Commission at the June 24, 2010 regular meeting {Case No. 2009.0165DD)) with
the requiremnent that the Project Sponsor seek and obtain a permit to demolish the existing single-family,
two-story building located at the rear of the Jot. The demolition permit was approved by the Planning
Conunission at the September 30, 2010 regular meeting (Case No. 2010.0669D). The Variances were
granted by the Zoning Administrator in a Decision Letter dated October 1, 2010 (Case No. 2009.0443V).

2010 - Variance Decision Appedled

On October 12, 2010, John Horvers and Joe Butler appealéd the granting of the front setback and rear
yard variances (Appeal No. V10-110) to the Board of Appeals. The Board upheld the granting of the
variance at the December 15, 2010 hearing. The Appellant filed a re-hearing request on December 27, 2010
for the variance appeal, which was continued to the February 16, 2011 hearing pen&mg a decision on the
Categorical Exemptzon appeal. '

CEQA GUIDELINES:

Categorical Exemptions

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code? requlres that the CEQA Guidelines identify a list
of classes of projects that have been determined nof to have a s1gmf1can% 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 15333,2 do not have a significant impact on the
environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requiremerit for the preparation of further
environmnental review.

-221084: Guidelines shall list classes of projects exempt from this Act.
3 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3.

SAI TRANGISCO ‘ : 3
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1), or Class 1, provides for demolition and removal of a single-family
residence. The proposed project would demolish one single-family remdence and, therefore, meets the
criteria of Class 1. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(a), ot Class 3, provides for the construction of up
to three single-family residences in a residential zone in urbanized areas. The proposed project would
construct two new single-family residences in an area zoned for residential use within the City of San
Francisco. The proposed project, therefore, also mieets the criteria of Class 3.

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 existing building would be considered a historic resource, If it were
considered a historic resoutce, the Department would be required to consider whether the Project would
result in a substantial adverse change to the building's significance as a historic resource.

CEQA and Historic Resources

With regard to historic resource review under CEQA, the flrst step in the evaluatlon process is to
determine whether a historic resource is 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 qua}iﬁeé 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 4

Department Analysis of 1269 Lombard Street _

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 not a historical resource. The subject property contains a single-family, two-
story house constructed in 1876. The subject property was evaluated by the ]umor League of San'

Francisco in 1964 and-was noted as extensively altered. The property is not included-in-any-other historic i s

resource surveys or listed on any local, state or natiorial registries. The building is considered a “Category
B” (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) property for the purposes of the Planmng_
‘ Department’s Califotnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures : S

Y]

As described in the Historic Resotice Evaluation Response \n,m:.m} Memoranuums (attached;, the 1265 ..
Lombard Street pro'p'erl-y does"not appea‘r to be eligible for h'stjing on the California Régister. Although fhej- :

L

4 Jbid. 15064. S(b)(l) Determmmg the Slgmfmance of Impacts on Hjstoncal and Umque Archaeologmal
Resources.

s Memorandum from Shelley Caitaglrone Preservatmn Techmcai Speczahst to Brett Bollmger, I’Iarmer,
Ma]or Enwronmental Analysm December 11 2009 - : L
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subject buildirig is Jocated within an area that is potentially eligible for listing on the California Register
under Criterion 1 (Event) and Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a historic district, the building does not retain
sufficdent historic integrity of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its assodation
with the district. (For more detail regarding the building’s lack of integrity, please see Response No. 1
below.) Therefore, the building does not contribute to the historic significance of the district and cannot
be considered a historic resource.

Because the Planning Department determined that the property is mot a historic resource, it was not
necessary to assess project impacts to the existing building located at 1269 Lombard Street. The Planmng
Department did, however, assess whether the proposed project d831gn would materially impair adjacent
historic resources, including those associated with the surrounding potential historic district. The
potential West Slope of Russian Hill historic district has been identified by architectural historian William
Kostura as containing 28 properties located within the two blocks bound by Chestnut Street, Polk Street,
Greenwich Street, and Larkin Street® Alorig the subject block 'of Lombard Street, Kostura identified five
properies that contribute to this district (1215, 1257-1261, 1263-67, 1271-75, and 1299 Lombard Streét).
The district appears to be significant as a collection of pre- and post-1906 residential architecture
containing a wide yet cohesive range of turmn-of-the-century styles (Italianate, Stick East-Lake, Queen
Anne, Classical Revival, Shing}e, and Spanish Revival) with “fine detailing and traditional compositions.”
The district is also noted for the theme of Shingle-style houses and flats and the addition of shingles io
19t century houses. The period of significance is identified as 1876-1928, a period representing the
changing aesthetics in residential architecture of this portion of Russian Hill at the turn-of-the-century.”

It was determined that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change to adjacent

resources such that the significance of the adjacent buildings or surrounding historic district wowuld be

materially impaired. The désign of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural

character of the potential district, thereby preserving the sett'mg' and feeling of these resources.
Specifically, the project design is compatible with the character of the nelghborhood for the following

reasons: ‘

o The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid-lot courtyard,
would match the established block pattern and preserve a character-defining feature of the
district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front property line, similar to the -
placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wall would closely ahgn with
the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the property.

» The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat roofs, in
keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular massing.

¢ Kostura, William. The West Slope of Russian Hill: A Historical Context and Inventory of Historic Resources for
Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets. San Francisco: The Russian Hill Historic Resource
Inventory Committee, 2006.

7 Ihid.
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» The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle
style that uses wood shingle dadding, wood-framed wiridows, moderately proportioned glazing,
restrained ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and projecting bay to relate
to the vocabuiary of the surrounding historic buildings. '

s The contemporary design of the new construction would be easily dlstmgmshed from the historic
buildings in the area so as not to create a false sense of history.

¢ Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the site,
which detract from the character of the district. :

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concemns that were raised in the December 22, 2010 Appeai Letter are cited in the summary below
and are followed by the Department’s responses. ‘ '

Issue #1: The Appellarit states that the “conclusions drawn by the Planning Depamhént’s Major
Environmental Analysis (MEA) review, based upon the opinion of a consultant hired by the developer;
contradict or ignore known facts about the character of the subject property.”

Response #1: The Appellant fails to state what facts the consultant contradicted or ignored and how this
information impacted the conclusions of the historic resource review. In determining the significance of
envirorunental 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{f)(3) offers the following guidance:

Argument speculation, unsubstantiated opmzon or narrgtive, or evidence that is clearly
tnaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. -
Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts. ‘

The Appellant has not offered credible, expert opuuon supported by specxﬁc facts relevant to the
determination of whether this buﬂdmg is a historic resource under CEQA

The Department based its _.determmanon on substan’ual evidence in the form of expert opinion by a -
qualified architectural historian and visual inspection of the property. Ultimately, the Department .
determined that 1269 Lombard Street is not a historic resource as defined by CEQA because the property E
lacks historic mtegnty as described in the (HRER) memorandum excerpt below .

While the buzldmg and szte are structumll Wy stable the bmldmg is overall in poor condztzon and _
retains little historic mtegrzty The building has remained: in a state of disrepair and stspended |
constmctron since the late 19905 when a large portion of the lot was excavated and shored with
concrete remmmg walls. At fhrs tzfne porhons of the Iower ﬂoor were algo demolished, mdudmg '

'smmmcisca f S R S A _ g -
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the entry stairs.t The building wds probably originally clad in horizontal wood cladding and is
now 'clad in wood shingles. An addition was constructed at the front of the house in 1980,
changing the location of the oviginal entry altering the “L" shaped plan to a rectangular plan. The
hillside setting of the building has been radically altered by the 1990s excavation of the site. The
interior appears to consist of a modern wood floor, gypsum board walls, a new ceiling (1975), and
new stairs (1980). While portions of the structure appear to date from the original construction

. and fhe building’s location and association with the adjacent pre- and post-1906 buildings are,
intact, the building no longer retains sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, setting, feeling,
or materials o convey its historical sigm;ﬁcancé Furthermore, there does not appear to be
su)ﬁcmnt documentary evidence to support restoration of the building. ‘

Issue #2: The Appeilant states that “existing_surveys, both formal and informal, substantiate the
neighbor’s assertion that the subject property contributes to a) the dominant character of the
neighborhood, and b) a potential historic district.”

Response #2: The Appellant fails to identify the “existing surveys” that substant;ate the assertion that the
property contributes to the character of the neighborhood and a potential historic district. The subject
property was evaluated by.the Junior League of San Francisco in 1964 and was noted .as extensively
altered at that time indicating that the building had lost historic integrity long before the failed
development project that took place in 1998, The property is not included in any other historic resource
surveys or listed on any local, state or national registries. The Department relied on information provided
in architectural historian William Kostura’s historical context and inventory, prepared in 2006, and in.
architectural historian Frederic Knapp's Historic Resource Evaluation report, prepared in 2009, to make
its determination concerning the historical significance of the subject property. The Department
concluded that the property is not eligible for listing on the California Register as either an individual
resource or a contributing property to the potential West Slope of Russian Hill historic district located
. within the two blocks bound by Chestnut Street, Polk Street, Greenwich Street, and Larkin Street.

Furthermore, the question of whether the subject property contributes to the dominant character of the
neighborhood is a general observation of the streetscape and is not necessarily pertinent to a historic

resource evaluation. The jssue of whether or not the property contributes to the identified potential

historic district was addressed in the Department’'s HRER memorandum, as discussed above under
“Department Analysis of 1269 Lombard Street.” The property was found not to rétain historic integrity
and, therefore, not to contribute to the potential historic district.

Issue #3: The Appellant states that the “Categorical Exemption does acknowledge the significant historic
context of the neighborhood, yet ignores the effects of the demolition on the potential historic district.”"

Response #3: The project impacts to the nearby potential historic district are evaluated in the attached
HRER memorandum. Specifically, the memorandunm states:

8 Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Bleier. Historic Resource Evaluation Report: 1269 Lombard Street. Knapp
Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2609 {p. 14-15).
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The proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources. Because the
existing building no longer retains sufficient historical infegrity to convey its significance and
association with the surrounding pre- and post- 1906 buildings, its proposed demolition would
not have an adverse effect on the surrounding potential district. Furthermore, the proposed new
construction would not have an adverse effect on either the surrounding district or adjacent
resources, such as the smaller potential Historic district and individual resources identified in the
HRE report.? The design of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural
character of both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and
feeling of these resources. Specifically, the project design is compatible with the character of the
neighborhood for the following reasons:

e The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid-lot courtyard,
would match the established block pattern and preserve a character-defining feature of the
district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front property line, similar to
the placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wall would closely
align with the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the property.

e The height and massing of both of the proposed buildingé would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat roofs,
in keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular massing.

e The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings. would be a contemporary Shingle
style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately -proportioned
glazing, restrained prramentation, and traditionsl features such as a cornice and pm]ectmg
bay to relate to the vocabulary of the surroundmg historic buildings.

o The contemporary desfgﬂ of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the
historic buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history. '

s  Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the
site, which detract from the character of the district.

-The Appellant has not introduced any information of expert opinion that would é‘hange the Department’s
determination that the project would riot cause an adverse impact to the poteéntial historic district.

Issue #4: The Appellant states that “[blased upon pre-existing expert opinion as well as the Planning
Department’s own past actions asserting that the subject house, lot and appurtenant structures are among

the contributory buildings fo the neighborhood, the fair argument standard requires a document other -
than a Categorical Exemphon, when experts dxsagree as to the effect of a project on an historic resource, -

as defined by CEQA.

- . ?Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Ble1er Historic Resource Evaluation Report 1269 Lombard Street. Knapp
Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2009 (p. 7»10) . , .
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Response #4: The Appellant cites a “fair argument” based upon differences of professional opinion as a
basis for his appeal. Not only does the appellant fail to provide the cited expert opinion, the Appellant
also misstates the standard of review for the determination of whether a building is a historic resource for
purposes of CEQA. In Valley Advocates et al. v. City of Fresno (2008), 160 Cal. App. 4% 1039, the court
concluded that the "substantial evidence" rule, and not the fair argument test, applied to a local agency's
determination of whether a building that has not been previously determined eligible for the California
Register of Historical Resources and has not otherwise been determined to be a historic resource (such as
here) is a historic resource under CEQA. -

Since the building is not listed on any registers or surveys as a historic resource and has not been
determined eligible for the California Register, the Department evaluated whether the building might
otherwise qualify as a historic resource under CEQA. This evaluation was thorough and complete, and
concluded that there is no historic resource present, either individually or as a contributor to a historic
district. That conclusion’is supported by substantial evidence in the record. The relevant standard for
whether a previously undocumented building may be a historic resource is the substantial evidence test, as the
court concluded in Valley Advocates. ‘

CONCLUSION

The Department conducted an in-depth and i:horough analysis of 1269 Lombard Street under CEQA and
the CEQA Guidelines. The Department found that the building is not a historic resource and that the
proposed project would not have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources. The Appellant has not
provided any substantial evidence to réfute the conclusion of the Department. '

For the reasons stated above and in the March 11, 2010 Certificate of Determination, the CEQA
Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt from
environmental review. The Department therefore recommends that the Board uphold the Determination
of Exemption/Exclusion from Environmental Review and deny the appeal of the CEQA Determination.

QAN FRANGISCO . 9
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SAN FRANCISCO

1650 Mission St.

Certificate of Determination Stite 400
] . . « : : B s " San Francisco,
Exemption from Environmental Review CA BA105 9
. o ‘ ' _ ' , ' Reception:
Case No,,‘ 2009.0443E 416.558.6378
Project Title: 1269 Lombard Street : ‘
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Fax :
o 40-X Height and Bulk District . 415.558.6409
Block/Lot: 0501/023 SR ‘ j Planning
. Information;
Lot Size: 2,812.5 square feet _ | 445,558 6377

Project Sponsor: M. Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Associates

_ {415) 434-9500

Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone - (415) 558-6625
shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project involves demolitiont of the existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot- tall, 975-

. square-foot house and construction of two riew single-family residential buildings, located at the front
and rear of the lot. The front building would be a four-story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133-s square-foot house and the
rear building would be a three-story, 30-foot-tall, 1,882-square-foot house. The two buildings would be
separated by a mid-lot, 25-foot-deep courtyard. The buildings would share a street entrance, an ertry
{See next page.) '

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Classes 1 and 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(1)(1) and 15303(a).
 REMARKS:

{See next page.)

 DETERMINATION:

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

%%///Qcﬁ/cj ‘

Bill Wycko

Date
Environmental Review Officer
ce:  Redwood fnvestors VI, Owners - Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
BrettBolléngez, MEA Division ' Distribution List
- Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List

Supervisor Alioto-Fier, District 7
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

stair, and a three-car garage located at the ground level of the front building. The front building would be
accessed by an entrance at the third floor level of the shared stair and the rear building would be accessed
by a path leading from the shared stair and through the mid-lot courtyard. The property currently
contains no parking. The projectwould provide three parking spaces in the ground-floor garage (one
independent space and two tandem spaces accessed by a car lift). The project site is located on a block
bounded by Polk, Greenwich, Larkin, and Lombard Streets in the Russian Hill 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 not a historical resource. The subject property contains a single-family, two-
story house constructed in 1876. The subject property was evaluated by the Junior: League of San
Francisco in 1976 and was noted as extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic
resource surveys or listed on any local, state or national registries. The building is considered a “Category
B” (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) propesty for the purposes of the Planning

Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. As described in the

Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum! (attached), the 1269 Lombard Street property does

not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register. Although the subject building is located .

within an area that is potentially eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 (Event)
and Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a historic distriet, the building does not retain sufficient historic integrity
of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materlals to convey -its association with the district.
Therefore, the building does not contribute to the historic sagmf:cance of the district and cannot be
‘considered a historic resource.

Since the Planning Deparifnerzt determinied that the property is not a historic resource, it was not
necessary to assess project impacts to the existing building located at 1269 Lombard Street. The Planning
Department did, however, assess whether the proposed project design would materially impair adjacent
historic resources, including those associated with the surrounding potential historic district. It was

determined that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change to adjacent resources

such that the significance of the adjacent buildings or surrounding historic district would be’ matenal!y

e

impaired. The design of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural characterof -~ S

both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and feeling of these |
resources. Specsﬁcally, the project desxgn is compatible with the character of the nexghborhood for the

following reasons:

« . The proposed site pian, wiih separate front and rear buiidings divided by a mid-iot courtyard,.

would match the established block pattérn and preserve a character-defining feature of the

district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front:p'réperty livie, similar'to the . ° |

) Memorandum from Shelley Caltag:rone Prescrvat:on Technical Spemalist to Brett Bo!!:nger, Planner, '

Major Env:ronmental Analysis, December 11, 2009,

SAN FRANGISCO. ' A ol LD S LT 2
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placement of most buildings along the séreet, and the rear building wall would closely align with
- the front facades of the rear cottages localed to the east of the property. - ‘

¢ The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat roofs, in
keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and stinple, rectangular massing.

¢ The drchitectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle

style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately proportioned glazing,

" restrained omamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and projecting bay to relate
to the vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings.

« The contemporary design of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the historic
buildings in the area so as not to create 2 false since of histery.

«  Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the site,
which detract from the character of the district.

The proposed project would demolish an existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-iall, 975-square-foot
house and construct two new single-family residential buildings. The front building would be a four- -
story, 36-foot-fall, 3,133-square-foot house and the rear building would be a three-story, 30-foot-tall,
1,882-square-foot house. CEQA ‘State Guidelines Section 15301 L), or Class 1, provides for demolition
and removal of a single-family residence. The proposed project wau}&_demolish one single-family
residenice, and, therefore, meets the criteria of Class 1. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303¢a), or Class 3,
provides for the construction of up to three single-family residences in a residential zone in urbanized
areas. The propc}sed project would construct two new single-family residences in an area zoned for

residential use within the City of Sar Francisco. The proposed project, therefore, also meets the criteria of
Class 3. ' ‘

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical’ exemptionlsha!i not be used for an
activity where there is.a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
gnvironiment due to unusual circumstances. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance’
of an historical resource. As described above, the preposed project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of the historical rescurce under Section 15300.2(F). Given this fact and the
nature of the proposed preoject, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Sections 1530T(1)(1)
and 15303(a}, or Classes 1 and 3, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the
proposed project that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The
project would be exemnpt under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project
is appropriately exempt from environmental review,

T SANFRANGISGO.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 tisson .
: San Francisco,
MEA Planner: Breit Bollinger : CA 94103-2479
Project Address: . 1269 Lombard Street _ : . Roseption:
BlockiLot: 0501/023 o 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2009.0443EV -
Date of Rewiew: December 11, 2009 2?5-558.6469
Planning Dept. Revizwer: Shelley Caltagirone ‘
(415) 558—6625 | shelley. caltagxmm:@sfgov org f;:fa;?ri:;%ow ,
- e — ' 415.550.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT @ Demohtion D Alteration '
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21-1"-tall, 975-sf house
and construction of two new residential buildings, located at the front and rear of the lot. The front
building would be a single-family, four-story, 36’-3"-tall 3,133-sf house an:d the rear building would be a
 single-family, three-story, 30°-2"-tall, 1,882-sf house. The two buildings would be separated by a mid-lot
25'-deep courtyard, Please see plans dated November 2 2009 for details. -

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING I SURVEY'

The subject property was evaluated by the Junior League of San Francisco in 1976 and was noted as
extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic resource surveys or listed on any
local, state or national registries. The building is considered a “Category B” (Properties Requmng Further
Consultation and Review) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA} review procedures. '

-HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONfEXT'

The subject parcel is located on the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkin Streets in a.-
portion of the Russian Hill neighborhood referred to as the West Slope in William Kostura's Rassian Hill'
the Summit) The property is located within a RH-2 (Res1dentiai House, Two- }'amily) Z omng D;smct and
a 40-)( Hezght and Buik Dlsmd : : '

The bul}dmg is ]ocated ona bIock that was iargely spared from the des,tructlon of the 1906 Earthquake
and Fire, resulting in a collection of buildings dating from the mid-19" century through the present. In.
general, the West Slope of Russian Hill is composed of a mixture of single and multi-family residences’
dating predominantly from the post-1906 period. 1269 Lombard is similar in age to the oldest bulldmgs
in the area. A substantial number of parcels in the area have both front and rear buildings wuh mid-block
courtyards: : : '

Architectijrai historian, William Kosﬂjr‘a, has identified the West Slope of Russian Hill as a pétexitiai

' Kostura, William, Russian Hill the Summit; 1853-1906. Asrie Publicatioris: San Francisco, 1997, -

www siplanning.org

“484



Historic Resource Evaluation Response ‘ CASE NO. 2009.0M3E\f
December 11, 2008 ‘ 1269 Lombard Street

historic district containing 28 properties. The boundaries of this potential district are the two blocks that
are bounded by Chestrut Street, Polk Street, Greenwich Street, and Larkin Street. Along the subject block
of Lombard Street, Kostura has identified five properties that contribute to this district (1215, 1257- 1261,
1263-67, 1271-75, and 1299 Lombard Street). The subject property, 1269 Lombard Street, does not
contribute to this district due to its lack of historical integrity (see discussion under Section 2}. The district
appears to be significant as a collection of pre- arid post-1906 residential architecture containing a wide
' yet cohesive range of turn-of-the-century styles (Italianate, Stick East-Lake, Queen Anne, Classical
Revival, Shingle, and Spanish Revival) with "fine detailing and traditional compositions.” The district is
also noted for the theme of Shingle-style houses and flats and the addition of shingles to 19" century
houses. The period of sign_ificaﬁce is identified as 1876-1928, a period representing the changing
. aesthetics in residential architecture of this portion of Russian Hill at the turn-of-the-century* This larger
district may also contain a smaller historic district composed of properties designed by prominent San
Francisco architects (1263-67, 1257-61, and 1239-41 Lombard Street). This potential district is immediately
adjacent to the subject property to the cast, but does not include 1269 Lombard Street?

- 1. California Registeér Criferia of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the Cajifornia 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
Eligihility is made based on existing data 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 . D Yes D No D Unable to determine

Persons: of ] ves No [ }Unable to determine

Axchitecture: or BYes [ INo [JUnabletodetermine

Information Potential: [ ] Further investigatiori recommended,

District or Context: P4 Yes, may cordribute to a potent:al district or s:gmfxcant context

If Yes; Period of sxgmf:cance 1876-1928

The sub}ect building located at 1269 Lombard Street appears to be located within an area that is
eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 (Event} and Criterion 3 {Architecture).
Although 1269 Lombard Street was built within the period of‘significance (1876) for the potential
historic district, it nolonger retains historical integrity from the period (see discussion under Section
'2). Below is a brief description of the subject property’s historical significance per the criteria for
inclusion on the California Register. This summary is based upon the Historic Resources Evaluation
(HRE) report, dated September 11, 2009, provided by Frederic Knapp Archztect (attached). Staff
concurs fully with the fmdmgs of the Knapp report.

Cnterwn 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution fo the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United Stafes;
Due to the subject building’s construction date and role in the development of Russian Hill, the

? bid.

* Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Bleier. Historic Resource Evaluation Report: 1269 Lombard Street, Knapp
Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2609 (p. 7-10}.
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building would contribute to a historic district significant for its association with pre- and .post'~19'06
development in this area of Russian Hill if it retained historic integrity. The house is one of the oldest
_ surviving structures on the block and pre-dates the 1906 Earthquake and Fire,

Criterion 2 It is associafed with the lives of persons imporm'nt in owr local, regional or national
past; '

The subject building has no known associations with s;gmf:cant persons in our local, regional of
‘national past.

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;

Due to the subject building’s construction date and original form, the building would contribute to a
historic district significant for embodying the distinctive characteristics of pre-1906 architecture in
San Francisco if it retained historic integrity. The building’s small scale, mid-lot placement, and
shingle-clad, ciass:caﬁy—detaﬂed fagade identify it with the early phase of development within the
area,

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

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: o

»

Location: Retains D Lacks ' ’ Setting: ': Retains & Lacks
Association: Retains - | ] Lacks - Feeling: i Retains Lacks
Design: - D Retains . lacks Materials: E:] Retains Lacks

Workmanship: [] Retains ‘ E Lacks

While the building and site are stmcmrally stable, the building is overall in poor condition and
_retains little historic mtegrnty* The building has remained in a state of disrepair and suspended

construction since the late 1990s when a large portion of the lot was excavated and shored with e

concrete retaining walls. At this time portions of the lower floor were also demolished, including the ’
entry stairs.® The bmidmg was probably originally clad in horizontal wood cladding and is now clad
in wood shingles. An addition was constructed at the front of the house in 1980, changing the
location of the original entry altering the “L” shaped plantoa rectangular plan. The hillside setting of
the building has been radically a}tered by the 1990s excavation of the site. The interior appears to -

% Usrutia, Albert. Sourdness Reporz for Ex:knng Bmfcfmg a! ! 269 Lombard Srreet San Franczsco, Cm’rﬁ)rma .
Santos & Urrutia, Inc.: San Francisco, 2009. : '

® Refer to the Historic Resource Evaluation Re:pon prepm'ed by Frederic Knapp Architect and dated September 11
2009 for further information regarding the condition of the site (p. 14-15).

SAN FRANGISCD I SR S o o 3
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consist of a modern wood floor, gypsum board walls, a new ceiling (1975), and new stairs (1980).
While portions of the structure appear to date from the original construction and the building's
location -and association with the adjacent pre- and post-1906 bui!dihgs are intact, the building no
longer retains sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its
historical significance. Furthermore, there does not appear to be sufficient documentary ewdence to
support restoration of the buil dmg : o :

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

No Resource Present (Go fo 6 below.) [ ] Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would

materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics which
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

[ ] 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 impaired. (Continue to 5 if the profect is an
alteration.)

[]The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the proje'cf'is an alteration.)

Character-defining features of the bui_'f‘cﬁ.ng-‘ té be zé;éihed, 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.

Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
adjacent historic properties. ' T

D Yes No D Unabie to deiermine
The proposed project would not havé an adverse effec:t on off-site historical resources. Because the

existing building no longer retains sufficient historical integrity to convey its significance and
association with the surrounding pre- and post- 1906 buildings, its proposed demolition would not

‘have an adverse effect on the surrounding potential district. Furthermore, the proposed new

construction would not have an adverse effect on either the surrounding district or adjacent
resources, such as the smaller potential historic district and individual resources identified in the
HRE report.t The design of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural
character of both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and feeling
of these resources. Specifically, the project design is com;}atible with the character of the
neighbothood for the following reasons: '

5 Knapp, Frederic and Melissa Bleier. Historic Resource Evaluation Report: [1269 Lombard Sireet. Xnapp

Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2009 (p. 7-10}.
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The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid-lot
courtyard, would match the, established block pattern and preserve a character-defining
feature of the district. The front building wall would be built thush with the front property
line, similar to the placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wail
would closely align with the front facades of the rear cottziges located to the east of the
property.

* The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the

corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat
roofs, in keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, recianguiar
massing. "

The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle
style that uses wood shingle daddihg, wood-framed. windows, moderately proportioﬁed
glazing, restrained ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and ?rojecting
bay to relate to the vocabulary of the surrounding histeric buildings.

The contemporary design of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the
historic buildings in the area s0 as not to create a false since of history.

Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the
site, which detract from the character of the district.

- PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

- Signature: D8 B | I 7 Date: /- §-20/D

Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator

o Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission

Virnaliza Byrd [ Historic Resource Impact Review File -

Attachments:

11, 2009.

.. Historic Resource Evaluation Report. prepared by Frederic Knapp Axchitect and dated September. . .

5C: GADOCUMENTS\ Crses\CEQA \HRER\2009.0443E_1269 Lombard doc
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report : 1269 Lombard Street
1. Summary

This study will evaluate the current ability of the residential bt}ilding at 1269 Lombard
Street to meet the criteria of the California Register of Hisloric Résoumes {CRHR or
California Register). The subject property does not appear to be eligible to the California
Register of Historical Resources. The original 19" Century house was altered .
sighiﬁcantly in the 1880s and in the 1990s it was parlially demolished and much of its

' site was excavated. The property is adjacent td a potential historic district identified by
William Kostura® but is not a contributing property. Prior to the alterations in the 1980s,
the property may have been individually eligible and would very likely have béen eligible
as a contributor to that district. The existing building and site no Ionger have historical

' intégrily. Therefore, the property is not eligible to the California Register, either
individually or as a contributing property to a potentia! historic districl. The proposed

- project would replace the remaining construction with two buildings: at the front of the
lot, a new house of three-stories over a garage level, and at the rear of the lot, a three-
story house. The proposed construction would be compatible with the historic district
identified by Wiliam Kosiura or with a smaller potential district consisting of other

properties on the south side Lombard Streef between Polk and Larkin Streets.

2. Introduction

The proposed project calls for the demolition of the house-at 1269 Lombard Streef, and
the construction of two new buildings on the current lot. The new construction will be
compatible with the existing buildings in the surtounding area. The new construction will-
consist of two units; a larger unit will be at the front of the lot, separaled from the smaller
rear unit by an opén'sp_ace which corresponds to the open space at the adjacent jols lo

the east.

! Kostura, William. The West Slope of Russian Hill: A Ifisterical Context and Inventory of Historic
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets. San Francisco: The Russian Hill
Historic Resources Inventory Commitiee, 2006,

T Frederic Knapp Architect ‘ 912009 page ¥

485



Historic Resource Evaluation Repors ' 1269 Lombard'Stmct

Frederic Knapp, AlA, and Melis'sa. Bleier” conducted a detailed survey of the project area in

May 2007, photographing and examining the physical fabric of the building and conducting -

archival research in the San Francisco History Room, San Francisce Public Library, San-
Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the San Francisco Department of Buildings, and.the
Office of the Assessor-Recorder, for the City and County ofMSan Franéi_sco. In addition, San

- Francisco Architectural Heritage, the National Register of Historic Places, Historic Property
Data File for San Francisco County, the California inventory of Historic Resources,
California Historical Landmarks and California Points of Historical interest were consulted for
historical listings of the property. In addition a series of investigative openings were
performed to determine the extent of the alterations fo the structure. In 2008, additional
research and consultations about the subject properly and adjacent context was conducted
in response o evolution of the project design'and_the project team’s communications witﬁ

the Planning Department.

3. Past Historic Evaluations

Discuss existing historic surveys that the structure has been listed in and what

| the ratings of the structure are (Refer to Planning Deparfment’s list of existing
Districts and surveys and the California Historic Resource Inventory System
database}. include the purpose of the survéy and the methodology used to put
the evaluations into a context. Are there any surveys of the area in which the
building was obviously left out. Discuss the implications of being included in a’

: éurvey, or left out of a survey. Inciude what has not yet been corisidered by those
surveys, or may have been missed, or what has changed since those surveyé

were conducted.

There are several surveys in which a propeﬁy in the city of San Francisco can be
included. The 1269 Lombard Street house was evaluated by the Junior League of San
Francisco during the 19?6 survey of the significant buildings within the city of San _
Francisco. Though the house is included in the overall survey, itis not a featured house

-in the published book, Here Today. The survey sheet for the house details the shingled :

? Fredéric Knapp, IAJA, meets The Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Q:mf{ﬁcaﬁ&u Standards i
.Historic Architecture and Architecture (36 Code of Federal Regulations 61). e
Frederie Knapp Architeet ~. 91‘11!2009 e o o page 2.
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siding, and notes the extensive changes that have been made to the property. 1269
Lombard Street is not listed in the Directory of Historic Properties for San Francisco and
was not surveyed in ihe Departmeht of Building Inspection’s 1976 Architectural Survey;

" The Historic Resources Inventory available from the San Francisco Building Department
'for 1268 l.ombard Street lists no additional surveys in which the structure has been

included.

The property is immedialely adjacent a potential historic district identified in a survey and
context statement, and has also been informally pu't forward as a contributor to a smaller
potential district. '

William Kostura Survey

According fo William .Kosturé’s historic —context survey of the Western Slope of Russian
Hill, a potential historic district éxists in the area. This historic district encompasses most
of the weslern slope. There are twenly eight properties in all. Ten of the properties
appear to‘be individually eligible for the California Register, and twelve mo're properties
appear to be contnbutors to the potential disirict. There are also six properties within the -
houndaries which do not appear to be contributors to the district® Each of the DPR 523
forms notes that the subject property is within a potential historic district. The district
appears o be eligible for listing L:ndér Criterion 3, for residential architecture and ifs wide
yet cohesive.range of styles. “Fine detailing and tradiiiunai_compositions" are noted
characteristics of the buildings cbﬁsidered contributing, and a “notable theme in this
district is the construction of Shingle style houses and .ﬂats'. and the addition of wooden

shingles to the 19" century houses.™

The boundaries of this potential district are the two blocks which are bounded by
Chestnut Sireet, Polk Street, Greenwich Street and Larkin Street. The two blocks are .
San Francisco City blocks numbers 500 and 501. Kostura notes that the boundaries -
were determined not by such factors as more than one house on a lot, or by the

existence of smaller cottages at the rear of individual lots, but rather by the similarity in

Kostun The Weést Slope of Russian Hill. Tochuded in DPR 523% for potcnmi historic district. 2006.
* Ibid.

. Yrederic Knapp Architest 9/11/2000 : paze 3
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their construction dates. The boundaries are also set by the encroachment of more
modern cons_tructior.}. The period of significance for this potential district is 1876-1928.
Since the period of significance is 52 year long, there are several different architectural
-styles within the boundaries. These styles include: ltalianate, Stick East-Lake, Queen
Anne, Classical Revival, Shingle and Spanish Coloniai Revival.® The majority of the
buildings in the district were built as single family houses. Notable exceptions are the
later apariment .buifdihgs included in the survey area and some multi-family structures
‘élong Lombard Street. There is also a considerable variation in the exterior surface
matertals of the buildings. The varying age and exteriors of the buildings within the
survey area “convey a se}nse of the changmg aesthetics of {this portion of) Russ:an Hitl"

during these ﬁfty years.

Along Lombard: Street, there are five properlies which could be considered eligible as
contributors to district. They are: 1215, A125?—1259 and 1261 (shared lot), 1263-1267 and
1265 (shared lot), 1271-1275, and 1299 Lombard Street. These properties have a
construction date which falls with?n the desighated period of signiﬁcaﬁce and also have

retained a high degree of structural and historic integrity.

1215 Lombard Street was built in 1886 and is rated a contributor to the potential historic:
district. The house has a single story plus basement. This is one of the few properties .
which are set at the rear of the lot, rather than the front. A garden is located in front of

the house and a singte story garage is located at the very front of the lot.

The hduse, according to the DPR 523 form, is a'mix of italianate, Shingle and Classical
Revival styiés Though the landscaping on the property has grown to obscure qu view of
the bun!dlng the survey notes that there are still e!ements from the 1886 constructton |
present on the house. Shelf molding above the door the bracketing and trim are
examples of the extant exterior elements. Changes to the house include alterations done
in 1906 and 1913, welf within the péried of significance for the district, The house also
has applied wooden Shihgleé, which, though added in the early part of the 20" Century, |
are a notable characteristic of thé'neighborhood. The sur_véy sheet states this property is

eligible unider Criterion 3, as part of an important architectural theme.

® Kostura, “The West Slope of Russian Hill” Inchuded it DPR 523s for potential historic district: 2006.
P Froderic Knapp Architeet - _. o 97112009 o 7 paged

498 ¢



fistoric esource Evalkualian Report ' £269 Lombard Street

The next property foun'd to be contribuiing to the historic district is the house al 1257-
1259 Lombard Street and the rear house on the lot, 1261 Lombard Street. Both
residences on this lot are wood framed. The older house on the lot is the rear cottage,
12671 Lombard Street, built in 1876.The front residence was built in 1904-1905 and isin
‘the Classical Revival style. Both of these residences retain original features and
architectural elements. ® The DPR 523 sheet notes that the cottage at the rear of the lot
has elements that appear {o be “original or to date from shortly after the cotlage was
buill.” Likewise, the flats at the front of the o1, 1257-1259 Lombard Street, also appear
fo have few or no changes since the original construction of the building. Both of the -
residences on the lot retain all or most of their original design and construction, and are
good examples of the architectural styles of the potential historic district. They both
abpear to be eligible for listing to the California Register under Criterion 3, design.
Additionally, both structures have construction or alteration dates which coincide with the
period of significance, 1876-1928. The DPR 523 form for these properties also noles
that 1257-1259 Lombard Street is a “minor example of the work of a major architect.”

The building was designed by C.A. Meussdorifer. .

The third property éEong Lombard Street which appears 1o be a contributor to the district
also has a set of fats at the front of the property and an older cottage at the rear. The
rear cottage, 1265 Lombard Street, was constructed in 1877 and the front set of flats,
1263-1267 l.ombard Street, was consiructed in 1808. Both buildings have been clad in
wooden shingles, a common architectural element for the neighborhood. The struclures
maintain a high level of architeciural and structural integrity, and have had little alteration

outside the period of significance.?

Similar to the flats at 1257-1259 Lombard Sirest, the flats at 1263-1267 Lombard Street
were designed by an architecture firm of some note, though it is a minor exafnple of the
firm's Wdrk.’ The architecture firm, Wright, Rushforth, and Cahill, also designed another

Pproperly within the potentiai historic distﬁci, though not on Lombard Streef.

S DPR 523 1257-1261 Lombard Street
T Ibid.
§ 1bid.
“0IPR 523 1263-1267 Lombard Streel

© Frederic Enapp Architect 0/11/2009 page 5
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The DPR 523 form for these structures notes_ihét they are potentially eligible for the
California Register under Criterion 3, design, because of their architectural integrity and

their contribution to the overall architectural theme of the potential district.

The last multi-family residence (which is not an apartment building) on Lombard Street
that is considered a coniﬁbuting resource to the potential historic district is 1271-1275
Lombard Street. This lc}t has a single structure on it, with a major addition, 1275
L.ombard Sireet, which was constructed in 2001. The rear addition is six stories tafl but is
difficull to see from Lombard Street. The William Kostura survey reflects the historic
condition of the front building. During the 1990s project, this bui!ding was moved closer
to the street, a garage was added to it, and other Changes were made, including removal
of the stair which originally led to the upper door on lts east elevation, where a canopy

now hangs in the air many feet above grade

The front residence was con'structed in 1877, but was significantly altered fo its present
appgarance in 1922.% The DPR form for this building suggests that it retains a great
deal of iﬂtégrity. despite the large addition to the rear. The survey form clarifies that the
struciure no Ionger has integrity as an 1870’s Halianate style house due to the alterations
made before 1920. However the DPR form does a!fow that the house has mtegnty as a

shingled ltalianate house which dates from the 1920s.

The house is listed as a potehtial contri_butor. becauée it éppears tc be eligible to the
California Register under Criterion 3. Like the other buildings included in this survey, the
_ house at 1271-1275 Lombard Street is eiligib!e as a part of the overall architectural
aesthetic of the neighborhood. According to the DPR 523 form, the addition to the ,

original structure does not impact the building because it waé carried out following the
| Secretary of the Interior's aStarhdard's for the Treatment of Hiétérié Properties.'" During
the 1990s project, there was much correspondence among the Planning Department,
Planning Commission, property develoner .anr! hig r:.bésu!!ants, and communify
members. Architectural historian Anne Bloomfield submitted an evalation duﬁhg'the
construction period which found the project did not conform to the Secretary’s |
Standards. '

10 PR 523 1271-1275 Lombacd Strect
" Ibid.

Frederic Rnahp Architect = : 9!![/290“) . . o o . S . imgc 6.' .
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The property at 1269 Lombard Street was built within the period of significance (1878)
for the potential historic district which William Kostura surveyed. However, the structure
at 1269 Lombard Street no longer retains historical integrity. The general survey of the

neighborhood does not mention it within the generéi text of the report.

The,- DPR 623 sheet for this property describes it as having been “compie'teiy remodeled
in Neo-ltalianate and Shingle style in 1975-1980."" The house is des_cribed as having
lost integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, The conclusion
of the DPR 523 form for this house states that duse to its "very su'bstantial"- loss of .
integrity, the house is not eligible to the California Register, either as an individual

resotrce or as a conlributor io the potential district. '
Smaller Potential District

The possibility of a second, smallér historic district in the area has been posited as well.

There are three lots which have both a smaller cottage structure at the rear and a set of
flats or single family house at the front of ihe lot. These three prOpemes could potentially

be evalualed as a historic dlstract because of their simitarity and thelr construction dates )

which all fall within a period of sigriificance swmlar to the one described above. The fwo

properties with resndentlai ftats -at {he front of ihe property,1263 1267 Lombard Street

and 1257-1261 Lombard Street, could potentiaily anchor the historic district due to the

' fact that they were both designed by significant San Francisco architects. Though these

residential flats are minor examples of the work of theilr respective architects {as nqtéd in

their DPR 523 forms in the Kostura Survey) the role of an impoﬁant arch'ifect {or builder)

could potentially be explored as a cormmonality for the potential district.

The architect for the third property, 1239-1241 Lombard Street, which has a single family
house al the front of the lof, was not listed in the DPR 523. Fulure research could
determine whether ihe architect had enough prominence o make this small district
significant under Cah‘forn;a Re;g.ister Criterion 3 as a Qoncentra’fion of works of important

archilacts.

T DPR 523 1269 Lombard Street
2 Ibid.

" Frederic Knapp Architeet 9/¥ 12009 ‘ page 7
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TN

There are two other lots on this block of Lombard Street with cottages at the reér of the
lol. Both 1215 Lombard Street and 1269 Lombard Street have a smgle res:dentlat
sfructure on lhe lot. {1215 Lombard Street also has a garage at the front of the iat,) If the
small potential historic district was to be expanded to include lots that contain a rear
cotlage, there is the possibility that 1215 Lombard Street could be included. 1215
Lombard Street maintains historical integrity, there have been few changes to the

~ structure and many character-defining elements remain. The DPR 523 form for the
house at 1215 Lombard states that no major changes made fo the structure since
1913." '

Significance and Eligibility of Smaller District

A smaller district would have to meet the Ca[ifor_nia Régis‘ter Criteria. Because the

William Kostura survey has demonstrated the eligibility of the !arge‘r district, there would

need {o be a distinct significance for the smaller district. Like those of the Nanonal

Register, the crltena and review procedures for the California Register requtre that the -
boundaries of a dlstnci encompass all properties which contribute to the significance of _ N\
that district; subsets of the eligible properties are not to be nominated based on '

extraneous factors,

‘In the absence of 'info"rm'ation showing that properties other than 1257-1261 Lr'zmbérd |
Street ard 1263-1267 Lombard Street are the work of important architects or buuders - . t
this aspect of Criterion 3 would not make a smaller district eitgubie The Kostura survey ' ' 2
and mdependent research for the current HRE have not vielded data showing 1269

" Lombard Street is srgn:hcant in this area A dfstr:ct which is e!zgzb!e for assocnatron w;th
:mporian{ architects would not mcfude 1269 Lombard Street, and therefore the proposed
project would not affect such a drstnct ' : o o él _
Sagmficance under Crltenon 3 for cottages placed hlgh on the ha!is:de at the rear of the R
lot would meet the California Register standard if this szhng charactenst!c werea

' ssgmhcant des:gn theme distinict from the &gmhcance of the !arger district Wllham v _
) Kostira surveyed The developmen{ of ih@ westem slope of Russaan Hilf drd mc!ude B

smail siructures and mformal dense lot coverage related to the economic crrcumstances

_ L MDPR 523 1215 Lombard Street ‘e SRR Sty
Frederie Knapp Architect R C9nL2009 . R _'pagéS_ N
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of property owners and the steép terrain. The rear structures on Lombard Street in Block
501 are at 1215, 1241, 1249-1251, 1261, 1265, and 1275 Lombard Street. The last
properly, however, is continuous with the front building on its lot and is very recent. 1241
Lombard Street Was built in 1954 and could not contribute to significance for the
development of the area. Theoretically, a district could therefore include seven lots from
1215 Lombard Street to 1269 Lombard Street. (Thé easlernmosi lof in the district would
be 1215 Lombard Street; while a much smaller district with its easternmost property at
1249-1251 Lombard Street would be significant, it would erroneously omit the property
at 1215 Lombard Street even though it strongly shares the characteristics which underlie
the district.) For 1269 Lombard Street 1o be included, the subject property would have to
contribute to the significance of the district, because a non-contributing property cannot

form the district boundary.

The smaller district would therefore consist of eight lots, five of which would have historic
cottages at the rear. But there are reasons 1269 LLombard Qtreet would not contribute to
the district: .

» The cottage was expanded in the 1980s and its street facade was entirely
replaced, irhpairing its significancé as a design associated with the development .
of Russian Hill and then greatly further irmpaired when the coltage was partially

| demolished in the 1990s; |

s The siting of the cottage interrupts the mid-lot open space, reducing the degree

to which it follows the development pattern in the district

e The cottage is the only étpucture on the lot, which also weakens its association
with the development pattern of dense lot coverage, as all the other properties
convey the historic practice of building structures of limited size on much of the
lot area to take advantage of available land while dealing with the steep terrain in
a simple and practical way;

» The front of the lot was excavated in the 1990s, impairing the inlegrity of the site
so that the hillside is no longer visible and there is no connection between the

cotlage and the street.

ltis poSsible a smaller district could be nominated to the California Registér instéad of
the Wesltern Slope of Russian Hill as surveyed by William Kostura. But such a dislrict
would not include 1269 Lombard Street as a contributing properly, because the existing
cottagé was heavily altered in the 1980s and partially demolished in the 1990s and the

Frederic Knapp Architeet 9209 - . page?
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hillside has been excavated 5eyon,d recognition. Development of 1271-1275 Lombard
Street has made it impossible to restore the site, which did not follow the pattern of the
district in any case. Therefore, 1269 Lombard Street is not a contributor to a smaller
potential district and could not be rehabilitated to regain historical integrity and become
one. Its location at the edge of the potential district means that as a non-contribuling
property, it cannot be included within the district boundaries. Thé subject property thus
fies outsmie ihe potential district; the proposed project would not have an tmpact on this

dlstnct

4, Description and Development of Property

-« Discuss the stricture's character and hz’sfory.' What is the property type?
Is this a rare or unique type? Is the structure representative of a specific -

fype? Does it have specific historical associations?

Built around 1904, this building is an' example of the small cottages that é'ppeéred in the
Russnan Hill neighborhood at lhe lum of the century. The subject building at 1269
Lombard Street sits at the upper rear of a steeply sloped lot, on the south side of
Lombard Street between Polk and Laikin Streels. Lombard Street runs west 1o east and
rises sharply tbv?ard Larkin Street. The lot is 112 feet deép and tweﬁty 25 feet wide.”
The structure sits at tﬁe rear of the lot, 55 feet back from Lombard Street and rises
approximately 45 to 55 feet above the street cﬁrb. supported by a series of concrete
retaining walls. Behind the house is a yard which is surrounded on three sidés by
concrete retaining wals; the hill rises to the south of the yard: The north elevation has o
six windows, five on the upper floor, and one smaller offset windows on the lower fevel.
The front entrante is near the cénter of the haﬁh elevation. A large opening resulting :
from major demom;on in recent years exists to the west, and exposes the s;dsng of the
lower levels and the house on the adigcent ot to the west. This opening runs from the -
north to the south elevation of the first floor, but the grade condstlon flrst floor wall, and
soffit/ceiling condition have all been modified and partlally removed The shingles and .

trim on part of the first ﬂoor wali match the o’(her three eievattons There is no !onger an S

]

' _' :' 15 D:sueuonary Rcwew App[:canon Bm[dmg Pemnt Apphcaimn 971 12965

Fredecie’ K;np;; \rclntc« L 9!11/7009 e o : A page 10 e
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- exterior front staiMay, and access to the cotlage from the front of the lot is not poésib!é
because of the sharp drop created by the retaining walls. ’

The block of Russian Hill bounded by Lombard, Larkin, Greenwich, and Polk Streets
was saved from the Fire in 1906 by an enterprising neighbor and “a large quantity of
vim'agar."?6 Though many of the surrounding residences on other blocks were lost, the
18 houses on the 1200 Bléck of Lombard were all spared.*” The stéep slopes between
the houses on this part of Russian Hill and downtown made access difficult. Mass
transit, in the forrﬁ of Andrew Hallidie's Clay Street Cable Railroad in 1873, hastened
development of the area. By 1874, a horsecar service had been added to reach the

higher areas, and the neighborhood began to expand.'®
+ What aspects or elernents add to or are centraf to its im;ﬁortance?

© The structure at 1269 _LOmbard Street is most significant for the early 60nstruction date

— and association with the surrounding Russian Hill neighborhoods as one of the earliest ~
structures. Though 1269 Lombard Street is not within the boundaries of a historic or
conservation district, it would be considered a significant building if it a district with these
associations included this site. The house at 1269 Lombard Street is a small residential
cotlage, representing an early iype of single family house as well as a pre-1906

struciure,

Though 1269 Lombard Street has many similarities 1o the "little houses" on Russian Hill,
~ the fact that this siructure was bui!t hefore the 1906 earthquake excludes it from this

- group. The “fitle houses™ were built on Russian Hill in the years following the 1906
Earthquake, when emergency funds were distributed. The grander houses that had
stood on other parls of Russian Hill were replaced with simple cottages built from these

refief funds.'®

16 Kostura, William, Historic Context: CGA Strategies. 1269 Lombard Street.
"7 Tbid.

* Toid.

' The Little louse Commiitee, hitp:/Awww thicorg/historynorth stopelLhtm!

" Frederic Kaapp Architect 9/11/2009 ‘ page 11
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« Whal periods of history are relevant for the historical resource

defermination?

The years just prior to the 1906 San Francisco Earthquake and Fire, the years in which
Russian Hill developed as a neighborhood, and the years immediately fo!!owmg the San

Franc:sco Farthquake and Fire, are most important for this structure.

» Describe the exterior materials, exterior featur‘es,' building interior, the

setting of the building and its sile.

The subject building at 1269 Lombard Street sits at the upper rear of a steeply sloped
lot, on the south side of Lémbard Street. Set back 55 feet into the lot, the sméii 130 year
old cottage rests upon a rebuilt concrete foundation,_suppoﬁed by piiings.z‘) The lotis
112 feet deep and 25 feet wide.” .

Tﬁe cbtiage at 1269 Lombard Street, according“to the City of San Francisco Assessor
Recorder Real Property Card, is 2813 é'quare feet‘tolal.” Through the front entrance, a
haliway runs the length of the lower level, with a stairwell o the upper fioor to the east of
the vestibule. The lower hallway to the rear of the house opens onto the open bay at
west side of the first floor created by relatively recent demolition. Further down the
hallway is a bathroom on the north side and at the end of the hall is a second bath. The
two bathrooms have simitar modern tifing and plumping. The floor, wall, and ceiling .
surfaces:; interior doors; trin; and mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems appear

to be fairly recent.

The upper floor, reached by a modern stairway from the front enfranceway, opens toa
large main room with a kitchen at the rear. The west wall bears a large openmg that
apparantly once held a window, bui no longer does. A room with a Iarge skyitght adjoins
the main room on the east. Thereis a large bathroom, with water closet whirlpootl bath
and sink at the southeast corner of the upper floor. It has a wmdow which looks out to

the rear yard.

™ CGA Stategies. 1269 Lombard Stréet; Letter to President Chinchilla
2 Diseretionary Review Application, Building Permit Application 97112965

Frederie Knapp Architect o L gy o Sl e :imge‘zz o
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The kifchen area is marked by an island counter, and has a modern built-in refrigerator
and paniry along the wall east wall separating it from the bathroom. The south (rear) wall
has a window as well as a door with a transom, Like the lfower floor, the upper level has

_ho visible interior materials or features which appear to be more than 40 years old.

- There is a structure similar to 1269 Lombard af the back of the adjacent lot to the east,
listed al 1265 Lombard Street; the cottage was built in 1877, To the west of the subject
lotis 127n1~1 279 Lombard Street; the front building was constructed in 1876, but moved
to its current location around 1899; the rear building is new construction.” William
Kostura .notes that the shingles on the front structure of the western lot, which are similar
to those on 1269 Lombard Street, were added in 1912 In general, the neighborhood is
a mixture of singte-and multi- family resudences The older houses on the block are

“comparable in age to 1269 Lombard Street.
Description of any Change in Conditions on the Subject Properly Since November 2007

Engineers Charles Bloszies and Albert Urrutia recently prepared statements about the
“existing structural condition of the building.”® The engineers do not report a significant

change in the physical stebility of the structure since the first draft of this report. The

shoring is minimally stable now, as it was when originally installed as ternporary shoring

-~ a bad situatior that has not gotten significantly worse. As noted in the Soundness
Report datéd June 5, 2009, the building at 1269 Lombard Streei was in a state of

disrepair and suspended construction, Thé report notes ihat the building overall is.
“substandard and unsound.” The 2009 evaluation is consisient with the condition of the

property at the site visit in November of 2007.

There has been no additionai shoring or work done fo the excavated portion of the lot.

The shoring instafled in the 1990s was femporary and therefore it can be assumed it has

2 Cuy and County of San Francisco; Reai Property Record, 1269 Lombard Street.

3 All construction dates for uelghbonng house: Kostura, William. Historic Context; CGA Strategies. 1269
Lombard Street.
# ibid.
B Uroutia, Albert. Soundness Report for: Existing Building ar 1269 Lombmd Street San Francisco,
California. Santos & Urrutia, Inc. San Francisco, 2009.
Bloszies, Charles. 1269 Lombard Street: Freservation Planner’s Questions. Office of Charles Bloszics,
AlA. San Francisco, 2009,

Frederic K-uapp Architeot, : 9/11/2009 - pagel3
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likely deteriorated to some degree since November, 2007. The structure still remains
above the concrete shoring, at the back of the lot. The building is supported by shoring
that was intended to be tempbrary and is showing signs of stress and decay. There is no

seismic support evident.

_There is no entrance Way or access to the building, excepting via ladder and the

adjacent properties. While no detailed report was given, it can be assumed that there ‘

has been some additional structural and interior deterioration due fo the continually
- exposed western portion of the building. Conditions can be expécied to worsen rather
than stabifize or improve. This cannot be quantified, however, as the observations in
2007 did not measure the degree of deterioration precisely eﬁough tc make a

comparison.

Most importanily, it should be noted from the engineers’ reports that the instability and

detenoration of the building are not the result of long-term, cumulative neglect or faalure :

of the building structure or weather envelope. The building, its site, and its foundations
were modified in the 1990s —as a kefnporary phase - during the construction project for
1271-1275 Lombard Street which then had the same owner as 1269 Lombard Street
Apphcattons were filed o demolish 1269 Lombard Street and replace it with new
. construchon The secend project never occurred, and 1269 Lombard Street was
abandoned on a site with shoring that was intended to be {emporary an mcompiete
foundat:on, missing walls, and temporary wood cribbing and steel shoring supporting the
second floor. The engineers"reporﬁs’describe in detail how this condition could not have
been intended to be permanent and was madequate in some serious respects even
temporan!y The work in the' 1990s can be characterized as a combinahon of temporary
stabilization and the preliminary phases of demohnon, the building remains in that

condition, as it was in November, 2007.

lysis of Whether the Building s More or Less Stable Today ae Compars

E¥ ] Vies O e WO RGBT AL

The engineers did not perform’ a similar study" in 2007, nor did the pres'e'rvatio'n_'

consuttant i is therefore not poSSIbie o document in what specaf:c way, or to what

degree, the busidmg is less siable than |t was in November 2007. But the engtneers L

Frederie Knni)p Architest - R '9/111.2013“') c . ' o - page 1L .
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report makes clear that from the ime both the site and building were partially rermoved

in the 1990s, neither has been stable.

v« What are the historic and character deﬁnfhg features thal make the

resource significant?

- The house has had many aitérations since being constrdctéd, but it was originally a
simple cottage. The roof trim shows the simple forms of the classical revival styte..
According to Bill Kostura, the two styles of rim used on Russian Hill when the building
was built were “Victorian or classical’ and “all were sheathed in horizontal style trim."*®
The front window trim also has elements.of the classical style, but the door, side

windows and rear window are all plain, and without ornamentation.

5. Significance
* Does the potential resource satisty any of the criteria for listing on the

California Register? Why or why not?

By virtue of its construction date and role in the development of Russian Hill, the subject

- property would be eligible to the California Register of Historical Resources as a
contributor td a potential district (if such a district encompassing this site were’
nominated) under Criterion 1, for a historical resource “associated with events that have
made a significént contribution fo the broad patterns of local or regional history, or _thé
cultural heritage of California or the United States." The 1269 Lombard Street house is
one of the oldest surviving structures on the block marked by Lombard, La_rkin,"P'oik, and
.Greenvﬁich Streets, is also one of the remaining sfructures in the neigh‘borh'ood that
survived the 1‘906 Earthquake and Fire. (However, the extent of the alterations to the
building have definitively eliminated its historical integrity; see below. Because of the
relatively recént, ovérwhelming physical changes, it is not possible to assess whether
the house might be eligible under Criterion 3.} The historic context for 1269 Lombard
Street is pre-1906 construcﬁon in San Francisco, structures which survived the

Earthquake and Fire, and the redevelopment of San Francisco in the years following.

% Kostura, William. Historic Context; CGA Strategies. 1269 Lombard Street.
7 http://ohp.parks.ca.gov

Frederie Kiapp Arvehiteet o 9711412009 page 15
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“ The period of significance can be described by the years 1875, near the date of
construction for this cottage and four other structures within the block and. 1920, the

year which the Davises shingled the structures which they owned.

1269 Lombard Street could be considered a contributor to a district significant for its
association with pre-and post-1806 development, if it had eﬁough overall integrity to
convey this éssociation- Since it no longer has overall integrity, 1269 Lombard Street is
not eligible to the California Register as a contributing building, or'as an individual

struclure.

 Expiore the chain of ownership to see if there is any association with a

significant person.

There are no known associations with significant persons and the chain of titie for 1269 -
Lombard Street does not reyeat any important or significant owners. bavid and Rosa
Brown compteted the house at 1269 Lombard Street in 1876. David Brown was a )
carpenter, and originally came from England. He first appears on the Census for San
Francisco in 1870, married to Sarah Brown, also from Engtand. Her occupation is listed
as “keeping house” while Rosa Bailey, also listed at the same residence, is listed as
f‘domeétic.”za Ten years later, the 1880 Census lists the Brown residence at Lombard
Street; and Rosa Bailey is now listed as Rosa Brown.""" Sarah apparently passed away,
and David Brown remarried, although there is no death record availabie for Sarah

Brown. The San Francisco Junior Leagu'e Survey of 1964 lists the contemborary owner
as Heloise C. Davis.® The eanliest building permits avaifable, for 1975, list Charles

Biackmer as the owner.

e Are there any associations with important events that have made a

contribution to local, state or national history?

There are no known as"s'oci'ations with 12_69 Ldrﬁbafd Street and any i_mporianf local,

state or national events.

© * San Francisco 1870 Census. wwiw.heritagequest.com
2 San Francisco 1880 Census

" Prederic Kvapp Arehireet - ; S 9112009 . Lo S . bagé 16 L
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s Are there any changes? If so, are the changes éasfly reversible? Do the

changes affect the historic architectural character of the resource?

The house at 1269 Lombard Street has undergone many changés, the majority of which
are nof reversible. The house was probably originally covered in horizontal siding, and is
now covered in wooden shingles. The shingles and the trim are flush to each other,

indicéfing that the shingles were added on without the original siding being removed first.
The shingles are present on all visible sides of the house, mciuding the exposeci western

side of first floor under the open space on the west sade

The flooring at the upper level is an oak strip 3-% inches wide, which does not appear o
be original. This wooden flooring is present in both the upper and lower floors of the

structure. The lower floor also has had modem carpetang installed.

The walls are gypsum board and not plaster, and the baseboards match the current
partitions, indicating that they were installed at the same time that the newer walls were
put in. The permit hiétory reflects that a new ceiling was built in 1975, and the permit
also bsts "replace existing wall” and it is possnbie that at thls time the baseboard was

replaced. ¥

At the place where a window has been removed on the west wall at the upper floor, the
siuds are 1-7/8" by 2-7/8” (actual dimensions), spaced 16 inches on center. Naifed
directly on them is 1 X 10" drop siding with nine inches to weather. There was no
evidence of sheathing. This construction appears to be quite old, and jibes with the
square nails observed in the cefiing of the open bay on the west side of the lower level,
The second floor decking is uniform 1X6 tongue-and-groove planking where visible from
the incomplete bay on the west side of the first floor. The joists are a mixture of nominal
- 2X8s (1-/2X7- actual) and full two inch joists. There is no rim joist, and some of the
joists have been lripled for support. Sqﬁare nails are visible, indicaiihg that much of the
-decking is probably originai to the structure. The interior structure of the vestibule is
‘pér’tiaiiy visible; it has modern framing and plywood. The stairway waé. altered in ‘197?

(permit #1121 18) when a code handrait was installed.

* Junior league Survey Sheet, 1964-1965 1269-1277-1279 Lombard Street.

Frederie Knapp Avchiteet L 9/11/2009 ‘ page 17
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The building plans for Permit 460740 mark the severe alterations to the building’s
footprint and call out the front addition to the house. The addition, added to the northern

front face of the house is clearly marked “addition” The dernolition of the interior and

exterior stairs is also marked on the plén.32 The additions to the siructure creale an

entirely different shape thah is pre’sent on all the Sanborn Insurance Maps for 1269

Lombard Streét. The Sanborn Insurance maps indicate that the building is “L" shaped

with the ionger fagade of the house running north to south > The original entrance to the

house would have been aleng the eastern fagade, set back from the front of the house, .

These stairs were demolished in 1980, when the addltion was built onto the house With

the addition, the footprint become rectangular in shape. The addition altered the entire

front of the house, as well as the point of entry.

The full available building permit history can be seen below in Table 1.

Table 1. Building Permit History, 1269 Lombard Street

L4 T
ke PO

©UB1Z

Date Work Contractor Owner Permit No.
7!1‘8!1 975 | Repair exlério} stair same Btackmer . | 449211
Level kitchén floor ' - This made a .
New plaster and board ceiling at _ c;'orﬁplete 2
2" floor. story out of
Install new kitchen and bathroom the 1% story
asplan. o structure.
5118/77 | Build handrail to comp%y wﬂh BBi “Owner _ Charies 703100
complaint #1 7489 o | Blackmer ,
4/a780 | Add downstairs bath Metamorphosi | Blackmer | 460740
Add interior stairwa"y. | | S is R o |
Construct new féuﬁdaiidn onSE |
_ 'corner&Ewall S | _ _ _ _ T
5/3/80 | Build bulkhead per plans Same_ Blackmer | 450764 |
Excavate and shore exqstmg | B A | -\
: foundatmns _ ' L BT e
7128180 New tong biock retammg walis and .S_am:.e _ | _B._Eackmér: 8004931
32 Sed Append!xI Buddmg Permit *md l’!ans #460740 ' .
.3 Sanbom Fire Insurance \l.ﬂp 1913, corrected o 1950 _
Frederic Knapp Architeet : p/w"oaﬁ_.' '
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1269 Lé:llbard Streot,

Date Work Contractor Owner 1 Permit No.
footing |
6/20/97 Add one floor {bath, deck) addition | Cancelled
inrear ' b
3!31 {98 Excavate to accommodate work at W_agner Const | Peinado 09805479
1275 -
6/17/08 Construct permanent retaining Wagner Peinado 09811276
| _ walls for temp shoring. Excavation ‘ |
10/8/98 Emergency revision- to retaining Wagner Peir;ado
walls _
1023798 Foundatlion repairs, underpinning, Peinado 09821808
construct retaining walls
4/8/99 Foundation Peinado 09904469
1218199 Foundation work- retaining wall Peinado | 09924444
215102 Retaining wall Peinado 2002020.J847
5 ‘
From No Original Permit. Alterations Built 1904 David and
Buitding began (recorded 1975) Rosa Brown
Card: {see census)
6. integrity

| Integrity is the retention of physical characteristics which allow a resource to convey its

historical significance. A resource can be historically significant, but lack integrity, and

thus be ineligible for listing in the California Register (of National Register of Historic

Places). Integrity is assessed in seven aspects, but is ultimately judged holistically either

to remain or to be lost. The seven aspects are location, setting, feeling, association,

design, materials, and workmanship.

This properly has lost its historical integrity. While ils early construction date and

association with historical patierns could make it historically significant, the extensive

demolition, addition, and site reconfiguration which have occurred in 't‘he pasl 30 years

fully impair the ability of the physical property which exists {oday to convey any such

associations. Whether considered by mass, square footage, volume, weight or visual

Fredecic Knapp Architect
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hzerarchy the existing physma[ fabric of this structure is mosliy guite recent, and even Hs

form and size have been substantnal!y altered in the past 30 years.

The cotlage at 1269 Lombard Sireet retains integrity of location, as it stili stands where it
was originally built: The site itself, and the lot on which the cottage stands, no longer has
integrity of design, setling, or feeling because of the retaining walls which have replaced
the hillside site characteristic of the original property. (The replacerhent of the hillside by
maésive, terraced concrete forms impairs integrily of materials and workmanship as well,

though they are not usually site issues.) The site retains its integrity of asscciation.

The exterior of the house does not retain its historic integrity of design, as it has been
impaired by the addition to the fult widlh of the front fagacfe of the house. Although
greatly diminished because of the retaining walls and visible alterations, the building
retains some exterior integrity of association and setting because of its size and massing
and its location in relation o the street and surrounéing buildings. The exterior has lost
its integrity of materials, workmanship, feeiing. The interior has been altered greally and
has no 'inte‘grity with régards to all seven applicable aspects. See Appendix I Réport and
Memorandum dated October 11 ®, which details the investigative openings and findings

from this investigation.

7. Context and Refationshi;:ﬁ '

- Russian Hill sits at the northern end of San Francisco, reporiedly named for the graves

of Russian sailors discovered there. The land was subdivided after the Gold Rush and -
during the early development of San Francisco, and most the buiidings there were
destroyed i m the Fire which followed the Earthquake in 1906. The rebuﬂdlng of the area
dates many of the structures to the years shortly after 1806. B

The district can be divided into five éubwareas. according to San Francisco historiar - -

William Kostura.®* They are as follows: the East Slope, the Summit, the North Slo'pe,:‘{he_- L

Hyde Street Hill, and the West Slope.** Thie West Siope is west of Larkin Street and

oM Koslura William. Russian Hill the Srmzmz! I8 53- 1906 Aene Pubhmuons (S'm I"lzmcasco I997)
35
- ibid. _ . B
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déveloped later than the rest of the district. According to Kostura, much of the West

Slope was not populated until after 19086.
Analysis of the Building Type. in the Area

The predominant building types on Lombard Street — and on the Greenwich and Larkin
* Street portions of the potential district - are houses, cottages, and apariment buildings.

While the great majority of lots have most or all of the street frontage occupied by

bu'ifdings, a substantial number have a front building, rear building, and mid-block open

space. This is most prevalent on the Lombard and Greenwich Street lots in the district.

8.  Project-Specific Impacts

What will be the overall effects on the potential resource if the proposed project is
carried oul? What would happen to character defining or amportant features as

set out in Section 2 (C} above?

The existing &uilding would be demolished, The propesed new structure would match
several important patterns of the neighborhood. (Because this is not a désignated
district, character-defining features have not been described and confirmed through a
review process, so on!y general similarity can be evaluated, not historical compatibility.}

. The front of the building would be at the property line, as most of the structures ih this
biock are: There would be an open space in the middle of the lot, aligning with the open
space in the lols to the east. The height and massing of the proposed structures are
similar to those of other houses on the block. While the proposed structure would have
wood siding and overall fenestration patterns broadly similar to those found on the block,
these features would be candidly contémpor'afy, and would not atternpt to replicate the

~older buildings nearby.

History of when the Emstlng Foundations Went in and Why, and What the Prewous
Des&gn Was, and Why This Is Betler from a Historical Point of View

As explained in the engineers’ reports, the existing concrete is temporary shoring; it

should not be described as building foundations or retaining walls. This construction

Frederic Knapp Architeet 9711720010 C 0 page 2l
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would not have been intended to last more than 20 years, and it was modifiéd during the
1990s project because it did not perform adequately. During the consteuction of 1271-
1275 Lombard Street, the owner of.both properties applied for permits to remove 1269
Lombard Street and rép[ace it. There were a series of applications, communications
among the developer, neighbors, and Planning Department and Comruission, and a
variety of designs. It is beyond the scope of this report to detail how the configuration of
the emstmg concrete compares {0 each iteration of the design then proposed for 1269
Lombard Street. In any case, the engineers’ reports of 2009 make clear the existing
concrete would not have been expected to remain in its current state as part of a

* permanent project.

From a historical point of view, the existing building at 1269 Lombard Street does not
retain integrity. William Kostura no{es this and does not include it as a contributing
properiy in the potentlal district.* The existing site is not mentioned in the Kostura
survey as a contributing portion of the district, and it is not compatible with the character
of the streets and landscapes in the district. The proposed project would replace the raw,
temporary concrete shoring with a f.inis'he:d buiidirig facade compaiibie with the district.
While it would not re-create the site’s original topography, the proposed condition would
match prevailing condition of the district in this respect, thus becoming more compatible.
The district is characterized by dense development of moderately-scaled buildings which
follow the topography. The hilly streets offer distant views of rear cbttages although
many of the cotfages are blocked by front buildings and are thus not visible'from the

curb at the sireet. Sweepmg views up open hillsides to small cottages at the back of !ots

do not characterize the district, and it is not necessary to create this condition in order to

make the Qeveiopmenf at 1269 Lombard Street compatible with the district.

If the proposal was carried out, would the remaining features be enoigh to refain

the historic significance?

The project proposes the demolition of the residence located at 1269 Lombard Street.
Therefore there would be no features remaining Because the existing property does not
meet California Register Cntena it does not have character—def nmg features or convey

its historical sngntf;cance :

* K ostura, pp 39-40 and DPR 523 form in appeddiées-_

Fredoric Knapp. Architent o o/t1/2009 - - - . : ‘;}agc 22 -
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g. Cumulafive tmpécts _ .
I the potentially significant resource is in a recognized district, what changes
have occurred in the District since it was désignated that are visible from the

resource?

1269 Lomb‘ard Street is not within an.establishe'd histdrip district, though it is located
within the general neighborhood known as Russian Hill. Thérg are several smaller
historic districts within the area, but the subject properly is not within any of the :

, estabtished‘ districts. Because this property does not have integrity, it could not
contributé to the significance of a district if one were nominated tc_)\ include this site.

- Therefore demolition could not cause an impact on the district,

If the potential resource is outside of a recognized district, is it of a unique, rare,
or increasingly at-risk type of structure, the loss of which would fead fo an

adverse cumulative impact?

i 1269 Lombard Street had not undergone such a substantial amount of alterations over
the years, it could be considered to be an “increasingly at risk” type of structure.
However, the amount of alterations have completely impaired the integrfty of the
structure. i the building stift had historic integrity, demolition could have an adverse
cumutative impact on the area as a whole.

Would the character of adjacent or nearby rated buildings or groups of buildings

be adversely affected or compromised?

1269 Lombard_Sireet no longer has historical integrity. New construstion at 1269
Lombard Street which-is genefaﬂy compatible with the context of the surrounding area
would not further fmpair ihe integrity of the area. The existing concrete walls are also
incompétib!é with the design, materials, color, scale, and siting of the surroundipg
context; new construction within the volume of the concrete wallé wo_uld not necessarily
have a negative impact on the hislorical integrity of the sefting. New construction could
mitigate the exi'siing iﬁcompatibi!ity of the retaining walls by replacing them with a
compatible buiiding and obscuring their massive expanse of crudely detailed concrete.

Frederie Knapp Architect ‘ 971 LI2009 . ' . p:'tgo:. 23
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While visual compatibility with the historic setting would be required in order to keep new
. construction from conflicting with the setting, creating a false sense of history with a
stiucture that imitates the surrounding historic buildings would have a negative overall

effect.

The proposed project would make the éubject lot more similar than it now is to the othérs
in the posited smalfer historic district, in that the buildings would no longer interrupt the
mid-lot open space, the placement of buildings at the front and rear of the lot would
match the prevailing pattern in the smaller district, and the existing void and concrete
walls at the frqnt of the iot‘would ba're;{)laced with a building. But even so, it'would not
make the subject lot contribute to the district because the buildings would be new. There
is insufficient documentary information to restore the integrity of the existing cottage, so
it could not be rehabilitated to regain integrity as a contributing structure. If restoration of
the original terrain were possible, the lot would still be anomalous and would not
contribute to the significance of the smaller district. The original circulation pattern

providing access from Lombard Street — which is a documented condition ~ could not be

restored (because of the 1990s development of 1271-1275 Lombard Street as described

above). Renovating the cottage only and not building at the street would make the
property confribute less to the smaller historic district than infilling the front of the lol as
the proposed project would do — ihodgh neither option would make the subject property

a conlributor the smalter district.
Cbmparison of the Bulk of the Proposed Buildings to Nearby Historic Buildings

The 501 block of Russian Hill is bounded by Lofnbard, Larkin, Greenwich, and Polk
Streets In general, the heighborhood is a mixture of sing!e and .'muitiFfami!y residences.’
_All the buildings on the south side of the block, along Lombard Street compensate for
the steeh east to west grade T[*':ough this is not part of a designated historic district, the

majority of § the he u!r§rnﬂc nn thig hinck ars r\n:-_‘!g{}@ structures, This hlock has heen
-

identified as a potential hlstorsc district e!lgtbie to the Galifornia Register of H:stonc .
Resources;” this potential district will be the reference for discussions of compatlblhty

and hisloric tmpact in this report There are some excepﬁons to the hzstonc pattern of

Frederie Kllil;l)}; Architeet - P o 9/11/2009.- _ _. S : - pﬂge?"l-' B .

518

e

TN

Ab bt e



Historic Resource Evaluation Report 1269 Lombard Street

nearby buildings, with newer and modem construction having occurred on some of the ‘
lots. H'owever, overall, many buildings on Block 501 have similar construction dales to
that of the subject property, 1269 Lombard Street, which was originally constructed in
1876 at the rear of its lot. * '

Unlike the other buildings on the block, 1269 Lombard Street has been significantly
altered and does not resemble thé original construction. The entire subject property was
altered éigniﬁcant!y in the 1980s; the building permit and physical evidence gathered
during investigations in 2007 show the street (north) facade was constructed at that time.
A building permit was issued in 1980 (number 8002947) for a remodel and horizontal
‘addition. The plans show the pre-existing front facade of the building was removed and
10-feet was added to the front of the building. 'In the 1990s, partial demolition of the
buuidmg occurred and the hillside in front of it was removed, with massive, temporary
concrete walls holding the earth in place. As part of the. partial demol:tlon, approximately
half of the entire first floor has been removed. The temporary concrele walls have been
in place longer than intended causing the building to severely cantilever resulting in' ,

permanent deflection and setilement throughout the building.
Lombard Street

At the west'end of the block on Lombard Strest, at the comer of Polk Street and
Lombard Sireet is a 36 unit residential apartn;\‘ent building. Built in 1928, the buiiding sits
on the entirety of its lot and is six stories tall. The apaﬁmeht huilding éccz}pies the entire
corner lot and fronts on both Lombard and Potk Streets. The buildings which.are listed
for lots. 71 and 72 share the next iot to the east on the block. The front building 1271
Lombard Sireet, was constructed in 1876-1899. The residence has three stories. At the
rear of the lot, a five story (2002) single family residence, 1275 Lombard Street, sits high
on lhe grade. The roof line of 1269 Lombard Street is currently lower than 1275
Lombard Street. '

*? Kostura, William. The West Slope of Russian Hill: A Historical Context and Inventory of Historic
Resources for Residential Buildings around Lombard and Larkin Streets. The Russian Hilt Iistoric
Resources Inventory Committee, San Francisco, 2006,

*® Historic construction dates for neighboring houses: Kostura, William. Hisforic Comau CGA Strategics.
1269 Lombard Street. ; San Francisco City and County Assessor Recorder’s Parcel Information Database:
San Francisco City an{! Counly Department of Building Inspection Parcel tnformation Database.
Isttp:fisfeov.org

Frederic Kanapp Architect : 91172009 page 25
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* The lot neighboring 1268 Lombard Street to the east also has tw§ structures on it. The
front residence, 1263-1267 L.ombard Street, was constructed in 1908. It is three stories_
high. There is a cottage simitar to 1269 Lombard_ at the back, listed at 1265 Lombard

Street: this residence was built in 1877.%

The next building to the east, 1257—1259 Lombard Street, was built in 1904 and has
three sioties as well. At the rear of the same fot, 1261 Lombard was built in 1876.
Although expanded and altered, the building at the rear of 1249-1251 Lombard Street

- was originally constructed in 1876; a more recent gafage occupies the street front of its
lot. 1245 Lombard Street is three stories high and 1239 Lombard Street is wo stories at
the_streei. Both 1245 and 1239 Lombard Street were. built in 1884, Behind 1239

- Lombard Street, 1241 Lombard 'Street was constructed in 1954 and has two stories. The

" last two buildings along Lombard Street which face north are 1219 and 1215 Lombard
Street. Both of these residences were built before 1900 1215 Lombard Street is three

stories and 1219 Lombard Streel i is two stones tall.

In general, the buiidings along the Lombard Street side of block 501 are two or three

stories tall and were built prior'to or soon after the 1806 San Francisco Earthquake and

Fire. A mgn:ﬁcant number of properties have a rear cottage, visible from public vantage

points in most cases. The rear residential buz!dmgs which Share a lot with anather are
smaller and similar to the subject property. Several lots have _oniy a garage at the front, |
“with the main building readily visible behind it up the grade. The buildings occupy most
“or all of the street frontage of the lots. While many of the front facades feature cornices
or parapets, the roofs of buildings on ihié side of the street are mbstly flat and are not

visible from the street.
Larkin Street

i generat,

of the residences are two stories high. The exceptions are the apartment buitding at ,_

9555 Larkin Street which is six stories tall (1926), 2525 Larkin Street (1927) which is &

eight‘s{qries tall and the building at 2543 Larkin Street(1903), which is three stories tafl.-

The residences along Larkin Street are all sitizated on the front of their !o‘ts;_ The

? K ostura

Fl.‘ctlet'i.('- Kunapp :\-:‘éhiiéht_ - B .‘HIHLZO(.]‘)L o . : . ‘pzig;e 26 o .

-

7

P

el

v
v
e

Pl

o



Historic Resonrce Evaluation Report . 1269 Lombard Strect

buildings also tend to fill their fots more, leaving less space for smaller secondary

houses or cotlages behind them.
Greenwich Street

The residences along Greenwich Street are closer in constructmn age to those along
Lombarci Street, The lots along Greenwich Street of block 501 also tend to have more
than one structure on them. The comer lot at Larkin and Greenwich Street has an
address'of 1310 Greenwich and is three stories high. 1342 Greenwich Street was built in
- 1984 and'is listed as having four stories. The residences and apariment buﬂdlngs are

more varied along the Greenwich Sireet snde of Block 501.
Polk Stree't

Polk Street is characterized by the two large apartment buildings. The apartment
building at the corner of Greenwich Street and Polk Street was built in 1890 and is four
stories tall. This building occupies almost the ehtirety of the Polk Street side of Block

© 501. At the corner of Polk and Lombard Streets is the 36 unit residendial apartment

building, which takes up the remainder of the Polk side of Black 501.
Analysis of the Impact the Proposed Buildings May Have on Historic Buildings, If Any

The propoéed hew construction for 1269 Lombard will not have a significant irhpact on _
the potential historic district identified by William Kostura. The proposed buildings would
‘consist of a new building three stories high at the street efévation, with a fourth story set
approximately 14 feet back. At the back of fhe lot would be a second building, three
stories high with a roof stair and deck. The two buildings would be 25 feet apart, with the
midaie of lhe lot open and mostly contiguous with the mid-f‘otlopen space which exists
| ‘on most of the lots to the east. The elevatjons of the front building visible from the street
would be clad in wqod shiﬁgles; facades not visible from the street and the rear building
would be board siding. The front building would have a projecling bay at the second and '
third floors and a garage door at the first floor. The buildings would have wood wmdows

simple cornices, and flat roofs.

PFrederic Knapp Architeet 91 1/2069 ' page 27
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The existing site condition at 1269 Lombard Street consists of raw cornicrete retaining
walls which rise about thirty feet above the curb level; the existing coltage and a variety
of vegetation dominate the view above the concrete, along with good views of the sides
of the front buildings to the east and west of the subject site and views of the rear
buildings. The proposed construction would make the subject parcel more similar to the
prevailing condition on the street, with a building occupying the full width of the site at
the streét, and a smaller one higher on the property at the rear but visible only from
distant vantage points or uppér floors of neighboring buildings. The form and massing of
the proposéd buildings would be virtuai!y’identica!l to the prevailing character-of the
district; while the buildings would be among the taller ones in the district, they would fall

well wi-thin the norrii in height.

'The proposed buildings would be simple and recti!ioear in design, with wood shingles |
and siding and wood windows, the two most common materials in the potential district
for these important elements; they would have simple cornices. The buildings would be
clearly contemporary in stylé but would follow the pattern of historic districts in many
respects, with moderate!y proport:oned glazmg, tradztsonai use of trim, and simple
massing. The district includes contnbuting propertles in the Etal:anate Stick-Eastlake,
Queen Anne, Classical Rewvai Shtngie and Spanish Colonial Revival siyles the
‘proposed buildings would took contemporary but would be particularly compatsbie with

the Italianate and Shingle styles.

' Seven out of the nine lots between 1215 and 1275 Lombard Street have structures at

the rear, and eight (all but the subject parcel) have structures at the front. Four of the

nine lots have a house or apartment at'both the front and the rear. The proposed project -

would‘_thus fit the patiern on thé block in having separate houses at the front and rear..

 The height and massmg of the proposed bualdrngs would follow the ne:ghborhood =
patiem as would the CondltIOﬂ where the rear cottage follows the topography and is

visible from vantage po:n{s in the street This reiat:onsth contnbutes to the way the

- small«scaled buddmgs in the b!ock respond to the topography of the hilt. (thie the: - _
~ proposed buufdmg would be lower than those on both sides at the front property hne the o

 recessed fourth floor would be VISabie from some vaniage pomts and wouid help

maintain the conhnu:iy of buxld;ng massos slepprng with the prof:ie of grade and streei )

The terraced successnon of front buddmgs ‘with'a second bunldsng visible at the rear on B o

T Prederié E\na[’l?:\rciumu! FI TR 9/1112009 C _: - page 28 Ly
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most lofs, characterizes the context. The existing condition at the subject site, a smz_ail
building set atop and at the rear of the lot, perched over a severely excavated void which

dees not maintain the original slope, does not match the other lots on the street.

Before the partial demoiition and excavation in the 1990s and before 1269 Lombard -
Street was significantly alfered in the 1980s, the subject parcet was both anomalous to
the paltern in the block and historically significant. The latieris no longer tn}e, as the
building lost its historical integrity in the 1980s when it was significanily altered, and the
site lost its integrity a decade later when it was sevérely excavated. If 1269 Lombard
Sireet were only rehabilitated and its site siabiiized, neither the bullding nor the site -
could contribute to the significance of a historic distriet or neighboring property. Neither
the building nor the existing site is cqmpaﬁbie with the context. and they do not convey

his‘toricaﬂy'signiﬁcant characleristics the property once had.

The stairs from Lombard Street to the cottage at 1269 went through what is now a
separate property at 1271-1275 Lombard Street. This condition changed with the
demolition, new construction, and lot split in the 1990s. This aspect of the historié
refétionship between the cottage and the sireet cannot be re-created. Another change in

. the context is that 1271 Lombard Sireet, the historic building immediately to the west of

the subject property, was significantly altered in the 1990s project. It was moved closer

to the street and the stairs on the east side of it were altered. Before that project, the
open space al the fronf of 1269 Lombard Street was continuous with that on the front of

1271 Lombard Street, with the circulation for both properties moving up the hill on the

side of this open space. I is not possible (o restore this condition, as 1271 Lombard

Street is practically at the property line and the circulation now runs inside the building.

Maintaining a small but non-contributing building set high above the street at the rear of
a deep slot of space (with the non-conlributing property at 1271-1275 Lombard Street
forming one éide) would be visually alien to the prevailing pattern of the historic
propérties to the east, and could créate a false sense of historical development. The
proposed project would replace the existihg condition with a development patlern far
more compatible with the historic properties to the east, while the propdsed'buildings

would be clearly contemporary and would read as later infill,

T Frederie Knapp Architect 912009 : page 29
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The existing buildings on the block all have some element of green at the street front,
ranging from foliage hanging down from a planter at a raised deck to mature trees. The
proposed project would have three planters near grade on the st%ef»;t and various levels
of plantings in “flower boxes” at upper levels on the front fagade, helping it to fit the
pattern on this sidé of the block better than the existing concrete void does. The stesp
é!ope to the east and south makes it difficult to locate living spaces near grade at the
front of the narrow lots in this block; garage doors occupy much of the building fa(;ade

© near g'rade on most of the lots. The proposed design would set the second floor
rgziativel_y close to grade at the uphill {east) side of the street fagade, minimizing the scale

of blank wall at the pedestrian level.

The proposed project would extend the existing mid-lot (not mid-block) open space
whE_ch characterizes the north side of block 501. Tﬁis configuration would extend views
within the existing rhid—iot open space and would allow more afternoon sun into it. There
would be a long slot of open‘space along the east side of the proposed buildings which
would provide accesé to light and air for the buildings at 1263-1265 and 1267 Lombard
Street.

The overall character of the design would fit the pattern of the historic propertieé to the
east while mitigating the most disruptive aspect of the existing site, which is the large
and excessively tall concrete void which visually overwhelms the small but heavily
modified cottage high at the rear. The property is not historic and does not cbnvéy the
physical charactenstlcs of the former house and sﬂe from the penod of significance of
the neaghborhood The proposed pro;ect wouEd add new. construction which is cfeariy

contemporary although deferentiai to surroundmg burtdangs followmg the paltems B

prevatlmg in the historic propemes to the east so that it would become a background part: L

of the context of Block 501 instead of being an eye-catching exception.

10, Mitigation

: Are there any ways fo ameﬁorate fhe pro;ecf~specrﬁc or cumufanve fmpacrs?
What affernahves shou!d be cons:*dered that would reduce or ehmma{e adverse

xmpacfs?
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“Since 1269 Lombard Street is not an historic resource under CEQA Guidslines, there
will be no significant or cumulative impact upon demolition. The proposed pioject would
be compatible with the development pattern, building scale and placement, and urban
design characteristics of the surrounding context and with potential historic districts
which have been identified or posited. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less
tHan signéﬁcant effect on hisf'oric resources.”'No mitigation is required. While'
documentation of the existing properly before demolition is sometimes proposed as a
mitigation, it Wouid not vield useful information or record historic conditions in this case
because of the significant alterations to the property in ihe 1980s and the partial

demolition in the 1980s.

11. Conclusions

The subject properly is nol individually eligible to the California Register of Historical
Resouwrces and could not be a contributing property in a historic_distric{. Demolition of the
exisling cotlage, which was partially demolished in the 1890s, would not cause an
impact on historic resources. The proposed construction of a.new house at the front of
the property and a second new house at the rear would be compatible with the urban
context and potential historic diskricts. The broposed project would have a less than

significant effect on historic resources,

Frederie Knapp Arehitect 9/11/2009 page 31
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Exluhit A:

Exterior and Interior Photographs

Knapp Archilects September 2009
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Tmage 1. 1269 Lombard. Street, from Lombard Stréet. Photo Frederiec Enapyp,
2007. ' '

' Image 2. 1269 Lombard Street frora Lombard Street, with concréie retaining
walls visible ag well as lack of front entry aceessibility. Photo Frederie Kuapp, -

2007.

. Knapp Architects B A o S_ép{erﬁber'zt)(}g:_
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Lmage 3. Detail of castern concrete retaining wall from abhove. Photo Frederic
Kuapp, 2007,

Image 4. View ol‘buildfhg sct hack of ot as seen from roof of 1269 Lombard,
Photo Frederic Knapp, 2007,

Knapp Architects Seplember 2009
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Image 5. Rear of 1269 Lombard fram adjacent structre to west. Photo Frederic
Knapg, 2007, '

Tmage 6. Rear yard from roof of 1269 Lombard. Temporary support beani visi-
Ble at lower left, The concrete vetaining walls which sirrotnd the pard on e
sides are visible, Photo Frederic Knapp. 2007. Co S

Knepp Architects .+ Seplember2009
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Image 8. Temporary support under the house, laoking north 1o Lombard Street.
Phote Frederic Knapp, 2007,

Knapp Architecis September 200¢
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Imagé 9. Passageway at first floor on the west side of houge. Photo Frederie ’
Knapp, 2007, Co
.}Tmagc 10. Passage .‘d’ﬂ}f. '_tlvi:th‘ ul,:'finish_éld‘ \#’#ﬂléﬁdiﬁg nto .lz'tjil'se:; ?imtd Prederié. .
e Knapp. 2007, ouoei L e
. Knapp Architects EER IR B . September 2009
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Image 11, Detail of wood shingles, visible at passageway at west side of house.

Phots Frederic Knapp, 2007.

rgles at passageway. Note that window trim and

Image 12. Detail of wood sl
shingles are flush, Phote Frederic Knapp, 2007,

Knapp Architects September 2008
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Tmage 13, Second floor frantiug, seen from helow at passageway. Photo Frederic
Knapp, 2007, :
I fm'wa l‘i* Infiﬁ al rear west wall of second ﬂaor, pr:m" mmhtmn m;known,: - o o o
Photo Frederic Knapp, 2001.‘ - e e S 7
Knapp Architects - .. September 2009
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Image 16, Lower hathroom detail: Photo Frederic Knapp, 2007.

Kﬁapp Architects
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Tmage }7: From vestibule, owsr floor interiok hallway, looking sourh to rear of
heuse. Phote Frederie Knapyp, 2007,

e E B
ey SN ;?\Q N
Image 18. Looking north ‘towards Lombard Strect from the rear of the spper ‘ :
floor. The voom and staivease are visible ta the right. Phote Frederie Koapp, - . '
o 2007, , o o L
o Knapp Architects <. '

C . september2008
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Linage 19. Looking out to upper floor from room seen in provions image. Rear
windaw snd the west side of the kitchen aren is visible. Photo Frederic Knapyp,

2007.

Image 20, Detailed view of former window at west wall of upper floor. Plioto

Fredesic Knapp, 2007,

Knapp Architects September 2009



Historic Resource Evaluation Report 1269 Lombard Street

Image 21, Upper floor, looking towards north towards Lombard Strest. Gpening
ou west wall that was originally 2 window visible at left. Phioto Frederie Knapyp,
207, ‘ : ‘ :

Image 22. Uﬁ*ﬂéf flaar, looking south. Kitclien area to the redr. Photo Frederic - :

Kuapp, 2007, - _ T A ST e

September 2009 -

Knapp Architects
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1268 Lombard Strest

Historic Resource Evaluation Report

Image 23, Upper bathroom . Photo Frederiec Knapp. 2007

Image 24. Uppeér bathreon, showing rear window, Photo Frederic Knapp, 2007,

September 2008

Knapp Architects
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Historic Resource Evaluation Report

1264 Lombard Street

Image 25. Center lot gardlcn‘ of 1267 Lombard te the east. Photo Frederie

Knapp, 20607 :

fmage 26. Roof 6£ 1269 Lombard Steeet. looking south to the rearof the lot.

Neighhoring cottage is at the left. Phioto Frederic Knapyp, 2007,

. Knapp Architects
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une 2000
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. RESIDENTIAL DEVEIOPRENT
17249 Lombard Sireet

June 261G
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SESIDENTIAL DEVELORMEHT
1265 Lombard Streat

Hovember 2, 2009
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RECEIVED

: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
I%gg}%?g%wfi 22 Deoember 2010 , 0 FRK%PE%CH
Angela Cavillo 20100FC 23 AHMIO: 16
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors | \\/;’/
City Hall, City and County of San Fg¥ngisco

324 Chestrwt Street
" San Francisco

California 94133 -

415 533 1048
fiosephbutlerghotmail.com

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: 1269 Lombard Street; Appeal of the March 11, 2010
Certificate of Exemption from Environmental Review

Dear Ms. Cavillo:

John and Mary Horvers, and the Little House Committee;
representing concerned residents citywide and in the historic
West Slope of Russian Hill neighborhood surrounding 1269
Lombard Street, appeals the California Environmental Quality -

“Act (CEQA) Categorical Exemption granted by the San

Francisco City Planning Department for the demolition and new
construction at 1269 Lombard Street. ‘Our appeal before the
Board of Supervisors will show that the San Francisco City
Planning Department improperly granted the
Exemption/Exclusion, for the following reasons:

® The conclusions drawn by the Piahning {)ep'artment‘s

Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) review, based upon the
opinion of a consultant hired by the developer, contradict or
ignore known facts about the character of the subject property.

8 Existing surveys, both formal and informal, substantiate
the neighbors' assertion that the subject property contributes to
a) the dominant character of the neighborhood, and b) a
potential historic district.

@ The Categorical Exemption does acknowledge the
significant historic context of the neighborhoeod, yet ignores the
effects of the demolition on the potential historic district.

@ Based upon preexisting expert opinion as well as the .
Planning Department's own past actions asserting that the
subject house, lot and appurtenant structures are among the
contributory buildings to the neighborhood, The fair argument

- 558
MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS



standard requires another document than a Categorical
Exemption, when éxperts disagree as to the effect of a prOJect
on an historic resource, as defi ned by CEQA.

With this Exemptaon, the Department of Planning accepted the .
developer's “results oriented” attempt to legitimize the
demolition of a formerly habitable structure, laid waste by the
project sponsor. In the process of allowing this demolition, the
Department ignores the overall negative effect of the prOJect on
the potential hlstoric district that esists here.

For these reasons we appeal the granting of a Categorlcal

Exemption by the San Francisco City Planning Department for.

the 1269 Lombard Street project. We respectfully request that

the San Francisco Board of Supervisors send the demolition

and construction permit applications back to the Planning

Department with specific recommendations that an exemption
-~ not be granted in the future. :

“Sincerely,

?W/WMV

F.Joseph Butler, AlA
Little House Comm:ttee

encl. Check copy of the Certificate
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SAN FRANC!SCO

. : ' e 1650 Mission 5t.
Certificate of Determination . Suite 400
. : " _ San francisco,
Exemption from Environmental Review Y
. ; Reception:

: Casiz No... 200“9.94435 » N : o . 415.558.5378
Project Title: 1269 Lombard Street - . ' ‘
Zoning: RH-Z (Residential, House, Two-Family) . ' ;*f:% 5586409

' 40-X Height and Bulk District _ o
 BlockiLot: 0501/023 Planning
- ' Informatica:
Lot 'Stzg . 2,812.5 square feet ‘ 415558 6377
Project Spomsor: M. Brett Gladstone, Gladstone & Assomates
' (415) 434-9500 ‘
Staff Contact: Shelley Caltagirone — (415) 558-6625

shelley caltagirone@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-tall, 975-

. - square-foot house and construction of two new single-family residential buildings, located at the front. '
and rear of the lot. The front building would be a four-story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133-square-foot house and the
rear building would be a three-story, 30-foot-tall, 1 882wsquéredfoot house. The two buildings would be
separated by Y a roid-lot, 25-foot-deep courtyard. The buildings wouid share a street entrance, an entry
(See next page.)

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Classes 1 and 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(1)(1) and 153063(a).
REMARKS:

(See next page.)

DETERMINATION:

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

/,%// P Plete /’/ Qa/&

Bill Wycko Date
Environmental Review Officer

cc: Redwood Investors VIH, Owners Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
Brett Bollinger, MEA Division Distribution List
Shelley: Caltagirone, Preservation Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List

Supervisor Alioto-Pier, District 2

561



Exemption from Environmeriat Review ' S - Case No. 2009.0412E
' ' 1338 Filbert Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

stair, and a three-car garage located at the ground level of the frot building. The front building would be
accessed by an entrance at the third floor level of the shared stair and the rear building would be accessed
by a path leading from the shared stair and through' the mid-lot courtyard. The property currently
contains no parking. The project would provide three ‘parking spaces in the ground-floor garage (one
independent space and two tandem spaces accessed by a car lift). The project site is located on a block
bounded by Polk, Greenwich, Larkin, and Lombard Streets in the Russian Hill 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 not a historical resource. The subject property contains a;singie—family, ‘two-
story house constructed in 1876. The subject property was evaluated by the Junior League of San
Francisco in 1976 and was noted as extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic
resource surveys or listed on any local, state or national registries. The building is considered a “Category
B” (Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review) property for the purposes of the Planmng
Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures. As described 'in the
Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Memorandum! (attached), the 1269 Lombard Street property does .
not appear to be eligible for listing on the California Register. Although the subject building is located
‘within. an area that is potentially eligible.for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 (Event) '
and Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a historic district, the building does not retain sufficient historic integrity
of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its association with the district.
Therefore, the building does not contribute to the historic significance of the district and cannot be

considered a historic resource. _ : kg ok
. : Yo b @ P N T

Since the Planning Department determined that the property is not a historic resource, it was not
necessary to assess project impacts to the existing bu:ld:ng located at 1269 Lombard Street, The Planning
Department did, however, assess whether the proposed project d951gn would materially impair adjacent
historic resources, including those associated with the surrounding potential historic distriet. 1t was
determined that the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change to adjacent resources
such that the significance of. the adjacent buildings or surrounding historic district would be- materlally
- impaired. The design of the new construction would be compatible with the architectural character of
both the larger and smaller potential distrlcts thereby preserving the setting and feeling of these. .
resources. Specifically, the project design is compatible with the character of the nelghborhood for the -
followmg reasons: . ; '

. lhe proposeci site plan, with separate front and rear bulldmgs divided by a mid- iot c0urtyard _
would match the established block pattern and preserve a character—defmmg feature of the
.district. The front bmldmg wall would be built flush with the front property ling, similar to the

1 Memorandurm from. Shelley Ca]tagucone Preservatxon Techmcal Spemahst 0 Brett Bolhnger, Planner'= o
Ma]or Env;ronmental Analysxs Decernber 11, 2009. - IR

-

SAN FRARCISCO ‘ _ I ' : Lo o S e
PLANNIN(# nEPAH’fMEB‘T . - . T . - ) R A L .
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Exemption from Environmeral Review ' Case No. 2008.0412E
‘ ' 1338 Filbert Street

placement of tmost buildings along the street, and the rear building wall would closely align with
the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the property.

» The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat roofs, in
keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular massing.

» The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle
style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately proportioned glazing,
' restrained ornamentation, and traditional features such as a cornice and pro}ectmg bay to relate

to the Vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings.

A

o  The contemporary design of the new constritction would be easily distinguished from the historic
buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history.

s Finally, the new construction Wouid replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the site,
which detract from the character of the district.

The proposed project would demolish an existing single-family, two-story, 21-foot-tall, 975-square-foot
house and construct two new single-family residential buildings. The front building would be a four-
story, 36-foot-tall, 3,133- squar(awfoot house and the rear bm}dmg would be a three- -story, 30-foot-tall,
1,882-square-foot house. CEQA ‘State Guidelines Section 15301(1)(1) or Class 1, provides for demohtwn
and removal of a smgie—famﬂy residence. The proposed project would demolish ene smgleafamliy
residence, and, therefore, meets the criteria of Class 1. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(a), or Class 3,
provides for the construction: of up to three single-family residences in a residential zone in urbanized
areas. The proposed project would construct two new single-family residences in an area zoned for
- residential use within the City of San Francisco. The proposed project, therefore, also meets the criteria of
Class 3.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical eicémption 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. Section 15300.2(f) specifically states that a categorical
exernption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
. of an historical resource. As described above, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse
change in the -significance of the historical resource under Section 15300.2(f). Given this fact and the
nature of the proposed project, the exemption provided for in CEQA State Guidelines Sections 15301(1)(1)
and 15303(a), or Classes 1 and 3, may be used. There are no other unusual circumstances surrounding the
proposed project that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The
project would be exempt under the above-cited classification. For the above reasons, the proposed project
is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

SAN FRANCISCD 3
PLANNING DEFSNTIIENT ' -

563






H istoric Resou rce Eva luation Response 2580 Mission S
: ' San Francisco,
MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger CA 94103-2479
Project Address: 1269 Lombard Street )
: : ) Reception:
Case No.: 2009.0443EVY .
‘Date of Review: December 11, 2009 231}(5.558.6 400
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Shelley Caltagirone _
N T s . Planning
(415) 558-6625 | shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org A
) _ | 415.558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT Demolition [ ] Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolition of the existing single-family, two-story, 21°-1"-tall, 975-5f house

. and construction of two new residential buildings, located at the front and rear of the lot. The front.

building would be a single-family, four-story, 36"-3"-tall 3,133-sf house and the rear building would be a
smgle»family, three-story, 30"-2"-tall, 1,882-sf house. The two buildings would be separated by a mid-lot
25’-deep courtyard. Please see plans dated November 2, 2009 for details.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The subject property was evaluated by the }umor League of San Francisco in 1976 and was noted as
extensively altered. The property is not included in any other historic resource surveys or listed on any
local, state or national registries. The building is considered a “Category B” (Properties Requiring Further
Consuliation and Review) property for the purposes of the Pianm’ng Department’s -California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

“HISTORIC DISTRICT/ NE!GHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The subject parcel is 1ocated on the south side of Lombard Street between Polk and Larkm Streets in a
portion of the Russian Hill neighborhood referred to as the West Slope in William Kostura’s Russian Hill
the Summit.! The property is located within a RH-2 (Re51dent1a1 House, Two-Family) Zomng District and
a40-X Hezght and Bulk District.

The building is Jocated on a block that was largely spared from the destruction of the 1906 Earthquake
and Fire, resulting in a collection of buildings dating from the mid-19% century through the present. In
general, the West Slope of Russian Hill is composed of a mixture of single and multi-family residences
dating predominantly from the post-1906 period. 1269 Lombard is similar in age to the oldest buildings
in the area. A substantial number of parcels in the area have both front and rear buildings with mid-block
courtyards

Architectural historian, William Kostura, has identified the West Slope ‘of Russian Hill as a potential

! Kostura, William. Russian Hill the S'ummit; 1853-1906. Aerie Publications: San Francisco, 1997,

- www.sfplanning.org
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Historic Resource Evaluatii... Response . CASE NO. 2009.0443EV
December 11, 2009 ' 1269 Lombard Street

historic district containing 28 properties. The boundaries of this potential district are the two blocks that
are bounded by Chestnut Street, Polk Street, Greenwich Street, and Larkin Street. ‘Along the subject block -
of Lombard Street, Kostura has identified five propertaes that contribute to this district (1215, 1257- 1261,
1263-67, 1271-75, and 1299 Lombard Street). The subject property, 1269 Lombard Street, does not
contribute to this district due to its lack of historical integrity (see discussion under Section 2). The district
appears to be significant as a collection of pre- and post-1906 residential architecture containing a wide
yet cohesive range of turn-of-the-century styles (Italianate, _Stick' East-Lake, Queen Anne, Classical
Revival, Shingle, and Spanish Revival) with “fine detailing and traditional compositions.” The district is
also noted for the theme of Shingle-style houses and flats and the addition of shingles to 19 century
houses. The pericd of significance is identified as 1876-1928, a period representing the changing
. aesthetics in residential architecture of this portion of Russian Hill at the turn-of-the-eentury.? This Jarger
district may also contain a smaller historic district composed of properties designed by prominent San
Francisco architects (1263-67, 1257-61, and 1239-41 Lombard Street). This potential district is immediately
adjacent to the subject property to the east, but does not include 1269 Lombarci Street.?

1. . California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a bmldmg 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 informationis needed. (This determinntion for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data 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 bmldmg are
attached.}

Event:or - Yes D No D Unabile to determine
Persons: ox o [ ves No [ ]Unable to determine
Architecture: or KYes [ INo [ ]Unableto determine
Infoxmatlon Potential: I:I Further investigation recommended.

District or Confext: X Yes, may contribute to a potential district or s;gmfmant context
If Yes; Period of significance: 1876-1928 ~

The ‘subject building located at 1269 Lombard Street appears to. be located within an area that is
eligible for listing on the California Register under Criterion 1 (Event) and Criterion 3 (Architecture).
Although 1269 Lombard Street was built within the period of significance (1876) for the potential.

~ historic district, it no longer retains historical integrity from the period (see discussion under Section-
2). Below is a brief, descnptlon of the subject property’s historical significance per the criteria for
inclusion on the California Register. This summary is based upon the Historic Resources Evaluauon' )
(HRE) report, dated September 11, 2009, provided by Frederic Knapp Archxtect (atta.ched) Staff
concurs fuiiy with the ﬁndmgs of the Knapp report '

e St Eiow vt e ot £ el fon dlaa & A‘
s ucnuu 3 It is associaled with evenis Hhal Have wwade g S’:&i!—if&tﬂ-’-l#b conis puun—iﬂﬁ i Ine OTeaa

patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;
Due to the subject building’s construction date and role in the development of Russian Hill, the

2 Ibld

3 Knapp, Frederic and Mehssa Ble;er sttorzc Resource Eva!uatzon Report 1269 Lombard Srreef Knapp_-'
Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2009 (p 7—10) L

SAN FRANCISEO T ST o : - 2
PLANMNING DEPAHTMENT B - o k N . ]
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1 'Historfd.Reﬁource Evaluatiun Response CASE NO., 2009.0443EV
December 11, 2009 V : 1262 Lombard Street

bmldmg would conribute to a historic district significant for its association with pre- and post-1906
development in this area of Russian Hill if it retained historic integrity.. The house is one of the oldest
surviving structures on the block and pre-dates the 1906 Earthquake and Fire.

i

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

The subject building has no khown associations with significant persons in our local, regional or
national past.

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;

Due to the subject building’s construction date and original form, the building would contribute to a
historic district significant for embodying the distinctive characteristics’ of pre-1906 architecture in
San Francisco if it retained historic integrity. The building’s small scale, mid-lot placement, and
shingle-clad, classically-detailed facade jdentify it with the early phase of development within the
area. ‘ o

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important i in pi"ehistary or history;
It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information 1mp0rtant to a belter
understanding of prehistory or history.

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 undey 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 sub;ect property has retained or lacks mtegnty from the period of
significance noted above:

Location: . Retains [:] TLacks Setting: D Retains & Lacks
Association:  [X] Retains [ | Lacks - Feeling: [ ] Retains Lacks
Design: - || Retains Lacks Materials: | ] Retains 1X] Lacks

~ Werkmanship: [ ] Retains Lacks

While the building and site are structurally stable, the building is overall in poor condition and
retains little historic integrity# The building has remained in a state of disrepair and suspended
construction since the late 1990s when a large portion of the ot was excavated and shored with
concrete retaining walls. At this time portions of the ldwer floor were also demolished, including the
entry stairs.’ The building was probably originally clad in horizontal wood cladding and is now clad
in wood shingles. An addition was constructed. at the front of the house in 1980, changing the
location of the original entry altering the “L” shaped plai to a rectangular plan. The hillside setting of
the building has been radically altered by the 1990s excavation of the site. The interior appears to

Urmt;a Albert. Soundness Report for: Exrstmg Building at 1269 Lombard Street Sarn Francisco, Calzforma
Santos & Urrutia, Inc.: San Francisco, 2009,

3 Refer to the Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Frederic Knapp Architect and dated September 11,
2009 for further information regarding the condition of the site (p. 14-13).

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEFARTRMENT 557



(5 (

Historic Resource Evaluation ..esponse _ " "CASE NO. 2009.0443EV
i)ec;ember 11, 2009 . . 1269 Lombard Street

consist of a modern wood floor, gypsum board walls, a new ceiling (1975.) and new stairs (1980).

‘While portions of the structure appear to date from the original construction and the building’s

Jocation and association with the adjacent pre- and post-1906 buildings are intact, the building no
longer retains sufficient integrity of design, workmanship, setting, feeling, or materials to convey its
historical significance. Furthermore, there does not appear to be sufficient documentary evidence to
support restoration of the building. '

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

No Resource Present (Go to & below.) ‘ D Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics whxch
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

. [[] 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 impaired. (Continue to 5 if the project is an
alteration.)

[ ] The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to5 if the project is an alteration.)

. ,Ch@xegtg.r:d.éﬁaing features of the building to_be retained or respected in order fo aveid 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 proj ect’s adverse effects. '

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

[ es No [ ] Unable to determine

The proposed project would n’dt Rave an adverse effect on off-site historical resources. Because the
existing building no longer retains sufficient historical integrity to convey its significance and
association with the surrotnding pre- and post- 1906 buildings, its proposed demolition would not '
have an adverse effect on the surrounding potential district. Furthermore, the proposed new .
construction would not have an adverse effect on either the surrounding district or adjacent

Tesources, such as the smaller potential historic district and individual resources identified in the
TR renort$ The desien of the new conshruection would }\9 r*nm?::hblp with the :_a_rr‘hlfef*h;rgl

A AaNES L= A 2D Siggi CRALRG L e wlR A AER

character of both the larger and smaller potential districts, thereby preserving the setting and feeling
of these resources. Specifically, - the ' project desstgn is- compatible with the character of the .
ne1ghborhood for the following reasons: :

¢ Knapp, Frederic and’ Mehssa Bleier. Historzc Resource Evaluatzon Report 1269 Lombard Street Knapp".'

" Architects. San Francisco: September 11, 2009 (p 7. }{))
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2009.0443EV
Decermnber 11, 2009 ‘ 1269 Lombard Street

The proposed site plan, with separate front and rear buildings divided by a mid-lot

‘courtyard, would match the established block pattern and preserve a character-defining

feature of the district. The front building wall would be built flush with the front property
line, similar to the placement of most buildings along the street, and the rear building wall
would closely align with the front facades of the rear cottages located to the east of the

property.

The height and massing of both of the proposed buildings would be similar to those of the
corresponding front- and rear-lot buildings on the block. Both buildings would have flat
roofs, in keeping with the predominant roof form in the district, and simple, rectangular
massing.

The architectural style of both the front and rear buildings would be a contemporary Shingle
style that uses wood shingle cladding, wood-framed windows, moderately proportioned
giazing, restrained ornamentation, and fraditional features such as a cornice and projecting
bay to relaie to the vocabulary of the surrounding historic buildings. - |

The contemporary design of the new construction would be easily distinguished from the
historic buildings in the area so as not to create a false since of history.

Finally, the new construction would replace the existing retaining walls at the front of the
site, which detract from the character of the district.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

Signature: m ) ‘ : Date: /- £ -20/D
Tina Tam, Preservation Coordinator
ol Linda Avery, Recording Secretary, Historic Preservation Cdmmi_ssion

Virnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File

Attachments:
11, 2009.

Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Frederic Knapp Architect and dated September

5C: G:ADOCUMENTS\ Cases \CEQA \HRER \ 2009.0443E_126% Lombard.doc
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Rod and Patricia Handeland
115 Octavia St. San Francisco, CA 941(

415-929-8617, rpihand@pacbell.net
To: San Francisco Supervisors :

From' Rod and Patricia Handeland, Owners of 1263-5-7 Lombard

In 1995 6 the two downhiil ‘properties from our 1263-67 Lombard home were sold. Two developers pmposed filling
neatly all of both properties with new construction. That set off rancorous interchanges between neighbors and
developers while the Planning Department attempted to ensure that plans were consistent with Planning Code as well as
responsive to neighbor concerns. This culminated in a Planning Commission decision, based on a last minute meeting of
‘a few neighbors ani one of the developers, while the other was representing the project at the Planning Commission
meeting.

Asthe nelghbor and property owner most affected, we were not included in these final discussions, even though we were
also the most familiar with the downhill properties. Until we purchased 1263-67 Lombard in 1975, all three properties
had been under common ownership for many decades. Uphill property owners who are less affected by 1269-79 plans, but
opposed them moved into the neighborhood in the 1980°s. As may be true with other rushed and pressured sessions with
no evaluation, the 1998 Planning Commission decision resulted in: :

»  Further, breaching of mid lot open space at 1263 Lombard. Mid lot open space was the single consistent charactersstlcs of all
uphill properties and was initially intruded in 1980 when the 1269 residence was extended forward about 25 feet at our
common property line by a previous owner with a building permit to expand and enclose an exterior entrance.

e  Continuing the easements that enabled access to 1269 and 1271-79 only through each other’s property.

o Maintaining the 1269 open front, which provided easy access to all mid-lot uphill open space and facilitated ongoing
trespassing, burglary and vagrancy problems.

= Limiting 1269 Lombard construction to extent that {i nancaa! viability became quest:onabie

All these deficiencies and limitations contributed to the deveioper default and gaping excavation and abandoned building
at 1269 since 1998. In working with Redwood Mortgage in their planning and extensive neighbor contact for several
years, we have been impressed by their professional approach, quality architecture and contractor, as well as their
considerate, patient and sensitive response to neighbors and Russian Hill Neighborhood Associationt. Redwood Mortgage
testified that with the extensive costs that have been incurred since their original construction loans, they will never come
close to breaking even, but feel an obligation to complete the project as tastefully and expeditiously as possible.

All the light, size, height, open space, access, historical and neighborhood character issues of the current proposal have
been long discussed and debated. Proposals were modified to both comply with Planning Code requirements and meet
individual neighbor and neighborhood concerns and preferences. Our views on each of these: important issues are
summarized in attached note to Board of Appeals. The meodified proposal has been approved by the Planning
Department. Thls led to near unanimous confirmation in both Piannmg Commlssmn and Board of Appeals decisions.

There are still concerns about completmg this project, such as: complemty of building on a steep hill; protection of
adjacent properties; retaining wall integrity and drainage. Our understanding is that these are Building Inspection issues
rather than planning or land use concerns. We believe it is time to move on to meeting those challenges. We expect that
Redwood and their contractors are well equipped and capable to complete this project as well as eoordinate their efforts
effectively with Building Inspection officials. This is important to us, since after the 1998 decision, work of prior
developers, to whom Redwood loaned funds, moved ahead without permxts resulting in significant damages, which
Redwood is committed to correcting.

Compie’smg this wmk as proposed will finally remove the 13 year blight and abandonment, replacing a dangerous eyesore
with a tasteful neighborhood addition. It is consistent with all uphill properties. It adds mid lot light, open space and
security to the benefit of all. With near unanimity of both neighbors and City on moving ahead to complete 1269
Lombard as proposed, we should look back on the thorough and decisive analysis of all relevant planning issues and work
Dow to ensure timely and effective completion and correction of this neighborhood problem dating back to the 1990’s. '

In conclusion, we fondly recaii the years when we met, were married in and tived in our 1267 Lombard flat. Through the
years since, our two sons have helped us maintain, manage and upgrade our Lombard property. Now that they are grown,
~ each looks forward to an opportunity to live there, just as we did before we moved a few blocks away for more space to
raise our family. .

Page 1 of | " Drafted by Rod Handeland Rggarding 1269 Lombard Proposal  Finalized 1/26/2011



Rod and Patricia Handelaﬁd
- 2415 Octavia St. San Francisco, CA 94109
415-929-8617, rpihand@pacbell.net

To: Tanya Peterson, San Francisco Board of Appeals
From: Rod and Patrlcla Handeland, Owners of 1263-5-7 Lombard

Subject: Support for 1269 Lombérd Completion Proposal and Reéar Yard Variance

As the uphill adjacent property owner since 1975, our 1263-5-7 Lombard units are most affected by the 1269 Lombard
(1269) proposal. Our two flat building in the front of our fot as well as our rear cottage lose windows, light and adjacent
open space. However, we strongly support the 1269 proposal as a sensitive approach to complete the 1269 Lombard .
unfinished excavation and abandoned building that has blighted our neighborhood since 1998.

The proposed front 1269 home is consistent with the adjacent two downhill and two uphill properties. This is critical in
that it provides a level of security to front and mid lot open space access that has plagued our neighbors with intrusions,
burglaries and vagrants. Like adjacent properties, the 1269 plans provide controlled access to the mid lot open space that
comprise the only consistent characteristic of all uphill properties on our block. In 1980 this mid lot open space was
breached at 1269 when the dwelling was moved forward about 25 feet along our property line without Planning
Department review as part of a Building Permit to add an interior stairway. This and other renovation resulted in the
Hist'orical Commission confirming this summer that the 1269 dwelling is not historic. - :

The proposal for 1269 restores this mid lot open space, providing increased sunlight to uphlil garden mid lot open Spaces
that originally existed before 1269 was expanded forward. It also restores the front of the 1269 rear dwellmg to ItS
original conmstency in line with the next three uphill rear yard dweiimgs :

The rear yard variance, which was recommended by the Planning Department and approved by the Planning ( Comrmsswn (
‘made this restoration to mid lot open space consistency possible. Since required open space exists from the 1269 rear

property line to Greenwich St, there is no change to mid block open space, just as behind our adjacent rear yard open

space also exists to the next street. The rear yard variance is also consistent with what is referred to as the 1998

Neighbor’s Agreement, which was signed off by Joe Butler, who is not a neighbor. It did not address our concerns as the. -

- most affected property owner and proposed even further mid lot open space intrusion for 1269.

I am particularly familiar with light issues relating to our cottage through maintenance and renovation to it. To -
dramatically increase the current light to our cottage lower level entry room, we planned to widen the front entry way:
That would provide the same light to an unused window as comes through the glass entry doors. To more than replace:

. any light lost from a west wall inoperable glass door, the 1269 developer agreed to add windows in the northwest corner:
of the entry room and the floor above. The 1269 déveloper was also willing to pay for installation of a skylight in the
deck above the widened cottage entry to bring in even more light to our lower entry room, A final source of natiral hght
to this room comes from the stairway which brings light from the full north and south sides of windows on the floor above
as well as from west picture window at the top of the stairs. This light source will ¢oritiniie regardless what is done with
1269. As far as we know, our nice but small entry room has never been regularly used asa bedroom by any of the six .
tenancies in the cottage since we owned it. ‘ : -

Unfor tunctwi_y for all ihe upnm neighbors with respect to mid iot light, another pian was submitted to’ appease our cottage
residents, which led to the current appeal. The original proposal would have restored the mid lot open space and light that
the 1269 forward extension eliminated. Even though the revised plan reduces some of the mid lot open space and e
provides less light to our cottage, we support it. The option of further delays or even no further. progress on oorrectmg the -
eyesore and danger of 1269 constmctxon and abandonment n 1998 is much iess acceptable to our nelghborhood

Pageloft .- g . _ DraftedbyRodHandeland el Fiﬁ'alized 1./26/201-1"'5'- e
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- Original Message ~-—

From: Rod Handeland

To: David Chiu

Ce: Mark Farrell

Sent: Monday, January 24, 2011 9:056 PM
Subject: 1269 Lombard Proposai

David,

We spoke after your comments at Laird Stuart's farewell at Calvary. You also may have met my wife PJ
who is an Elder and Stewardship Chair at Calvary. As owners of 1263-65-67 Lombard, we are by far the
most affected property owner by the proposal to complete 1269 Lombard. To ehm;nate the blight of an
excavation eyesore and abandoned building dating from 1998, we are in strong support of the 1269
proposal, even though we are the only property which loses light, open space and windows,

Attached are two one page notes summarizing our view to Board of Supervisors and the justification for
these conclusions in the note to the Board of AppeaIs itis not clear why after 15 years and dozens of
neighborhood and Russian Hill Neighbors reviews, two uphill property owners and a couple other
individuals still impede progress. However, despite Planning Dept, Planning Commission and Board of
Appeals approvals, we understand this will be appealed.to Board of Supervisors Feb. 1 meettng

The 1269 Lombard sponsor asked PJ and me to speak at that meeting. We will be happy to state our
conclusions from the two attached notes and answer any questions. If you could distribute the attached
to others on Land Use Committee, who should have this background, we would appreciate it, since the
Redwood Mortgage project sponsor only suggested sending this note and attachments to you and our
new District Supervisor Mark Farreli. ,

Regards,

Rod Handeland
415-928-8617
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which fime all mterested parties may

“attend and be heard

Date:

Time:

Location:

Subject:

Tuesday, Febriiatl'y 1, 2011
4:00 p.m.

Leglslatlve Chamber, Room 250 Iocated at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

File No. 101603. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
to the decision of the Planning Department dated March 11, =~
2010, Case No. 2009.0443E, that.a project located at 1269 ‘
Lombard Street is exempt from environmental review under _
Categorical Exemption, Classes 1 and 3 (State CEQA

Guidelines Sections 15301(1)}(1) and 15303(a)). The proposed.

project involves demolition of an existing single-family home
and construction of two new single-family homes, Lot No. 023

in Assessor’s Block No. 0501 {District 2) {Appellant: F. Joseph -

Butler, on behalf of Little House Committee)

Pursu'ant to Government Code Section 65009, notice is hereby given, if you,

_challenge, in court, the matter described above, you may be limited fo raising only those. .

issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered 1o the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public.

heanng

_ In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the " -
attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to

v
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" Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the

Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda mformation will be available for public
review on Thursday, January 27, 2011.

Angala Calvillo _
Clerk of the Board

DATED:  January 21, 2011

. s



City Hall
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94162-4689
: : Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
January 4, 2011

Received from the Clerk’s Office, Board of Supervisors, the amount of
Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00), representing filing fee for 126 Lombard
Street Appeal, paid by F. Joseph Butler, Architect.

Planning Department
By:

L‘\‘\“\SG\OM \\ ;

Print Name
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carliton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689 -
Tel, No, 534-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TOD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

‘December 30, 2010

F. Joseph Butler, AIA
Little House Commitiee
324 Chestnut Street

San Francisco, CA 84133

Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Revnew for Project
Located at 1269 Lombard Street, ‘

Dear Mr. Butler:

The Office of the Clerk of the Boardiis in receipt of a memorandum dated December 29, 2010,
(copy attached) from the City Attomney’s office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of
Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for the property located at 1269 Lombard
Street

The City Attorney has defermined that the appeal was f’ led in a timely manner.

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, February 1, 2014 at 4 00 P.M., at the Board of

Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Legislatwe Chamber Room 250, 1 Dr Cariton B.

Goodlett Place, San Francisco.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures 7 and 8, please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:

8 days prior fo the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to the Board
members prior fo the hearing,

41 days prior to the hearing: names of interested parties to be notified of the heanng

Please provide 18 copies of the documentation for distribution, and, if possubie names of
interested parties o be notified in label format.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Rick Caldeara at (415) 554-7711 or Andrea
 Ausberry at (415) 554-4442.

Very tru!y yours,
02, IB
Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

G . :
Cheryl Adams, Deputy Cily Attorney Tara Sullivan, Planning Department

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Altorney Nannie Turrelt, Planning Depadment

Marlena Byrne, Bepuly Gity Attorney AnMarie Redgers, Planning Deparment

John Rahaim, Director, Planaing Depariment . " Shelley Caltagirone, Planning Depariment

Scolt Sanchez, Zéning Administrator, Planning Depariment Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Board of Appeals

Bitl Wycko, Exwvironmenta! Review Oﬁjcar, Planning Department Vidlor Pacheco, Board of Appeals
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- Ciry AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO | OFRCE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY .

DENNIS J. HERRERA : ‘ MARLENA G, BYRNE
City Attormey : Deputy City AHorney

DIRECT DIAL: (415} 554-4620
E-MAIL: marlena. byme@sigov.org

‘MEMORANDUM

TO: ~ Angela Calvillo
- Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Marlena G. Byme g
Deputy City AttomeyW
- DATE: December 29, 2010

RE: - Appeal of Determination of Exemptlon from Environmental Rewew for Praject
Located at 1269 Lombard Street .

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by F. Joseph Butler, on behalf of John and Mary Horvers and the Lit{le House Committee,
received by the Cletk's Office on December 23, 2010, of the Planning Department's .
determination that a project located at 1269 Lombard Street is exempt from environmental
review under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The proposed work involves
demolition of an existing single-family home and construction of two new single-family homes,
The Appellant provided a copy a Certificate of Determination, Exemption From Envxronmentai
Review, issued by the Planning Department on March 11, 2010.

We are informed that on June 24, 2010, the Planning Commission took discretionary
review of the proposed project and approvcd the new construction, with the condition that the
project sponsor obtain a permit for the demolition work. We are informed that on September 30,
2010, aftera mandatory discretionaty review hearing for the proposed demolition (required
because the project proposes to demolition an existing residence), the Planning Department did

~ not take discretionary rcwew and approved the demoht:on ag proposed Accordmgly, the appeai
is ripe for review.

Additionally, we are informed that no building permits have yet issued for the proposed
demolition of the existing residential building, nor for the proposed new construction work,
. Accordingly, 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,
| © MGB’

‘cc: . Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Joy Lamug, Roard Clerk's Office
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Atiorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Aitormey
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department
Scoft Sanchez, Zoning Admlmstrator Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Offi icer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planming Depariment

" Ciry Haal - 1 Dr. CaRLron B. GOCDLET PLACE ROOM 234 - SANFRANCSCO, CALIFORNIA 94%02
", Receenon: {415; 554~4?00FA<:51M1LE (415} 554-4757 '

n:_\lundusg_\mbyme\bos c:eqc: cppec_ls\lZé? iombqrd tlmehn&ss.dcc o
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 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - o OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo ..
Cletk of the Board of Supervisors.
DATE: December 29, 2610

PAGE: 2 ' .
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 1269 Lombard Street

Tara Sullivan, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Shelley Caltagirone, Planning Department
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City Hall
Dr. Carltor B. Goodleit Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
A Fax No, 554-5163
“TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

December 23, 2010

To: " Cheryl Adams
" Deputy City Attorney

From: Rick Caldei

Subject: Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for
Property Located at 1269 Lombard Street, Block No. 0501, Lot No. 023

An appeal of categorical exemption from environmental review issued for property
located at 1269 Lombard Street, Block No. 0501, Lot No. 023, was filed with the
Office of the Clerk of the Board on December 23, 2010, by F. Joseph Butler, on
behalf of the Little House Committee.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categoncal Exemptions No. 5, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached documents,
to the City Attorney's office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely
manner. The City Attorney's determination should be made within 3 Workmg days of
receipt of this request.

If you have any questions, youmay contact me on (415) 554-7711.

o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney .
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney

Soott Sanchez, 7Qnmo’ Administrator, p!qnnm(}- ﬁpnarﬁmpnf

Bill Wycko, Envnronmental Review Off cer, Plannmg Department '
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department =~ :
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department -

Tara Sullivan, Planning Department - ‘

Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Planner - -
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