SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Review

Full Analysis
HEARING DATE JANUARY 27, 2011

Date: January 19, 2011
Case No.: 2010.0014D (demo) & 2010.0994D (new construction)
Project Address: 226 Cabrillo Street
Permit Application: 2009.12.18.3526 (demolition) and 2009.12.18.3527 (new construction)
Zoning: RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 1641/026
Project Sponsor: ~ Wing Lee
1403 Hudson Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94115

Staff Contact: Aaron Starr — (415) 558-6362
aaron.starr@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to demolish an existing one-story, one-unit building located at the rear of the lot and construct
a new three-story, two-unit building toward the front of the lot.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The existing building was found to be unsound at the 50% threshold; and therefore does not require a
mandatory Discretionary Review hearing. The subject property is located on the north side of Cabrillo
Street between Third and Fourth Avenues in the City’s Inner Richmond Neighborhood. The subject 2,750
sq. ft. lot is currently developed with a one-story, single-family house located toward the back of the lot
and a parking pad located at the front of the lot. The property is generally flat and at its western side
property line it abuts the rear yards of properties that front on 4" Avenue, making it a “key lot.” The
property is within the RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District with a 40-X Height and
Bulk designation. City records indicate that the structure was originally constructed circa 1906 as a one-
story, single-family dwelling. The Department determined that the subject building is not a historic

resource for the purposes of CEQA.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The surrounding neighborhood is primarily residential with larger apartment buildings located on the
corners and smaller one and two-unit buildings located in the middle of the blocks. The subject property
is located approximately one block to the north of Golden Gate Park and three blocks to the west of
Arguello Boulevard. The homes along this stretch of Cabrillo are primarily clad in stucco with
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Mediterranean detailing, however on the surrounding blocks there are homes that are clad in wood and

rendered in a variety of styles.

BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

REQUIRED NOTIFICATION
TYPE DR FILE DATE DR HEARING DATE FILING TO
PERIOD DATES HEARING TIME
October 15 2010
311 76 days
. 30 days | —November 13, November 12, 2010 | January 27, 2011 y
Notice
2010
HEARING NOTIFICATION
REQUIRED ACTUAL
TYPE REQUIRED NOTICE DATE ACTUAL NOTICE DATE
PERIOD PERIOD
Posted Notice 10 days January 17, 2011 January 17, 2011 10 days
Mailed Notice 10 days January 17, 2011 January 17, 2011 10 days
PUBLIC COMMENT
SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION

Adjacent neighbor(s) 1 1
Other neighbors on the
block or directly across 9
the street
Neighborhood groups 1

Please see the attached letters of support and DR Applications.

DR REQUESTORS

Stephen Williams on behalf of David and Mitra Tyree
690- 4" Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118

Rose Hillson on behalf of the Richmond Community Association
115 Parker Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D
January 27, 2011 226 Cabrillo Street

Issue #1: Proposed project is in violation of the City’s General Plan and Priority Policies to retain small
affordable rent controlled homes.

Issue #2: The building was purchased by professional developers with the sole intent of allowing the
property to deteriorate for an illegal demolition.

Issue #3: The building has been continually occupied and is in good condition; it should not be
demolished.

Issue #4: The building appears to be an original “earthquake shack.” The proposed demolition of the
existing building was not seriously considered or analyzed.

Issue #5: The proposed replacement building is inappropriate for the neighborhood, stark and modern
and will replace the existing building with a structure that is 4x the present size of the existing building.
The modern loft like design is not compatible with the neighborhood and the existing buildings.
Proposed plans do not meet Residential Design Guidelines with respect to neighborhood character. The
style of the new building does not match adjacent buildings.

Issue #6: The building is located on a key lot. The building does not propose a setback at the side
property line. Consideration was not given to adjacent building’s access to light, air, and privacy. The
scale of the proposed building is not sensitive nor in line with neighboring buildings.

Please see the two attached Discretionary Review Applications for additional information related to the DR
Requestors’ concerns.

PROJECT SPONSOR'’S RESPONSE

1. The project sponsors are not professional developers. Mr. Romeu Daluz has worked for the US
Postal Service for 27 years and his wife Ms. Ivy Daluz has worked as a teacher assistant with the
SFUSD for 22 years. They have both lived in the Richmond neighborhood since 1981.

2. The project should be approved as currently proposed because it is in compliance with the
Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines.

3. The choice of materials on the front facade of the building and the materials used in the front
setback are in compliance with the new Green Building Ordinance

4. The building does not maximize the building envelope, as it is only 3 stories tall with standard
10’ floor heights.

5. An independent consultant and the Planning Department both determined that the existing
structure is not a historic resource.
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D
January 27, 2011 226 Cabrillo Street

Please see the Response to Discretionary Review for additional information. Two Response to Discretionary
Review forms — one for each DR — are attached to this report.

PROJECT ANALYSIS

Issue #1: The existing building is a single-family house. Single-family homes are not subject to the Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance.

Although the General Plan discourages the demolition of sound existing housing; this building was
determined not to be sound housing at the 50% threshold. The General Plan also has a policy to locate
in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods (Housing Element, Policy
1.4), which this project does. Staff finds that the proposed project is in compliance with the City’s
General Plan.

Issue #2: The issue of whether or not the owners are professional developers is irrelevant. Projects are
evaluated based on their merits and whether or not they comply with the applicable Codes and
Guidelines. Further, for an illegal demolition to occur, the building has to be demolished without the
benefit of a permit from the Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection. This
building has not been demolished and the project sponsor is going though the required process in order
to demolish the building.

Issue #3: Staff determined the building to be unsound at the 50% threshold. This does not mean the
building is uninhabitable; “soundness” is an economic measure of the feasibility of repairing a sub-
standard dwelling. It compares an estimate of construction-repair cost called the “upgrade cost” to an
estimate called the “replacement cost.” Therefore, a building can be inhabited and inhabitable and still
found to be unsound. Further, Staff visited the site and did a walkthrough of the building and confirmed
that the building is in poor condition and that the information used to justify the soundness report is
accurate.

Issue #4: Staff did a careful analysis of the existing building and seriously considered the historic
significance of the subject building. Staff and the consultant who prepared the Historic Resource
Evaluation for the proposed project determined that the building probably started as an earthquake
shack; however, the building had lost integrity due to a series of additions and modifications. Please see
the attached HRER for more information on this determination.

Issue #5: The replacement building’s design, while contemporary, responds to its context in massing,
fenestration pattern, entrance and level of detail. While the front fagade material is a new material not
found on the subject block face, it is of a high quality and has been used successfully in other buildings in
the City. The Department doesn’t find that it is stark or loft-like. The Residential Design Team has
determined that it meets the Residential Design Guidelines. New buildings should reflect the time they
are constructed and not attempt to imitate past designs or styles. The proposed building is deigned to be
compatible, yet express a modern aesthetic.

Issue #6: There is a clear and established pattern in this area of the City of buildings on key lots that are
constructed to the side property line and do not provide side setbacks at the exterior side property lines.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D
January 27, 2011 226 Cabrillo Street

Further, the DR Requestor whose property is adjacent to the subject building has a sufficiently sized rear
yard, exceeding 25" in depth to the main rear wall, to allow for adequate light and air to their property.
Any loss of privacy, light or air is within what should be expected when living within a dense urban
environment like San Francisco. Further, it is incumbent upon any owner to understand their
development potential and that of the adjacent properties prior to purchasing a property, especially
when it is located directly adjacent to a significantly underdeveloped property such as the subject

property.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determined that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review,
pursuant to CEQA Guideline Sections 15301(1)(L)(1) and 15303(a).

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

e The Project’s massing/scale is appropriate considering typical development of other key lots in
the immediate vicinity.

e Rear yards of the adjacent lots abut the project, thus the project would not have a significant
adverse impact to light and air to the buildings facing onto a different street.

® Three-story massing, facade proportions, bay window and materials reference the immediate
residential context, but interpreted in a modern expression that would not adversely impact the
existing neighborhood character.

Under the Commission’s pending DR Reform Legislation, this project would be referred to the
Commission, as this project involves new construction.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

=  The Project will result in a net gain of one dwelling-unit.

*  The Project will create one family-sized dwelling-unit with four bedrooms and one studio unit.

= Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the
local street system or MUNI.

* The RH-2 Zoning District allows a maximum of two dwelling-units on this lot. This District is
intended to accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot,
and several of the surrounding properties reflect this ability to accommodate the maximum
density. The Project is therefore an appropriate in-fill development.

= Although the existing structure is more than 50 years old, a review of the Historic Resource
Evaluation resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or
landmark.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.

Attachments:
Block Book, Sanborn and Zoning Map
Aerial Photographs
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
January 27, 2011

Section 311 Notice

Historic Resource Evaluation Response
DR Application

Response to DR Application dated 1/12/11
Context Photos

3-D Rendering

Reduced Plans

Letters of Support
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
January 27, 2011

Design Review Checklist

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER (PAGES 7-10)

QUESTION

The visual character is: (check one)

Defined

Mixed X

CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D

226 Cabrillo Street

Comments: The subject property is located in the Inner Richmond neighborhood, which has a variety of

housing styles predominantly built between 1913 and 1940. The subject block face is short and does not

display a high level of visual continuity. The homes in the subject property’s immediate surroundings

are typically clad in stucco and rendered in a variety of styles, and some of the homes in the area are also

clad in wood with Edwardian Era detailing giving the neighborhood a mixed visual character.

SITE DESIGN (PAGES 11 - 21)

QUESTION

YES

NO

N/A

Topography (page 11)

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

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

Front Setback (pages 12 - 15)

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

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

Does the building provide landscaping in the front setback?

Side Spacing (page 15)

Does the building respect the existing pattern of side spacing?

Rear Yard (pages 16 - 17)

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

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

Views (page 18)

Does the project protect major public views from public spaces?

Special Building Locations (pages 19 - 21)

Is greater visual emphasis provided for corner buildings?

Is the building facade designed to enhance and complement adjacent public
spaces?

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

X

Comments: The subject property is a relatively flat lot. The front setback matches the front setback of

the adjacent neighbor to the east and is treated with landscaping and permeable surfaces in accordance
with the Planning Code and RDG. The rear of the building matches the depth of the adjacent building to

SAN FRANCISCO
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D
January 27, 2011 226 Cabrillo Street

the east and a 5" setback for the 12" 1-story extension was provided at the west side property line as an
accommodation for the neighbors to the west.

BUILDING SCALE AND FORM (PAGES 23 - 30)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Scale (pages 23 - 27)
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the street?
Is the building’s height and depth compatible with the existing building scale at X
the mid-block open space?
Building Form (pages 28 - 30)
Is the building’s form compatible with that of surrounding buildings? X
Is the building’s facade width compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Are the building’s proportions compatible with those found on surrounding X
buildings?
Is the building’s roofline compatible with those found on surrounding buildings? X

Comments: The building’s height of 30 is consistent with the height of the adjacent building to the
east and shorter than the other two buildings on the block face. The depth of the building matches the
depth of the adjacent building to the east and is compatible with the existing mid-block open space.
While contemporary in design, the building takes visual clues from other buildings in the neighborhood
including a pronounced cornice, a square bay window to break up the massing at the front fagade and
vertically oriented fenestration.

ARCHITECTURAL FEATURES (PAGES 31 - 41)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A
Building Entrances (pages 31 - 33)
Does the building entrance enhance the connection between the public realm of X
the street and sidewalk and the private realm of the building?
Does the location of the building entrance respect the existing pattern of X
building entrances?
Is the building’s front porch compatible with existing porches of surrounding X
buildings?
Are utility panels located so they are not visible on the front building wall or on X
the sidewalk?
Bay Windows (page 34)
Are the length, height and type of bay windows compatible with those found on X
surrounding buildings?
Garages (pages 34 - 37)
Is the garage structure detailed to create a visually interesting street frontage? X
Are the design and placement of the garage entrance and door compatible with X
gm:lalfslc‘g DEPARTMENT 8



Discretionary Review — Full Analysis
January 27, 2011

CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D

226 Cabrillo Street

the building and the surrounding area?

Is the width of the garage entrance minimized?

Is the placement of the curb cut coordinated to maximize on-street parking?

Rooftop Architectural Features (pages 38 - 41)

Is the stair penthouse designed to minimize its visibility from the street?

Are the parapets compatible with the overall building proportions and other
building elements?

Are the dormers compatible with the architectural character of surrounding
buildings?

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

on light to adjacent buildings?

Comments: The Department required that the building’s entrance be revised so that it was more

prominent and provided greater visual interest at the pedestrian realm. The subject block face is

relatively short and does not have a defined pattern of front entrances; the proposed building’s ground

level entrance is consistent with the mix of raised and ground level entrances on the street and in the

neighborhood. The garage door is 9" wide which is consistent with the size of openings on the street and

a 9" wide garage door is generally considered to be a minimally sized opening, particularly on new

construction.

BUILDING DETAILS (PAGES 43 - 48)

QUESTION YES | NO | N/A

Architectural Details (pages 43 - 44)
Are the placement and scale of architectural details compatible with the building X
and the surrounding area?
Windows (pages 44 - 46)
Do the windows contribute to the architectural character of the building and the X
neighborhood?
Are the proportion and size of the windows related to that of existing buildings in X
the neighborhood?
Are the window features designed to be compatible with the building’s X
architectural character, as well as other buildings in the neighborhood?
Are the window materials compatible with those found on surrounding buildings, X
especially on facades visible from the street?
Exterior Materials (pages 47 - 48)
Are the type, finish and quality of the building’s materials compatible with those X
used in the surrounding area?
Are the building’s exposed walls covered and finished with quality materials that

. . . o X
are compatible with the front facade and adjacent buildings?
Are the building’s materials properly detailed and appropriately applied? X
SAN FRANCISCO 9
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Discretionary Review — Full Analysis CASE NO. 2010.0014D & 2010.0994D
January 27, 2011 226 Cabrillo Street

Comments: The building details create a visually rich facade while using materials that are
contemporary, yet compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The window pattern responds to the
vertical orientation found in the surrounding neighborhood and is residential in character.

AS: G:\DOCUMENTS\ Discretionary Review\226 Cabrillo\Neighbor DR\226 Cabrillo St.case report.doc
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Aerial Photo
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Aerial Photos

Showing Established Development Pattern

Cabrillo St between 4th and 5 Avenues

Cabrillo St between 31 and 4t Avenues, Cabrillo St between 2M and 3 Avenues
across from subject property
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Aerial Photos

Showing Established Development Pattern

Cabrillo St between 31 and 4t Avenues

Cabrillo St between 2n and 31 Avenues

Cabrillo St between 3 and 4t Avenues
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission Street Suite 400 San Francisco. CA 94103

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION (SECTION 311

On December 12, 2009, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2009.1218.3527 (Alteration)
with the City and County of San Francisco.

CONTACT INFORMATION PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
Applicant: Wing Lee Architects Project Address: 226 Cabrillo Street
Address: 1403 Hudson Avenue Cross Streets: 4™ Ave/ 3" Ave
City, State: San Francisco, CA 94124 Assessor’s Block /Lot No.: 1641/026
Telephone: (415) 297-6493 Zoning Districts: RH-2 /40-X

Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 311, you, as a property owner or resident within 150 feet of this proposed project,
are being notified of this Building Permit Application. You are not obligated to take any action. For more information
regarding the proposed work, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the Applicant above or the Planner
named below as soon as possible. If your concerns are unresolved, you can request the Planning Commission to use its
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review hearing
must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, or the next
business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, this project will
be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date.

PROJECT SCOPE

[X] DEMOLITION and/or [X] NEW CONSTRUCTION or [ 1] ALTERATION

[ 1 VERTICAL EXTENSION [ ] CHANGE # OF DWELLING UNITS [ ] FACADE ALTERATION(S)

[ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (FRONT) [ 1 HORIZ. EXTENSION (SIDE) [ 1] HORIZ. EXTENSION (REAR)
PROJECT FEATURES EXISTING CONDITION PROPOSED CONDITION
FRONT SETBACK ... A8 18

BUILDING DEPTH ...ooiiiiiee e 2575 67’

REAR YARD ..o FA +37.5

NUMBER OF STORIES ... T 3

NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS ....cccciiiiiiiiiiece e, T 2

NUMBER OF OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES ............... T 2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to demolish an existing one-story, one-unit building located at the rear of the lot and construct a new three-
story, two-unit building toward the front of the lot. The proposed demolition requires a mandatory Discretionary Review
hearing before the Planning Commission per Planning Code Section 317. A tentative hearing date has been set for November
18, 2010, Case # 2010.0014D.

PLANNER’S NAME: Aaron Starr

PHONE NUMBER: (415) 558-6362 DATE OF THIS NOTICE:

EMAIL: aaron.starr@sfgov.org EXPIRATION DATE:
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response 1650 Misson .

San Francisco,

MEA Planner: Brett Bollinger CA 94103-2479
Project Address: 226 Cabrillo Street .
Reception:
Block/Lot: 1641/026 415.558.6378
Case No.: 2010.0014E _
Date of Review: May 7, 2010 o 58,6400
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Aaron D Starr
(415) 558-6362 | aaron.starr@sfgov.org ::?(;‘r?:;gt’ion'
415.558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT [X] Demolition [] Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project involves demolishing the existing one-story, one unit 929 sq. ft. building located at
the rear of the lot and constructing a three-story, one-unit 3,360 sq. ft. building at the front of the lot.

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY

The subject property is listed on the Inner Richmond Survey with a C+ rating, which is defined in the
Inner Richmond Survey as buildings that help to establish the distinctive architectural, historic and
environmental character of a neighborhood or district. According to research done by Tim Kelley, who
prepared the Historic Resource Evaluation dated April 2007, the Inner Richmond Survey, conducted by
SF Heritage in 1990, poses the question whether the building was a refugee shack, but leaves it
unresolved, citing discrepancy in dimensions from known shack types and the ‘unsuitability’ of the
building for a pharmacist's home. The building’s recorded date of construction makes it a “Category B”
building for the purposes of CEQA review by the Planning Department.

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on a rectangular lot in the City’s Inner Richmond District between 3 and 4*
Avenue. The property is located within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and a
40 -X Height and Bulk District. The immediate area consists largely of two- to three-story, single-family
and multi-family homes located at the front of their lots and constructed primarily between 1901 and
1931. The subject building, constructed in between 1906 and 1908, is a single-story, single-family building
located at the rear of the lot. This area of the Inner Richmond was included in San Francisco Heritage's
Inner Richmond Survey and contains buildings primarily with C or C+ ratings. However, this section of
Cabrillo Street does not have visual continuity and does not appear to be a part of an architecturally
based historic district.

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Department by the above

www.sfplanning.org



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0014E
May 7, 2010 226 Cabrillo Street

named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.)

Event: or XI Yes |:| No D Unable to determine

Persons: or D Yes & No D Unable to determine

Architecture: or D Yes E No D Unable to determine

Information Potential: [_] Further investigation recommended.

District or Context: [ Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context

If Yes; Period of significance:

Criterion 1: It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States;

The subject building appears to be eligible under Criterion 1 (events) for its association with the
earthquake and fire of 1906 and the reconstruction period. There is some evidence- such as the
construction method, vernacular style and evidence of the tell-tale “park bench green” paint- that the -
subject building started out as an earthquake shack and/or was constructed from materials taken from
other earthquake shacks; however only one of the boards uncovered during the selective demolition
was painted park bench green. Research also indicates that the subject building was constructed by
or for the original owner, David M Bertrand, when he and his family were displaced from the City’s
Tenderloin neighborhood by the earthquake and fire of 1906. This indicates the building would be
associated with an important historical event, the 1906 Earthquake and Fire and reconstruction and
may be eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1 for its direct association with these
events.

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

The subject building does not appear to be a resource under Criterion 2 (Persons). There is no
indication that anyone directly associated with the subject building was a person that would be
considered significant pursuant to the California Register or National Register criteria.

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

The subject property is a modest vernacular building that has been heavily modified. It does not
appear to be a resource under Criterion 3 (Architecture).

Criterion 4: It yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history;

It does not appear that the subject property is likely to yield information important to a better
understanding of prehistory or history.

SAN FRANGISCO 2
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0014E
May 7, 2010 226 Cabrillo Street

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

Location: X Retains [JLacks Setting: I:] Retains E Lacks
Association:  [_] Retains X Lacks Feeling: D Retains [X] Lacks

Design: I:I Retains E Lacks Materials: Iz Retains I:I Lacks
Workmanship: [] Retains Dd Lacks .

The subject building’s date of construction, type of construction and vernacular style suggest that it is
a modified earthquake shack. However, even if this building was originally an earthquake shack it
appears to have lost integrity and no longer possesses its association, design, workmanship, setting
and feeling.

The subject building’s dimensions are 14’ 8” wide and 55.5" long. Earthquake shacks had dimensions
of 10x14, 15x25, 16x18, and 14x18. While there were slight variations in the dimensions- a 14’ 8” wide
shack is close to a 15" wide shack- the length of the existing building does not fit into any of the
known length dimensions for earthquake shacks. The rear of the building appears to be where the
original building began. A front horizontal addition appears to have been added on to the original
structure, but there isn’t any indication on the floor plans that would show where that happened.
Further the roof pitch for the subject building is 6/12 while earthquake shacks had 7/10 roof pitches,
the windows have been replaced, the building has been re-clad twice- first with cedar shingle and
then in asbestos shingles- and the foundation has been replaced with a concrete foundation.

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

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

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 project is an

alteration.)

O] The project is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue to 5 if the project is an alteration.)

SAN FRANGISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0014E
May 7, 2010 .. 226 Cabrillo Street

Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to 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.

D Yes X No D Unable to determine

Although the immediate area was included in San Francisco Heritage’s Inner Richmond Survey and
contains buildings primarily with C or C+ ratings, this section of Cabrillo Street does not have visual
continuity and does not appear to be a part of an architecturally based historic district. Moreover,
the proposed new structure is compatible in scale and form with the surrounding buildings and
would not have an adverse impact were there any historic structures present in the immediate area.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

Signature:@M//) ié/ A/ A K Date:_(D$=[[- 1D]0

cC

77
Sophie Hayward, /(cting Preservation Coordinator

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

Attachments: Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by Kelley & Verplank and dated April 2007

AS: G:\DOCUMENTS\ Preservation\HRERs\226 Cabrillo Street\226 Cabrillo Street. HRER.doc

SAN FRANCISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historical Evaluation
226 Cabrillo Street
San Francisco, California

April, 2007

KELLEY & VERPLANCK

HISTORIC RESOURCE CONSULTING
2912 DIAMOND STREET #330

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94131
415.337-5824
tim@kvpconsulting.com

| HAVE READ, RECEIVED & ACCEPTED

X
X
DATE:

p3s -1



Application for Discretionary Review

R © " Case NUMBER:
¢ For Ul Vs oy |

APPLICATION FOR NOV 15”200
) ) CITY
Discretiona

& COUNTY OF S F
1. Owner/Applicant Information

Application

Bis APPLICANT 8 NAME:

Rose Hillson Fumby S@ otk et

DRAPPLICANT'S ADDRESS: g ZiP CODEE TELEPHONE:
15 Pavker Avewue  SE  Ch 9HUE +—j o

| PROPERTY OWNER WHO (S DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME:

?omevt Paluz

3 32& Aza S+ s cA qd2l HIS) 66%-37¢y

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION:

1403 P‘ud%m Ave S CA 42y (4(5’) 2‘(7—4,4?3

| E-MAIL ADDFESS:

2. Location and Classification

| STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT. | 2P GODE:
226 Cabrillo S+ ST CA g4 e
| €ROSE sTREETS:
3 Ave [tk Ave
["ASSESsORS BLOCK/ OT: LOT DIMENSIONS: | LOT AREA (3Q F1): . ZONING DISTRICT: HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT:
[edH /026 lOoXas' 2750  py-2 to X

3. Project Description

Please check ali that apply
Change of Use L]  Change of Hours ] New Constructionm Alterations ] Demolitionx Other [ ]

Additions to Building:  Rear $ Front % Height 4 Side Yard' M

Present or Previous Use: ¥ ng\e ‘F&Vﬂl \y res \AQ V\,‘\’\ Q‘

(48

Proposed Use: +Wo ~ LU/U"’S /'?%

( (080 esvisb) pate Filed: I, 'JV\/ ) L RO ke
20\ ‘59 26 (-Levne)

Building Permit Application No.

1000140



4. Actions Prior to a Discretionary Review Request

Prior Action YES
Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? E\

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit revié; planner? E
Did you participate in out;ide medication on this case? O

5. Changes Made o the Prolect as a Result of Mediation

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please
summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project.

N @'+ y&"\’a

o,

4
10 W

3 SAN FRANCISCO PLANMING DEPARTMENT V.10 06.2910



Applicationfor Discretionary Review

| CASENUMBER:
e Sy Sisw ity

Discretionary Review Request

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question.

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the
Plarning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines.

Mew plans de not peer Residenrtial bcscgm Guidelines R
\/ULt Wbovhood cllaracter in 4eiwms of lg—fgr (om-FOPMl/'y
adjaceut 3 other 5wmnclm nad lhovnes. The scale
is Vlo+ Sewsitive nov n line with VLE hboring hulldings +
VqFac-\fs \fght + aire Tnlend o ue_w,u((s‘/t (etage *that
o histonc T is wet senouslc/ consideved nopr CU/La\t/ZQ

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction.
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

"ﬂ«e lm‘)ad oh awn cwf*(rt uagk SL\ac,k as O«(wf of Jocal, state *
National (/ufy{—om/ l be 80%6 ~Fov*e v € dewofished.
UM?% Prv ety with uvuﬁuce, worthy chavacternot msPec fed.

(ot (s OL land locked "ot \,u“‘(—(.\ a ctc‘('s + ot [east
Seve other lO‘(3 Shadows, PV\\/OL 7/ tsgufs 5+yl(g+(c
lssues , ete. New building wa fully to side \‘bmpur*y [ines

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1?

Turther awnalysis of cavtiguake shiack + o denwolttion.
Av\y buu\c&\uﬂ owv ‘\'l/LOL'\? lo+ ‘should wet mﬁude b(,(b
netghboring \\314-\' aud ciir flow o afijacevé« lots  por
indo peo e s bcdmwms ete. Rooflines heed cl/wmse
Size reduction, Fine period oLeAw(s-ha i kel
bwildings closer o oaw%wake shack peviod s fould
be whi zecl Favthguate %hack housed Jeuauts

under yewt coptrol 14 cother lomdwlﬂ( (Z b uwdt,
(&)

{ o)

: such “‘aflordable housin é“’&r " Svf/vy'\‘s ot (je?nj
oUuS{v

8 “ncome & lost owmd uelt 4 ow {Haome

o

W

+ a5 meet e dewaund of dhe very
‘\;\;gke—k New budding will viot be veut -<ontelied
+e low intome ~ ,d\ue\rsrh/ of

VoV a@ﬁﬂdab € d C'c(m e
Lgeb g feewt stondards
l/\exgh bOY h Oo(ciugh\ﬁ%;ih‘g N nggarc‘&ukdw’a\ design of el r[mo«l .



 Appiication for Discretionary RHeview

CASENUMBER: *
i o biall e andy

Discretionary Review Application
Submittal Checklist

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent.

REQUIRED MATERIALS (pledse theck sorredt column) DR APPLICATION
Application, with all blanks completed B/
Address labels (original), if applicable cd
Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable O/
Photocopy of this completed application E/
Photographs that illustrate your concerns g

Convenant or Deed Restrictions

Check payable to Planning Dept. IE/
4

Letter of authorization for agent

Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim),
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new Z
elements (i.e. windows, doors)

NOTES:

O Reguired Material.

] Optional Material.

O Two sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent property owners and owners of property across street.

For Department Use Onily
° Application received by Planming Department:

By: Date:




Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c: The other information or applications may be required.

Signature: ﬁ%&@w Date: A{OU' {5/ j@ l O

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

- )X A1 \J‘E?OYI
Owner fAuthorized Agent)circle one)

10.001%D
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RECEIVED

Discretionary Review Application NOV 13 2010
Page 1 of 3 CITY & COUNTY OF S.F

DEPT. OF cg' \é PLANNING
APPLICATION REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ("D.R.")

This application is for projects where there are exceptional and extraordinary
circumstances that justify further consideration, even though the project already meets
requirements of the Planning Code, City General Plan and Priority Policies of the Planning
Code.

D.R. Applicant's Name _Stephen Williams Telephone No :_(415) 292-3656
D.R .Applicant's Address__ 1934 Divisadero Street
Number & Street (Apt. #)
San Franciscg, CA 94115
City Zip Code

D.R. Applicant's telephone number (for Planning Department to contact): (415) 292-3656

If you are acting as the agent for another person(s) in making this request please indicate the
name and address of that person(s) (if applicable):

Name David and Mitra Tyree Telephone No:_(415)-682-4551
Address:  _690 4" Avenue
Number & Street (Apt. #)
San Francisco , CA 94118
City Zip Code

Address of the property that you are requesting the Commission consider under the Discretionary
Review: 226 Cabrillo Street

Name and phone number of the property owner who is doing the project on which you are
requesting D.R.: Romeu Dluz 668-3788 or Wing Lee 297-6493

Building Permit Application Number of the project for which you are requesting
D.R.: 200912183526 ; 200912183527; 2010.0014E

Where is your property located in relation to the permit applicant's property?
Directly adjacent to the west.

A. ACTIONS PRIOR TO A DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST
Citizens should make very effort to resolve disputes before requesting D.R. Listed below are a
variety of ways and resources to help this happen.

1. Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? Yes, attended community outreach
meeting for this project—expressed concerns and impacts to Wing Lee the architect.

2. Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? No.
3. Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? No

4. If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone thorough mediation,
please summarize the resuits, including any changes that were made to the proposed project so

far. No changes, the proposed demolition and new construction is completely out character
with neighborhood.

10.09940



Discretionary Review Application
Page 2 of 3

B. DISCRETIONARY REVIEW REQUEST

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum
standards of the Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that
justify Discretionary Review of the project? How does the project conflict with the City's General
Plan or the Planning Code's Priority Policies?

The proposed project is in direct violation of the General Plan and Priority Policies to retain the
small, affordable, rent-controlled homes in the City’s residential neighborhoods. The building was
purchased by professional developers with the sole intent of allowing it to deteriorate for an illegal
demolition. It has been continuously occupied and has many up-dates to the major systems. As
the attached photos show, it was in very good shape with newer appliances, floors, marble
counter tops and clean newer interiors when purchased by the developers some 2-3 years ago
The building appears to be an original “earthquake shack” with significant historic value.

2. If you believe your property, the property of others or the neighborhood would be adversely
affected, please state who would be affected, and how:

We are all diminished when the General Plan and Priority Policies are ignored or skirted.
Negative impacts include loss of light and shadows from the large new building planned for the
lot. The large new proposed building is inappropriate to the neighborhood, stark and modern and
will replace the existing building with a structure approximately four times the present size of the
existing building. Because this is a “key” lot, shadow from the over whelming bulk and size are
negative impacts on the adjacent homes and modern design impacts the entire neighborhood.
The new very modern loft like design is not compatible with the neighborhood and the character
of the existing buildings. At least five other adjacent lots will be impacted by the new structure
and a closer review is warranted. This is an issue which has come up time and time again in the
Department but has never been answered. What is the policy with development of “key lots?” It is
acknowledged that these lots often raise important questions of development for an entire block.
Recently, a staff memo which accompanied the Residential Design Checklist phrased the
question as follows:

“Treatment of “key” lots - If you are adjacent to a key lot, does that mean you need to
make more adjustments to accommodate your neighbor’s key lot than if you were located
near the middle of the block? If so, is that fair?”

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already
made would respond to the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse
effects noted above (in question B1)?

First and foremost the small, affordable rent controlled building should be saved. It is not a “tear-
down” as we typically see them. It has a new foundation of concrete. It has a new electrical
service. It [ooks to be in pretty good shape and can easily be renovated by someone who wants
to live there rather than by professional developers who are merely speculating in our residential
neighborhoods---that is the purpose of the highest priority policies in the General Plan---save this
existing housing stock. Second, if a new project is built, the size and depth (which is at the
absolute max of 55%) of the building must be reduced. A more traditional fagade should be
designed to have some compatibility with the neighborhood. The key lot situation should be
addressed and a new building placed on its site so it responds to its position on the block and to
the placement of surrounding buildings. The rear yard should be much larger and the new
building much shorter and stepping down to the rear with perhaps some side setbacks to the west
to reduce the “looming” effect of a new building in the rear yards of the buildings lining 4"
Avenue.

16,0990



Discretionary Review Application
Page 3 of 3

Please write (in ink) or type your answers on this form. Please feel free to attach additional
sheets to this form to continue with any additional information that does not fit on this form.

CHECKLIST FOR APPLICANT:
indicate which of the following are included with this Application:

REQUIRED:

x Check made payable to Planning Department (see current fee schedule).

x Address list for nearby property owners, in label format, plus photocopy of labels.
X Letter of authorization for representative/agent of D.R. applicant (if applicable).

x Photocopy of this completed application.

OPTIONAL:
ZPhotographs that iflustrate your concerns.

___Covenants or Deed Restrictions.
___Other Items (specify).

File this objection in person at the Planning Information Center. If you have questions
about this form, please contact Information Center Staff from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday to Friday.

Plan to attend the Planning Commission public hearing which must be scheduled after the
close of the public notification period for the permit.

N Wt

g
Signed

Stephen Williams--Applicant_

Date: November 12, 2010
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January 18, 2011

Aaron Starr, LEED AP
Planner

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
Suite 406G

San Francisco, CA. 94103

Attention: Mr. Aaron Starr, LEED AP
Re: Documents for Public Hearing for 226 Cabrillo Street

Case #2010.0014E - 226 Cabrillo Street (1641/026)
Permit No. 200912183527, 200912183526

Mr. Starr,
As you required, enclosed please find the following items for the scheduled Public
Hearing on January 27, 2011: '
Item Description Copies
1 Respanée te DR requester Rose Hillion 20
2 Response to DR requester Stephen Williams 20
3 Letter of Support from Mrs. Audrey S. Chan (Owner at 668 4th Avenue) 20
4 Letter of Support from My, Derel Chin (Owner at 224 Cabrillo Street) 20
: 5 Signatures of neighbor supporting the project 20
) Kevin Li (452 Balboa Street)

Bicky Chu (637 3rd Avenue)

Raymont Yong (536 3rd Avenue)

Liz Gravelle (664 4th Averue)

David Bremer (606 4th Avenie)

Russ Nelson (662 4 4th Avenue)

Chester Tse (618 3rd Avenue)

Edward Yuen (72-674 4th Avenue)
6 Letter to Planning Commissioners from Architect of Record 20
7 11x17 color architectural drawing 20
8 - 11X17 BE&EW drawing sei 20
Thark you for your review and please do let us know for additional information you may
need.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Wing Lee AIA, LEED AP BD+C
Wing Lee Architects

ce, Romeu Daluz , Owner of 226 Cabrillo Street

WING LEE ARCHITECTS
1403 Hudscn.Avenue San Francisco CA 94124 ' T 415,297.8493 EMAIL wing@leearchilect,com WWW.Leaarchitect.com



RESPONSE TO DR REQUESTER - STEPHEN WILLIAMS ‘

SAN FRANCISCO :
 PLANNING DEPARTMENT

' ' ' ‘ '. . 17650M' ion S,
RESPONSE TO DiSCHE_TIQNAR‘r’ F{EVIEW 00912183526 ission St |

! Suite 406
CaseNo:_. . 200912183527 San s,
e ) : CA 941032470
‘Building Permit No.: _2010.0014E ’ '
Address: 226 Cabrillo Street i“e{?%ﬁSDQSMB
Project Sponsor's Name; _Romeu Daluz / Wing Lee - : - Hiesens
Telephone No.: _668-3788 / 297-6493 (for Planning Department to contact) - - plning
1. [ Given the concerns of the DR requester and.other concerned parties, why do you 413.558.6377

feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the
issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition -
“lo reviewing the attached DR application. .

We beliove the statements made by the DR requester is not entirely true. The owner and his wife are not developer, The owner is a postal carrier who
has been working for US Postal Department for 24 years. His wife Ivy Daluz is a teacher agsistant who has been working at SFUSD for 22 years. This
proposed project should be approved as it is compliant with the current Residential Guidelines of San Francisco Planning Department in terms of scale,
proporttions, rooflines, garage door width, building entrance, driveway, etc. The choice of materiality of the principal fagade is also compliant with the
|newly adopted Green Ordinance which will have fonger life span with low maintenance. That means less maintenance activities such as scaffolding for
repainting which may cause disturbance to neighbors. Proposed materials for driveway is also compliant with the Green Ordinance by providing more
pervious paving materials {o help issue with water runoff. Regarding the size of the proposed project, the GSF of the DR requester's property at 688-690
4th Avenue is similar to the proposed project in tenms of size and type. It is also a Z-unit structure and a 3-stoty building. Their square footage is 2,920

- lsf which is 380 sF less than the proposed design. The proposed design does not take the approach to maximize the allowable height limit of 40 feet with
a fourth fevel. The proposed design is & 3-story building with typieal 10-foot floor-to-floor height. i %

(= VWTiELD ETaives O Chidnyges - o e p!’OpO::e{] projec:t-are you Williﬂg 10 Thake In
order to address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?
If you have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerns, please
explain those changes. Indicate whether the changes were made before filing
your application with the City or after fiihg the application. :

No changes to the proposed project are planned. After meeting with the neighborhood and hearing their concerns, these changes were made: 1) On the
northwest corner of the project, there is a setback of 5° from the property line for last 12-foot extensino, in order to promote relief from the adjacent
neighbors along the west property linc, 2) A Hghtwell was created along the east side of the project to promote natural light to the adjacent property (224
Cabrillo Street) which also corresponds to their existing window. 3) A licensed surveyor was hired fo accurately document the adjacent buiiding heights.
4) Additional on-site parking space was added to the project, totaling two, to alleviate the parking issues in the area. 5) A second unit was added to the
back of the garage to increase number of units of the site and the City.

3. [f you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives, |
please state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse effect on
the surrounding .propertios. Please explain your needs for space or other
personal requirements that prevént you from making the changes requested by

" the DR requester. . ' . :

The proposed design isa 2-unit residential stracture with approximately 3,300 GSF. Owner is planning to oceupy the ground floor with his wife. Their| .

son's family will be occupying the upper floor with 4 adults and 2 kids. Both kids are under S-year-old. The sizes of the surrounding properties located | .

in the same block are ranging from 2,002sf {lot 30), 2,920sf (lot 28), 10,810 sf (fot 27), 2,360 sf (lot 25), 12,390 sf (ot 23), 3,561 sf (lot 22), 3,118 sf

~ [{lot21), 2,490 sf (lot 20). The proposed project is not the largest dwelling unit of its kind in the neighborhood. The propesed design is also presenting a
"lcompatible height of 30 fect among the existing neighborhood, There are existing structures which are taller than 40 feet in height.

The existing one-story structure is structurafly unsound as determined by the Planning Department. The existing structural, mechanical, electrical

system present safety issues and do not meet the minimum standards according to current San Francisco Housing Code. The historical value has been

excluded based on the independent historical evaluation which was reviewed by Planning Department.

* [We hope the Planning Department and the Commissioners wilt consider the development right of the property owner. This project is not considered a3

“cxceptional and extraordinary” project in terms of size, height, massing, design, and density.

www,sfplanhing.org



.. If you have -any additional mforma‘uon that s not covered by this. app!lcatson
. please feel free 1o attach additional sheets 1o this form. '

4. Please supply the followmg information about the proposed project and the
emstmg_lmprovements ofi the property.

_ " Number of. ' _ E_xisting Proposved
Dwelling units {only one kitchen per unit ~additional '
kitchens count as additional units) .......... TR 1 2

' Ocoupied stories (alllevels with habitable rooms) ... 1 3
Basement ]eveis (rnay inclide garage or wmdowless
StOrage TO0MSY .vlrerveesemsmeeiecees U v 0 0
Parking spaces (Off-SIeat) ... e ioeeeecreerrensonns 2
Bedrooms ....c....... ....................... erer e 2 S
Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to ' . .
exterior wall), not including pasement and park'ing areas.... 929 3310
Heigh’i e eeteereeaearereneras et aan e an e venunervanaernes IR 30’
BUIIING DEPHN -2 vervveveseivsesmeteseneesesssesesessnsessseesn 95.5 64.25
Most récent rent received G:101) R SRR e 0 0

0 0

Projected rents after completion of project ............... '
: L o " $550,000 as
Current valte of PrOPOKtY ......oeeercreeeeireesnessnenenn, _purchased price 7
: - ' - ST - dated 7-31-2009 T -

Projected value (sale price) after completion of.project'

(it known) ..... PR ORI U PR UNTU SRR
| attest that the above information is true to the best of my knowledge.

r{\ et NG vEE

\é\ griature ' Date Name (please print)

SAN FRANCISCO

. PLANNING DEPARTIVMENT



RESPONSE TO DR REQUESTER - ROSE HILLSON

SAN FRANGISCO
. PLANNING DEPARTR

' ' \ Y. : . 1850 Mission SL.
RESPONSE TO D!SGFIE_TIONARY REVIE“n200912183526 isslon St .

. , ‘ Suite 400
SR ' © CaseNo.:___ 200912183527 ' San Franciseo,
' . . : GA 94103-2479
Building Permit No.: _2010.0014E -
Address: 226 Cabrillo Street a7t
Project Sponsors Name: _Romeu Daluz / Wing Lee o ' . Al5558.6408
Telebhone Mo,: __668-3788 / 297-6493 (for Planning Department to contact) - - rrf?m;fm N
1. . Given the concerns of the DR requester and.other concerned parties, why do you - 1{15.553.5377

feel your proposed project should be approved? (If you are not aware of the
issues of concern to the DR requester, please meet the DR requester in addition
“in reviewing the aitached DB annlication :
We believe the statements and comments made by the DR requester are not entirely correct.,
We believe that this proposed project should be approved as it is compliant with the current Residential Guidelines of San Francisco Planning
Department in terms of scale, proportions, rooflines, garage door width, building entrance, driveway, ete. The choice of materiality of the principal
" |fagade is also compliant with the newly adopted Green Ordinance which will have longer life span with low maintenance. That means less
maintenance activities such as scaffolding for repainting which may cause disturbance to neighbors.
Proposed materials for driveway is also compliant with the Green Ordinance by providing more pervious paving materials to help issue with water
runoff. The proposed design does not take the approach to maximize the allowable height limit of 40 feet with a fourth level. The proposed designis a
3-story building with typicat 10-foot floor-to-floor height.
. |Once again, the historical evatuation reviewed by Planning Department confirmed that the existing structare will not be qualified as historical
structure/site. ]
2. What alternatives or changes to the proposed: project are you willing to make in
order o address the concerns of the DR requester and other concerned parties?
If you have already changed the project to meet neighborhood concerms, please
explain those changes. Indicate whether the changes were made before filing
your application with the Clty or after fillhg the application. .

No changes to the proposed project are planned. After meeting with the neighborhood and hearing their concerns, these changes were made: 1) On the
_|northwest corner of the project, there is a setback of 5* from the property line for last 12-foot extensino, in order to promote relief from the adjacent
neighbors along the west property line. 2) A lightwell was created along the east side of the project to promote natural light to the adjacent property
(224 Cabrillo Street) which also corresponds to their existing window. 3) A licensed surveyor was hired to accurately document the adjacent building
heights. 4) Additional on-site parking space was added to the project, totaling two, to alleviate the parking issues in the area. 5) A second unit was
added to the back of the garage to increase number of units of the site and the City.

3. IF you are not willing to change the proposed project or pursue other alternatives,
please state why you feel that your project would not have any adverse eifect on
the surrounding .properties. “Please explain your needs for space or other
personal requirements that prevent you from making the changes requested by

" the DR requester. _ ' _ _ :

The proposed design is a 2-unit residential structure with approximately 3,300 GSF. Owner is planning to occupy the ground floor with his wife. Their
son's family will be occupying the upper floor with 4 adults and 2 kids. Both kids are under 5-year-old. The sizes of the surrounding properties located
in the same block are ranging from 2,902sf (lot 30), 2,920sf (lot 28), 10,810 sf (lot 27), 2,360 sf (lot 25), 12,350 st (lot 23}, 3,561 sf (lot 22), 3,118 sf
(lot21), 2,490 sf (lot 20). The proposed project is not the largest dwelling unit of ifs kind in the neighborhood. The proposed design is also presenting a
. lcompatible height of 30 feet among the existing neighborhood. There are existing structures which are taller than 40 feet in height,

The existing one-story stricture is structuraily unsound as determined by the Planning Department. The existing structural, mechanical, electrical
system present safety issues and da not meet the minimum standards according to current San Francisco Housing Code. The historical value has been
excluded based on the independent historical evaluation which was reviewed by Planning Department.

We hope the Planning Department and the Commissioners will consider the development right of the property owner. This project is not considered as
“exceptional and extracrdinary” project in terms of size, height, massing, design, and density. The désign is sensitive to the existing neighborhood and
it was weli received. by the Residential Design Tearn and the Planning Department. ) :

www,sfplanning.org




.} you ‘have any additional lnformatfon that is not covered by this. apphcat{on
. please feel free to attach add:’uonal sheets to this form., '

4. Please supply the f,oltowmg informattan about the proposed broject and the
existing improvernents on the property.

_ ' Number of. ' E}cis‘tinq Proposed
Dwelling units (only one kitchen per unit ~additional '
kitthens count as additional units) ......... eenen : 1 2
' Occupied siones (a[] leve!s with habitable roormns) .. 1 3
Basement levels (may include garage or wmdowless _
STOrage TO0MS) .. lvvi it eieeeieeaeenns e ras ety Q 0
Parking spaces (Off-Street) .......eeoeeei. e ———
Bedrooms ............ e e T 2 o
Gross square footage (floor area from exterior wall to ' , .
extetrior wall), not including basement and parking areas.... 929 3310
Helght ..o eraaeieaernnnans 13 30
BUIAING DEPIR - 1ueeverereeverrresseeeeseesee e ereesessessenns 56.5°  64.2%
Most recent rent received {(if any) ......c..ccoviiieiiniann, 0 0
Projected rents after completion of project ............... 0 0 .
. . The proposed o
: S C dosion o a Zaunlt
Gurrent value of Property ........wusrussisessessreinsce ot ool SHTUCHG, e oo e

with annrnvimatahs

Projected value (sale price) after completion of project

(I KNOWINY oo eessee s e sin v esaeessssasssee e mean

| attest that the above informatien is true to the best of my knowledge.

/-QX\QJ\ o=t WING L

N §-i{n%ré ‘ Date Name (please print)

e

SAN FRANCISCQ
PLANNING DEPARTMIENT



Planning Commissinners

Room 460

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94133

January 12, 2010

Mr. Derek Chin
Homeowner

224 Cabrilio Avenue
San Francisco, CA 941138

Proposed Project at 226 Cabrillo Street
{Permit Number 200912183526, 200912183527, 2010.0014E)

Dear Commissioners,

| am a homeowner, residing at 224 Cahrillo Street. Our property abuis the
subject property, and my wife and | have been living at this property for more
than ten years.

I'met and reviewed the proposed project with the applicant in Decembar 2009,
The proposed drawings presented were thorough and complete. Here are the
reasons we helieve the project should be approved:

2 The applicant is committed to working with the neighbers in resolving
coicerns. We appreciate that the revised design respects the existing
window opening at my property directly facing the proposed design by
creating a lightwell in their proposal. ‘

T The applicant also retained a surveyor to obtain more precise
information on the heights of the adjacent properties after the
outreach meeting with neighbars,

e The proposed design does not present an additional burden to the on-
street parking condition by preserving the existing curh cut in front of
their propérty.

o The height of the proposed design is sensitive to the block bv not

having exceptmnai!v high ceiling space

& We also appreciate the choice of exterior materials which is clever
because of iis longer life span,. low mamtenance, and remstance to
ultraviolet light .

® To be quite honest, the existing one-story structure is an obstruction
to achieving a better sireetscape in iiis urban setting. The proposed



design will definitely improve the appearance and characteristics of |
this stretch of Cabrillo Street.

® The proposed massing Is sensitive to the scales of the existing
dwellings in the neighborhood. 1t also promotes open space in the
rear by not proposing a two-story massing at the 12-foot exception
area. ' ’ -

Once again, | believe the applicant has been working closely with us for the last
twelve months by providing regular updates on the project. We appreciate the
efforts the applicant has been malking. We support this project and we look
forward to its completion. '

| urge you to approve the project.

Thank you.

Mr. Derek Chin
Homeowner -

Cc: Aaron Starr, Aaron D Starr, LEED AP
Planner, Planning San Francisco Plannihg Department



Mr. Ron Miguel, Commission President

Ms Christina Olague, Commission Vice President
wir. Michael J. Antonini, Commissioner

Ms. Gwyneth Borden, Commissioner

Ms. Kathrin Moore, Commissioner

Mr. Hisashi Sugaya, Commissioner

Mr. Rodney Fong, Commissioner

January 18, 2010

Wing Lee AlA, LEED AP
Applicant/Architect of Record
1403 Hudson Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94124

Proposed Project at 226 Cabrillo Street

fPermit Number 200912183526, 200912183527, 2010.0014E)

Dear Commissioner Miguel,

| am writing to you in regards to the upcoming Discretionary Review, filed by
two individuals who are opposing the proposed project at 226 Cabrillo Street,
~San Francisco, CA 94118.

The statements pro\fided by the two Discretionary Review requesters are not
entirely correct. The current owner Mr. Romeu Daluz and his wife Mrs. lvy
Daluz purchased the subject property since July 31, 2009. They are not
professional developers. Both of them are long-time residence of the Richmond
District since 1981. Mr. Romeu Daluz is a postal carrier with the US Postal
Service for 24 years while Mrs. lvy Daluz has been a teacher assistant with the
San Francisco Unified School Districts for 22 years. They are currently living at

- 3326 Anza Avenue with the family of his son and their two grandchildren. They
would like to move into the subject property with the proposed 3-story, two-
unit project. Mr. Romeu Daluz would like to occupy the small unit at the back of
the proposed garage due to his deteriorated physical maobility after 24 years of
service with Postal Office. This is NOT a developer driven project.

Regarding the historical value of the existing one-story 929 SF dwelling, an
independent historical evaluation was submitted and reviewed by numerous
staffs at San Francisco Planning Department. The conclusion confirmed that the
existing structure is NOT qualified as a historical structure/site.

The soundness report also confirmed that the existing structure is posing
numerous hazards to both occupants at site and adjacent neighbors structurally,
mechanically, and electrically. The report also confirmed that the existing
dwelling has more than 25 items which are qualified as Substandard Building
according to the San Francisco Housing Code. Having said that, the owner’s in-
law family {Mr. Long-Hui Wu) has been living at the existing dwelling since the
purchase of the property dated July 31, 2009. Mr. Wu has been living there



without heat supply and limited electricity for two winters. Mr. Wu is planning
to occupy the proposed second floor bedroom.

‘We worked closely witH the neighbors for the development of this two-unit
dwelling project. Attached please find sign.atures/names of EIGHT local
residents in the proximity who support the project.

e Ontop of the eight local residents, we also have two letters of support
from two individuals whose properties are located on the same block
(1641). One of them is from Mrs. Audrey Chan who has been resides at
668 4™ Avenue. The other neighbor is Mr. Derek Chin whose property
at 224 Cabrillo Street is abutting the subject property on Cabrillo Street.
Both neighbors unanimously agreed that the proposed design is a
positive development which will help complete the streetscape of
Cabrillo Street. They also have great concerns regarding the safety of
the structure as well as the negative impact on the property values due
to its dilapidated condition of the existing structure.

The project and design has been well received by both project planner Mr.
Aaron Starr and Residential Desigh Team of San Francisco Planning Department.
We added a second unit as recommended by the Planning Department so that
there is a net gain of one housing unit in the City. The proposed project does
not present any “Exceptional and Extraordinary” issues to the existing context in
terms of parking, massing, density, height, roofline, materials, and etc.

We urge all commissioners to vote for this project as it has been more than

" twelve months since the application was first submitted. We hope that the
owner’'s development rights will be respected and blocking someone’s view is
not a reasonable reason to further delay this project. '

Please do contact me if you have any questions. | can be reach at 415.297.6493.
Once again, thank you for your time in reviewing this letter.

Thank you.
Yours truly,

Wing Lee {{{\)LEED AP BD+C
Architect of Record

Cc: Aaron Starr, Aaron D Starr, LEED AP -
Planner, Planning San Francisco Planning Department



Planning Commissioners

Room 400

City Hall, I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94133

January 11, 2010,

Mrs. Audrey S. Chan
" 668 4th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118

Re: Letter to Planning Commissioners Regarding Proposed Project at 226 Cabrillo Street
_ (Permit Number 200912183526, 200912183527, 2010.0014E)

Dear Comnissioners,

I am a homeowner af property, 668 - 4™ Avenue, and my farhily has been living here for more
than ten years. '

In 2010, ¥ met the applicant and the owner twice and we discussed and reviewed the proposed
project with concerns we had. All the documents we reviewed and were appropriate for my
family to support this proposed design. Here are the reasons we believe the project should be
approved: _ '

- The proposed design does not over-develop the subject’s property as they are not
proposing a 4™ level. The current one-story structure is not consistent witl the
general density in the neighborhood.

- The proposed sustainable materials will promote better design in the neighborhood
character. This will help keep sustain the property values of the area.

- The proposed design will address a few safety issues that may impact adjacent
properties. For instance, the proposed design will eliminate the outdoor and
unprotecied gas water tank which is Iocated 7-8 feet from the rear property line.

- The current one-'stary structure is a public eyesore to the existing streetscape and
the area. The proposed project will be a great way to revitalize the area.

" We urge you to approve the project that can be a great asset to our community, Thank you for
your time and consideration. ' '

Sincerely, 1?7 / g
. pad Prscin g (4/4/
_ // Al

Audrey S. Chan
Homeowner of 668 4" Avenue

Ce: Aaron Starr, Aaron D Staer, LEED AP
Planner, NW Quadrant, Neighborhood Planting San Francisco Planring Departinent



Planning Commissioners

Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94133

January 15, 2010

Nelghbors of Inner Richmond District

Proposed Proiect at 226 Cabrillo Street, San Francisco, CA 04118

Dear Commissioners,

We are homeowners in the proximity of the proposed project at 226 Cabrillo
Street. We are in favor of the proposed project with two dwelling units and 3-
story in height. We believe the proposed project will improve the quality of the
neighborhood.

We urge you to approve the project without further delay.

el i,.\ 12, BA L,P;Gf”\ 8 .

Name Addre;s
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Name ' Address 7 :
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Name U Address
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Cc: Aaron Starr, Aaron D Starr, LEED AP
Planner, Planning San Francisco Platining Department



Planning Commissioners

Room 400

City Hall, 1 D+, Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94133

January 15, 2010

Neighbaors of Inner Richmond District

Proposed Project at 226 Cabrillo Street, San Francisco, CA 94118
Dear Commissioners,

We are homeowners in the proximity of the proposed project at 226 Cabrillo
Street. We are in favor of the proposed project with two dwelling units and 3-
story in height. We believe the proposed project will improve the quality of the
neighborhood.

We urge you to approve the project without further delay.
S N (218 - 61+
Chiztor 52 Ligs 2 pae ST aGuf

Name Address

ég 4r¢£4m’334/f J{r.ﬂ;;{ Mwﬁﬂ?{]” — L ;’4/ € . (14 :‘)

Name gj Addre_é‘g
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Name Address
Name. _ Address
Name Address

Cc: Aaron Starr, Aaron D Starr, LEED AP
Planner, Planning San Francisco Planning Department



Date: January 19, 2011

To: City & County of San Francisco
Planning Commission
Attention: Planning Commissioners
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

From: Rose Hillson
115 Parker Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94118-2607

Subject: Analysis and Comments on 226 Cabrillo Street, Building Permit Application
200912183526 (Demoilition)

This document analyzes the one story structure at 226 Cabrillo Street between Third and Fourth
Avenues one block north of Golden Gate Park in the Inner Richmond District of San Francisco.
Information on former land use of the site and other historical information is presented based on
information found at the Assessor-Recorder’s Office, SF Public Library, UC Berkeley Bancroft Library,
the California State Library, the Department of Building Inspection via a “Records Request Form,”
census and City directories and other information from the Internet. Mention is made as to the
inhabitants of 226 Cabrillo and their significance to local, state and national history. This document
also comments on the Historical Evaluation Report (HER) dated April 2007 and written by Tim Kelley
of Kelley & VerPlanck, Historic Resource Consulting as well as a brief mention about Horon Lee’s
Soundness Report of August 31, 2010.

226 Cabrillo is a woodframe structure that sits atop a low foundation of what appears to be concrete.

It ranges from 720 square feet (SF Heritage) to 929 square feet depending on what source is relied
upon. Exterior siding is shingles, a green shingled hipped roof, one single glass paned window in the
front. A modern day satellite dish is found attached to the upper left corner under the roof rafters.

226 Cabrillo also has a side porch with 3-4 steps that lead to the porch landing. It also has a section
that is wider than the rest of the house at the rear so the entire building footprint forms an “L” as one
looks at it from a bird’s eye view (see Exhibit 1, bird’s eye view, front of shack, close-up of green paint,
note concrete path from Engel True Mayne’s days—compare to Exhibit 25 of Engle with wife in front
of house.)

It was very difficult to study the interior pictures in Kelley & VerPlanck’s HER due to the extremely
poor quality of the pictures and in the copies in the file at Planning Department. A request for a
clearer report from Planning Department was never responded to.

So in order to study the interior of the building, reliance was placed on pictures on a real estate sales
website called “Urban Bay, A McGuire Company.” This small building has a living room with a
fireplace, a kitchen area and a bedroom. It appears that the interior has been fairly recently
remodeled with what appear to be new flooring. There is a newer stainless steel finished stove/oven
in the kitchen which has granite countertops. It is unknown if the kitchen remodel work was done via
permits. The interior of the living room area shows that next to the fireplace there is a six-paned
glass window. There is also a six-paned glass window in back of the bookcase shown in the picture
on the other side of the fireplace in this living room as well. A six-paned glass window also appears
next to the stove in the kitchen. The wall in the bedroom where the computer sits atop a dresser has
paneled walls. In the picture, one of the doors with ten divided sections is shown. This door also has
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its doorknobs missing but retains the mortise hole where the old mortise-type door locks fit. The
door that leads to the bathroom area from the living room has five horizontal panels. There is an
approximately 5'x7’ bathroom on the west side towards the rear adjacent to the kitchen area. The
long rear portion of the building steps down to a laundry area. The layout of the house appears to be
from front to rear: an almost square front room (bedroom), then a longer rectangular room (living
room with fireplace), then another rather square room that contains the bathroom and kitchen areas,
then the rear wider section used as a laundry room. In the area to the east of the building was a patio
towards the rear, a closet and another bedroom (see Exhibit 2 of various interior).

Horon Lee’s “Soundness Report” states that the gas floor furnace is inaccessible but there is room
under the house for a person to crawl in and light the pilot. PG&E has serviced this furnace.

Unfortunately, one cannot ascertain the makeup of all the materials used for this building without
doing an onsite investigation. One cannot rely on Horon Lee’s Soundness Report for 100% accuracy,
and this needs to be done prior to demolition of such a historic building.

In regards to the actual site of the building, 226 Cabrillo sits on a 25'x110’ lot on what appears to be
ground that slopes slightly downwards from the front. The building is situated in the southwest corner
of the lot. There was a tree of considerable diameter which was seen from the street but was cut
down (see Exhibit 3). There used to be a low white picket fence at the front of the lot but it was
replaced by a higher board fence not too long ago. Thiere is a concrete walkway that leads through
the garden area to the shack.

From 1873-1896, the land was used as part of the Bay District Racing Track. The land consisted of
60 acres from First Avenue (Arguello Boulevard today) to Fifth Avenue, between Fulton Street and
Point Lobos Road (Geary Boulevard). { www.outsidelands.ora/bay-district-track.php (see article with
pics from website — Exhibit 4}

After the race track closed, two years later, on April 21, 1898, the U.S. declared war against Spain.
{htto:/hwvww.nps.gov/prsf/historyculture/spanish-american-war-a-splendid-littie-war.htm (see Exhibit
5)} The government at this time also decided that San Francisco was to be the locale for staging the
troops for a larger U.S. Army Eighth Corps. One of the camps in the city was called Camp Richmond
(see picture, The Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley).

{ www.usgennet.org/usa/neftopic/military/SpanishAmericanWar/span_am_camps/pg8.htm#merritt
(see Exhibit 6)}

Camp Richmond was later called Camp Merritt after Major General Wesley Merritt. {Tucker, Spencer
C., The Encyclopedia of the Spanish-American and Philippine-American War, Vol. 1, ABC-CLIO,
2009, pp.90-91} Camp Merritt was located between First Avenue and Fourth Avenue between Fulton
Street and B Street (Balboa Street) (see map from May 31, 1898 San Francisco Examiner (see
Exhibit 7)).

Troops for the Spanish-American and Phillipine-American War arrived from various states such as
Nebraska, Kansas, Colorado, Utah, Minnesota, Idaho, Wyoming, Pennsylvania and the regular
regiments of the United States Army. To be more specific, according to this map of Camp
Richmond/Camp Merritt from The Examiner, 226 Cabrillo sat on the portion occupied by the 23
Regular Regiment of the U.S. Army. The entire area surrounding 226 Cabrillo was a training and
encampment location for the troops waiting to be sent to the Phillipines and the troops being part of
the Expeditionary Forces.
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Eventually, Camp Merritt overflowed with incoming troops and James Clark Jordan (after which
today’s Jordan Park area is named) provided the military with the use of his lands between Arguello
Boulevard and Parker Avenue. Then when more troops arrived, Camp Merritt eventually moved to
the Presidio Army base and joined Camp Merriam near the Lombard Gate. {Greguras, Fred,
NEGenWeb Project, “Spanish American War Camps 1898-99"}

The 1899-1900 Sanborn Insurance Map shows no developments on both the north and south sides of
Cabrillo Street between Third and Fourth Avenues where 226 Cabrillo exists today. A scattering of
buildings existed on Fulton Street between First Avenue (Arguello) and Second Avenue, close to the
Odd Fellows Cemetery whose western border was First Avenue (see pictures). {Source: SF Public
Library Sanborn Maps, 1899-1900, Vol. 4, Sheet Oa, #439, #440 (see Exhibits 8 and Exhibit 9,
respectively)}

The next major event following the Spanish-Americari War of 1898 was the great earthquake that
occurred on April 18, 1906. This event is known locally, nationally and worldwide. Many people were
displaced by the earthquake and fire devastation. One of the relief efforts was to provide these
refugees small cottages or shacks as temporary dwellings in designated camps. Although Kelley &
VerPlanck’s HER states that there were 11 camps, | have come across additional camps in my
research:

Camp 6 Speedway, Golden Gate Park
Camp 9 Lobos Square

Camp 10 20" Street & Pennsylvania Avenue
Camp 13 Franklin Square

Camp 16 Jefferson Square

Camp 20 Hamilton Square

Camp 21 Washington Square

Camp 23 Precita Park

Camp 24 Columbia Square

Camp 25 Richmond District

Camp 28 South Park

Camp 29 Mission Park

Camp 30 Portsmouth Square

n/a Camp Ingleside

{Source: UC Berkeley, Online Archives...}

The National Park Service website mentions that the U.S. Army oversaw the camps which numbered
26 but for which the Army had oversight over only 21 of them. There were 16,448 refugees housed in
such shacks. { http://www.nps.gov/prsffhistoryculture/1906-earthquake-relief-efforts-living-
accommodations.him (see Exhibit 10)}

In these camps, many of the earthquake shacks were built. The shacks had specific measurements
and were later classified into specific “types” based on these measurements:

Type A 10 ft. x 14 ft. (or 15 ft.)

Type B 14 ft. x 18 ft.

Type C 15 ft. x 25 ft., 16 ft. x 18 ft.
Type D Barracks (no dimension given)

{LaBounty, www.outsidelands.org ; also SF Examiner, July 1, 2007 (see Exhibit 11)
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Ms. Jane Cryan was an activist who landmarked an earthquake cottage (Landmark #171). She did a
lot of research on them and in Heritage News/Vol XXX, No. 6, p.4, an article states that there are
certain specifications and material used in the earthquake shacks. They were: single-wall redwood
construction with four 4x4 corner posts, 2x4 top and bottom plates and no intermediate studs. Fir
floor boards were 1x6 tongue and groove and siding was board and batten. 1x3 roof lath, 6 inches
apart was nailed to 2x4 rafters.

The precise dimensions and materials used in earthquake shacks need to be compared to 226
Cabirillo. As stated later in this document, there is mention that this building is a “refugee shack” from
an old permit record from the Department of Building Inspection. Horon Lee’s report also mentions it
as an earthquake shack. Therefore, one believes this to be an earthquake shack.

If one assumes that an earthquake shack was transported to the location on which 226 Cabirillo sits
today, it could have come from one of the 26 earthquake refugee camps. Camp Richmond which
was located on Thirteenth Avenue (Park Presidio Boulevard), was about three-quarters of a mile
away. So it may be that 226 Cabrillo is an earthquake shack from Camp Richmond.

{ hitp://www.victoriansanfrancisco.comiextant-refugee-shacks/ (see Exhibit 12)} However, most of
the shacks at Camp Richmond were Type A shacks. {LaBounty, Woody, www.outsidelands.org }

Many of these earthquake shacks from the various camps were hauled off by horses to various
locations throughout San Francisco and even outside of the city.

Some were cobbled together to form larger units. {LaBounty, Woody, www.outsidelands.org} It could
be that this shack was one of these due to its dimensions. However, it could be a larger building from
the camps for which nobody has dimensions. Was this a barrack from one of the camps? (see
Exhibit 13)

Earthquake shacks also originally did not have a foundation, had six-paned windows, doors with five
horizontal panes, tar covered building paper, and a hipped roof interior as seen on
http:/ftinyhouseblog.comitiny-house/earthquake-shacks/ (see Exhibit 14) and as seen in 226 Cabirillo.
Other features still need to be investigated.

If this is not an earthquake shack, it could be a “grant and bonus” cottage. Through the Department
of Lands and Buildings, the Executive Committee of the San Francisco Relief and Red Cross Funds
made available up to $500 as a grant to those whose housing was lost in the burned area. {O’Conner,
Charles J., “San Francisco Relief Survey,” Russell Sage Foundation, Survey Associates, Inc., Press
of Wm. F. Fell Co. of Philadelphia, New York, 1913, p.239 }

The importance of this relief program may explain why the very first inhabitant of 226 Cabirillo, David
M. Bertrand, a pharmacist takes up residence in this small humble house rather than a building more
suitable for his stature in life as a druggist. David Bertrand, was displaced due to the fire in the
current day Tenderloin area (2/4 Geary Ct.). The relief funds were made available to people who
could show that they would not squander the monies and had either land to put the building on or had
adequate employment. {O’Connor, Charles J., “San Francisco Relief Survey, Russell Sage
Publication, Survey Associates, Inc., New York} In Kelly & VerPlanck’s Historic Resource Evaluation
Report, it does mention that it is rather odd for a pharmacist to be living in such a small cottage or
shack. This small building tells the early tale of an inhabitant of a burned area of San Francisco and
is a very important tie to the 1906 earthquake history and relief actions of the City. Thus 226 Cabrillo
is associated with a very important San Francisco historic event. David M. Bertrand shows up in the
1906 telephone directory with 226 Cabrillo as his residence address (see Exhibit 15)
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226 Cabrillo exhibits the type of roof similar to that of a Department of Lands and Building structure.
Look at the headquarters building of the Department of Lands and Building. Please note the side
steps that lead up to the building and the hipped roof. There were even longer barracks-like bath
houses in the camps. It is also not commonly known, but there were also two-story earthquake
shacks at the camps. (see Exhibit 16)

Another possibility is that 226 Cabrillo was a building that was used as a barracks for the U.S. Army
for the 1898 Spanish-American War. Many of the barracks seen in the wartime Army pictures have
similar features as earthquake shacks (see Exhibit 17)

Per Heritage, the 226 Cabrillo building was included in the Inner Richmond Survey of 1991 and has a
build date of 1906 per Realdex. Kelley & VerPlanck’s HER states that it was also part of the Inner
Richmond Survey but instead of “yes” it states “no” for “Other informational survey” category (p.3).
Heritage states that the water tap dates to 1907. 226 Cabrillo had 590 sq. ft. according to the water
tap record. Kelly & VerPlanck’s report of April 2007 speaks of 226 Cabrillo as a possible earthquake
shack. By late 2009, it had not been flagged by Planning Department in their database as being an
earthquake shack but looked at aerial views and thought there to be potential based on dimensions.

226 Cabirillo appears on a 1913 Sanborn map with a rear and side addition (see Exhibit 18). This
building has been at this site for decades -- if an earthquake shack, since 1907; if a “grant and bonus
shack,” since 1907; if a barrack or other building from the Spanish-American War, since 1898. ltis
uncertain if U.S. Army structures were included in any early Sanborn maps.

Kelly & VerPlanck’'s HER also mentions that integrity is lost due to the asbestos shingle cladding.
However, it appears that very little work is needed to remove them to original condition so that the
“lost integrity” could be regained if it was even lost in the first place.

Kelly & VerPlanck’s Historic Evaluation Report traces the construction history of 226 Cabrillo. The
intake person at the Department of Building Inspection stated that there is no original building permit
for 226 Cabrillo. The following information came from permits produced in response to a records
request with the owner information in bold:

Nov. 4, 1920 Application No. 095792, #46215 Board of Public Works

“N. side of Cabrillo St. 95 feet East of Fourth Avenue; sleeping porch at front of house; shingled, with
windows at sides and front; present house to house foundation and concrete basement at later date;,
estimated cost of work $200: building to be used as residence; day labor; L.S. Hamm, owner, 719
Flood Building.”

Nov. 4, 1920 Application No. 095792, #46216
“Refugee shack, no foundation, rat proofing or studding as required.”

Aug. 28, 1931 Building Form No. 0194827, #46214

“Number of stories, 1; Total Cost, $125; Occupancy, blank; Size of lot, 25x110, ft. front, 25, ft. rear, 25,
ft. deep, 110; Any other building on lot at present, 1 story residence; Supervision of construction,
Engel T. Mayne; Address, 1545 Divisadero St.; Architect, none; Engineer, none; Contractor, day
work; Owner, Engel T. and Elaine Mayne, 226 Cabrillo St.; “Masonry foundation 8 on top, 12" on
bottom, 12" above ground studs 2x4 — 16" center to center; outside (illegible) with weather (illegible)
tar and gravel roof, 400 sq. ft.”

June 27, 1947 Application No. 098279, #46220, Application for building Permit
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“No. of families, 1; Use of building, dwelling; Total cost, $1,000; Fill basement and (illegible) the
foundation; Owner, Ardaskes Nighohossian (Note scribbled on application as follows: To vet?
Adam? Dearer? Nighohossian, bought a cottage, which needs repairs. Then (illegible). He seems to
have a mechanical sense, but does not understand building. He needs an architect to make plans for
him If he has detailed plans, | believe he will be able to do the work — which will help him physically
and financially. Please find him a tradesman or architect for further info. Phone me. D. Ross,
Building Inspector 7/2/47; Plan furnished 7/24/47 & they are OK; Favorable. Follow plan exactly as
shown.” #91452, 7/26/47

Department of Building Inspection did not produce the building record noted in Kelley & VerPlanck’s
HER about a permit for “Asbestos siding all around” dating from 1954.

May 28, 1968 Application No. 355328

“Ellen A. Kelleher, owner; Total cost, $1,237; Items shown on FACE Inspection Report dated 8-29-
67: 1) Repair flue cap, 2) Provide openable window, 3) Repair back porch, 4) Comply with condition:
a) Electrical Inspection Report dated 8-29-67, b) Plumbing Inspection Report dated 3-22-68, c)
Building Engineer Sidewalk Inspector Report dated 3-20-68

June 7, 1968 Permit No. 315643 Issued

Location, 226 Cabrillo St.; Total cost, $1,237; No. of Stories, 1; Basement or cellar, yes; Present Use
of Building, dwelling; No. of families, 1; Proposed Use of building, dwelling; No. of families, 1; Type of
construction, 5; 18.2 (Proposed Building Order Classification); Any other building on lot, (illegible)
(must be shown on plot plan if answer is yes); Does this alteration create an additional story to the
building? No; Does this alteration constitute a change of occupancy? No; Electrical work to be
performed? Yes; Plumbing work to be performed? Yes; Automobile runway to be altered or installed?
No; Will street space be used during construction? No; Write in description of all work to be
performed under this application: Repairs as per Construction Agreement, Rehabilitation &
Residential Property; Supervision of construction by contractor, Address, 1475 Donner Ave; General
Contractor, Pearson & Johnson Construction, Lic No. 241815; Address, 1475 Donner Ave, SF;
Owner, Ellen A. Kelleher, 622-5480; Address, 226 Cabrillo St.; by D. A. Wallace, Address, 1475
Donner Ave.

Department of Building Inspection did not produce the building record noted in Kelley & VerPlanck’s
HER about a permit for “Aluminum windows kitchen & bathroom” dating from 1974.

Department of Building Inspection did not produce the building record noted in Kelley & VerPlanck’s
HER about a permit for “Foundation repair” from 1991,

Due to some of the discrepancies in permit information produced, perhaps a more careful evaluation
of all permits is needed to ascertain the building permit history of this property.

In addition, the next section covers the names of the owners of 226 Cabrillo as shown in records at
the Assessor-Recorder’s Office at City Hall, sales ledger for 1914-1938 (Old Block 378, New Block
1641, Lot 26). Ellen A. Kelleher (Frank D.) and Ardashes Nighohossian, listed as owners for the
building permits, were not among the owners in the Assessor records although they could have been
missed:

SALE DATE FROM T0

November 6, 1920 David M. Bertrand Jr. Marguerite L. Hamm
September 29, 1923 L. S. & Marguerite Hamm Isabelle Maris

April 23, 1925 Isabelle Maris John & Irene Krull
August 25, 1931 J&lIrene T. Krull Engel T. & Elaine Mayne
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Besides the very significant role that David M. Bertrand Jr. played to help us understand what many
other refugees went through after the devastating 1906 earthquake and fire by having to move out of
the burned area of the City and shacking up in a little house near Golden Gate Park, one sees in the
1910 Thirteenth Census of the United States that he was a pharmacist with a wife named Julia M.,
and 4 sons, David G., Charles J., Edmond J., and Raymond C (see Exhibit 19). At the time of the
quake, he had 3 sons. If they all lived in the house, that would explain the somewhat larger size of
226 Cabrillo.

The second owner was Marguerite L. Hamm and her husband, Lisle S. Hamm who was an attorney.
These two were involved in the entertainment movie theater industry locally and statewide.

Marguerite was secretary to Hal Honore who was District Manager of West Side Valley Theatres.

Lisle S. Hamm was an attorney working with Hal Honore who worked with his theater managers who
in turn went on to promote various films. An article recounts how Mr. Honore went to Hollywood to
meet the movie stars such as Maureen O’Sullivan of “Pride and Prejudice.” {Hanford Sentinel, Nov. 2,
1964, p.W-7} (see Exhibit 20) Mr. Hamm functioned as corporate lawyer and secretary of the
Redwood Theatres Inc.-chain of San Francisco. He was also one of the corporate officers of The
Davis Theater Company according to Valerie Vann who wrote Varsity Theater — Davis, California,
Varsity Theatre Designers & Builders,” 2006.

Eventually, the theater entities became the Harris Theatre Group which in turn became the Signature
chain and then was sold to Regal Entertainment in 2004. {Vann, Valerie, “Varsity Theater — Davis,
California, Varsity theatre Designers & Builders, 2006 Draft} Hal Honore was portrayed in trade
magazines such as Boxoffice promoting movies such as “Canyon Passage,” “Ten Commandments”
as well as the previously mentioned “Pride and Prejudice.” {Boxoffice, July 1946, Apr 1948, Feb 1954,
Feb 1963, Sept 1963} Mr. Mann’s contribution to establishing a thriving theater business in San
Francisco and throughout California is to be noted. Mrs. Mann was put in charge of reservations (see
Exhibit 21 for various documents on Hamm)

The third owner, not mentioned in Kelley & VerPlanck’s HER, was Isabelle Maris. She appears in the
1924 City Directory as a teacher while residing at 226 Cabrillo (see Exhibit 22).

The fourth owner was John and Irene Krull. Although Kelley & VerPlanck’s HER indicates that no
occupation was listed in the directories for Mr. Krull, if one looks at the 1930 Fifteenth U.S. census
data, one would find that he was a Hungarian-born iron worker (see Exhibit 23). Additional info could
be gleaned on the role he played as an iron worker in the City.

The fifth owner was Enge! True Mayne. Kelly & VerPlanck’s HER states that he was a funeral
director and resided at 226 Cabrillo from 1931 — 1948. Perhaps Mr. Mayne resided at 226 Cabirillo
only up to 1947 since Mr. Nighohossian applied for a building permit in 1947. Mr. Mayne appears in
the 1932 Polk’s Crocker-Langley Directory (see Exhibit 24). Mr. Mayne was employed by N. Gray &
Co., a funeral home and a San Francisco business since 1850. He was married to Elaine. They both
lived at 226 Cabrillo (see Exhibit 25) and his name shows up in the 1932 City Directory with this
address. In the 1930 Fifteenth U.S. Census, Mr. Mayne is listed as being a mortician in the mortuary
business and was a veteran of World War I. Mr. Mayne prepared the body of the 29™ U.S. President,
Warren G. Harding after he became ill and died at the Palace Hotel in 1923

{ hitp://freepages.genealogy.rogtsweb. ancestry. com/~cimino/Cimino%20F amily/pafg29. him }

(see Exhibit 26). A funeral procession travelled along Market Street so President Harding's body
could be put on a train back to the capitol. Engel also directed William Randolph Hearst's funeral
(see Exhibit 27) and Senator Hiram Johnson’s funeral (see Exhibit 28 of Engle in front of the funeral
party). Johnson was five-time Governor of California (see Exhibit 29). Mr. Mayne was born on March
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18, 1899 in Ohio and died in Sonoma, CA on February 11, 1967. He was 67 years old and was
buried at Cypress Lawn. {Rootsweb/Ancestry.com}

Kelly & VerPlanck’'s HER states, “Criterion 2, persons: A search of biographical and newspaper
indexes yields no indication that the building is associated with historically important individuals. The
original owner, David M. Bertrand, was not a historically significant person. Nor were any of the
subsequent owners. the building does not appear to be historically significant under Criterion 2.” (p.8)

For the National Register Criteria, according to the San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 5,
“Landmark and Historic District Designation Procedures,” is not Criterion 2 having to also do with if
the person was ASSOCIATED with the lives of persons significant in our past? | think U.S.
presidents and senators and the movie industry in California are important with significant people.

In Kelly & VerPlanck’'s HER, for Criterion 3, design, Mr. Kelley states, “This building is a vernacular
structure that neither possesses high artistic values, nor is the work of a master.”

This design criterion, according to Bulletin No. 5, states that the building should “embody the
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a
master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction.”

226 Cabirillo is not the work of a master architect or builder according to records. However, its
characteristics which may not match up precisely with known measurements and features of an
earthquake shack may be unique. This building requires further analysis rather than a dismissal.

In Kelly and VerPlanck’s HER, it states for Criterion 4, educational, “This criterion normally refers to
potential archaeological value. There is no indication that this building is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history. It therefore is not historically significant under Criterion 4.”

According to Bulletin No. 5, the fourth criterion requires that the building has “yielded, or may be likely
to yield, information important in prehistory or history.” 226 Cabrillo was existed since at least 1907 if
not 1898. What is yielded is information about the 1906 earthquake activity with relief efforts. What
is yielded is information about the Spanish-American War, the U.S. Army, about a U.S. president,
about a California governor and U.S. Senator, about a candidate for president and publications
person named William R. Hearst. This is what is yielded from this humble cottage. Being that it is
built on the old Spanish-American war camp, if one dug around the yard, one may find military
munitions (bullet casings or with full metal jacket, etc. — whether exploded or not). The entire area
described in the map from The Examiner shows that this is a special area.

This leads to the possibility that this house and the others that sit atop the area where the military
camped out, is a historic district. All the homes around this area are larger than 226 Cabrillo because
226 Cabrillo came from a different era. Having it there standing today in its present location tells the
story of how the Richmond District came to be with Craftsman-style and Mediterranean-style homes
adjacent. There is a cohesive feel of the block on both sides of Cabrillo.

The proposed new building of around 3,400 sq. ft. (?) has none of the characteristics of the adjacent
or surrounding older style homes and is jarring to the senses and appears to be against the
Residential Design Guidelines. This new building is filed under Building Permit Application
2009.1218.3527. The current overall old-time charm one feels walking through this area is what
makes this a potential historic district and should be retained. If one goes to the corner of Third
Avenue and Cabrillo, one will see an old bronze plaque commemorating the arrival of the 13"
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Regiment Volunteers of Minnesota. The collection of these homes near the shack is potentially
contributory to this historic district and need to be better scrutinized.

Although 226 Cabrillo appeared to be an earthquake shack due to City records and notations, it
comes into question due to its physical features that do not match up exactly with known earthquake
shack types. Thus, more hands on analysis need to be performed. From just the cursory information
that has been unearthed thus far, it appears that there is more to 226 Cabirillo than meets the eye.
226 Cabrillo should not be summarily dismissed as being “vernacular’ and without any merit under
the historic preservation guidelines.

226 Cabirillo needs to be retained as a key resource to tell the tale of the different programs that
existed at the time of the military and the 1906 earthquake and fire. It sits where it has since it was
built. It has ties to great people in history. It may not have lost any or much integrity depending on
what it really is. And without knowing what it really is, we should not demolish it. The whole purpose
of being able to come before the Planning Commission and even the Historic Preservation
Commission is so that this kind of information can be brought to light by citizens. It would be a slap in
the face of this City’s history if we just demolish this building without it being calendared on the
Historic Preservation Commission calendar or to be analyzed further.

Please deny the demolition of 226 Cabrillo. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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EXHIBIT 1

Goagle Maps 11716710 5.54 AM

Gouogle maps

Get Directions My Maps Send Link

To see all the details that are visible on the screen, use the "Print” tink next to the map.

http://maps,google.conm/
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Picture of 226 Cabirillo in November 2009
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Close-up picture of green wood showing near foundation behind weeds.
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Picture taken July 2010
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EXHIBIT 2
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Interior shots from Urban Bay Realty, A McGuire Company, 2006
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EXHIBIT 3
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EXHIBIT 4

Bay District Racing Track, 1873-1896

: - W The quarter stretch of the Bay District Racing Track, 1890s.
Mount Sutro in the dlstance California State Library

In early August 1873, a group of San Francisco's wealthiest men signed a ten-year lease for a 60-
acre, one-mile race track between First Avenue, Fulton Street, Fifth Avenue and Point Lobos Road.
The Bay District Racing Track formally opened on September 7, 1874, but its grand inaugural event
came on November 14, 1874, when the second "Great Race," this time with a $25,000 purse, was
run. This was the largest purse ever offered in America. The entrants included Thaddeus Stevens
and Joe Daniels, who had raced the year before at the Ocean Course. Also entered were Katie
Pease, Alpha, Hockhocking, Hardwood, and Henry.

Sentiment and loyalty favored the current champion and native son, "Old Thad," but on race day the
odds-makers gave Katie Pease, the Eastern mare, the nod. Nonetheless, the cheering for "Old Thad"
was loud and prolonged when he was in the lead or in contention, but this lasted only through three
miles of the first four-mile heat. Despite the hopes that Thad would repeat his soul-stirring victory of
the year before, Katie Pease was the winner.

The San Francisco Chronicle headline, "THAD'S WATERLQO," told the whole story.

The last Great Race was witnessed by 25,000 on February 22, 1876. Amid great controversy, it was
won by Foster.

During its first years, with a few notable exceptions, all that the track offered were harness races. By
the end of 1877 the Bay District was in noticeable decline. There were several factors, one of which
was the surrounding hills which frequently had more spectators than were inside the track. Another
problem was difficult access. It took longer to reach the Richmond Bistrict course than the new
Oakland track, a short ferry boat ride from downtown San Francisco.

But the main reason for the decline of the Bay District Track was poor early financial planning. When
the track was conceived and built, it was envisioned as being as lavish as the grandest eastern tracks.
Because of the silver boom, the members represented more wealth than any other race track in
America. The initial 10-year memberships produced a lot of up-front money and created a lavish
facility, but lack of annual dues precluded necessary annual improvements and basic maintenance.
The subsequent crash of the silver market choked off additional members. When the start-up money
ran out, the cash-flow ended, and for three years there was no racing at the track. Also, during this
time, the city had caught up with the sand dunes of the Outside Lands, and the track found itself
surrounded by development, setting the stage for years of confrontation between the track and its
encroaching neighbors.
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Looking north to the Bay District track grandstands from Fulton
Street. - Photo by Carleton Watkins

By 1890 it seemed that the track's epitaph was written, but Thomas Williams, a dynamic 30-year old,
assumed control of the Bay District and brought the dead back to life. He changed its direction by
emphasizing thoroughbred racing. These horses were the runners, the racers, the epitome of
horseflesh that gave their all over single races between a half mile and 1 mile. This was the end of
trotting and pacing; this was the future of racing in San Francisco.

As action heated up inside the track, passions were intensifying on the other side of the fence. On
June 18, 1891 the Board of Supervisors considered a petition from the Point Lobos Improvement
Society demanding the removal of the fence around the track and to fill in the ground. In October
1892 the Richmond Improvement Club appeared before the Board of Supervisors to protest the
existence of the race course and demand the opening of the streets which had been closed to allow
the track's operation.

No action was taken against the track on these matters, and in 1893, for the first time in San
Francisco racing history, horsemen from the east brought their racing stables to San Francisco for the
winter season. Something never offered in San Francisco was about to happen this year: continuous
thoroughbred racing. Not a few days or a few weeks, but five days a week for month after month.
Previously, races had been held for a week or two every several months.

The extended season was a success, but it was not universally appreciated. The residents of the
Richmond District once again expressed their objection to the continued existence of the race track
and renewed their efforts to have the closed streets opened and the open track closed. They were
especially opposed to the saloons on Fulton Street and on 5th Avenue facing the track, an area
infamously known as Beer Town.

However, the following week the Richmond Banner leapt to the track's defense. In response to the
Banner's support of the track, "a voluminously signed petition" was presented to the Board of
Supervisors by the residents of the Richmond District in favor of keeping the streets closed and the
track open.

Harness racers awaiting their turn at the Bay District Racing
Track in the Richmond District. Cemeteries below Lone Mountain in the distance. - Courtesy of a
private collector

On July 30, 1895 the San Francisco Call headed an article "THE OLD TRACK DOOMED. Racehorse
Men Look With Longing to the Opening of the Ingleside Course."

This was not the first mention of the ingleside Race Track. More than a year earlier the city's
newspapers reported that Ed Corrigan and others had purchased 110 acres of land in the Ingleside
District from Adolph Sutro for $165,000.
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With pressure from too many sources, Tom Williams was unable to continue operating the track. On
May 27, 1896 the Bay District Track closed in a sentimentally nostalgic affair unprecedented in San
Francisco race course history.

hitp:/imww.outsidelands.org/bay-district-track php Woody LaBounty

And the following:

2igd SBIRCG § IANIQID

1895, Arvow A-Qld Bay District Racetrack, Argw B-Jordan Tract

> .
g -

Coats, Stephen D., “Gathering at the Golden Gate: Mobilizing for War in the Philippines, 1898”
Page 64 (of 138) which shows a map outline of the Bay District Race Track
www.cgsc.edu/carl/download/csipubs/coats/coats part_1.pdf
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EXHIBIT 6

Camp Merritt, San Francisco, CA

Named after Maj. General Wesley Merritt, initial commanding officer of the Philippine
expeditionary forces and the Eighth Corps. In May, 1898, Merritt was the second-ranking
officer in the army.

The camp became Camp Merritt on May 29, 1898 based on General Order 7 of the U.S.
Expeditionary Forces. General Otis established the headquarters for the Philippine Islands
Expeditionary Forces at the southwest corner of the camp on slightly elevated ground at
Fulton Street and 4th Avenue. General Order 1 of the Philippine Islands Expeditionary
Forces, Camp Merritt was issued June 1, 1898. Newspaper articles had previously referred
to the camp as the Camp at Richmond, Camp Richmond at the Old Race Track, Bay District
Camp, among others. The memoirs of a soldier in the 20th Kansas who arrived about May
21, 1898 said the camp was named Camp Richmond at that time.

This camp and the Presidio camps were the staging area for the Philippines campaign.
General Otis intended that the expeditionary forces be concentrated at Camp Merritt. The
camp was abandoned about August 27, 1898 when the remaining troops were moved to the
Presidio. The August 27, 1898 Omaha Evening Bee reported that all of the troops at Camp
Merritt had been moved to the Presidio.

An article in the San Francisco Chronicle, May 18, 1898, at page 3 indicated troops were to
camp at the Bay District and that the owner of the grounds, the Crocker Estate Company,
had offered the use of the site at no cost.

Initially, Camp Merritt was located between Geary and Golden Gate Park and Arguello (1st)
and 6th Avenues. Part of the site was an old racetrack. Additional space was needed
because of the large number of troops coming to San Francisco. Real estate entrepreneur
James Jordan offered land just northeast of the racetrack area at no cost. This area was
bounded by Point Lobos Avenue (Geary) to the south, California Street to the north and
Maple and Michigan Streets on the east and west. The camp expanded into the Jordan
Tract in late May. Photos show units camped north of Geary and east of Arguello in the
Richmond District. The 7th California, for example, is shown camped at about Arguello and
Euclid. A June, 1898 photo shows the tent camp extending north to California Street, along
both sides of Commonwealth Avenue, west to Arguello and east of Parker. The remaining
landmark in many of these photos is the Columbarium located at One Lorraine Court just off
Anza. It was opened in 1898 and survived the 1906 earthquake. The San Francisco Public
Library Web-accessible electronic databases have a number of photos of the camp and also
one of the old racetrack grandstand.

The bottom of page 3 of the May 31, 1898 San Francisco Examiner has a map of the camp
which shows where each regiment was camped.

The campsite of the 13th Minn. Vol. Inf. is marked by a plague on the side of a house at the
northwest corner of 2nd Avenue and Cabrillo, 695 2nd Avenue.

The 1st Neb. Vol. Inf. arrived at the camp on May 19-20, 1898. It was the first regiment to

arrive and arrived prior to the camp being named Camp Merritt. Its campsite was located at
the northeast corner of the camp, in a rectangular space bordering and facing Arguello (1st
Avenue) on the east with 2nd Avenue being the west border and bounded on the north and
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south by A/Anza and B/Balboa Streets. The 1st Nebraska left Camp Merritt on June 15,
1898 bound for the Philippines with the second Pl expedition.

The 1897-98 Report of the Adjutant General of Nebraska, pages 89-90, describes Camp
Merritt: “The camp is pitched upon the site of the old Bay District Race Track, a great sand
flat, which is about four miles west of the heart of the city, one mile east of the open ocean
and immediately to the north of Golden Gate Park. At first an invitation was issued us by the
Park Commissioners to drill our companies upon the drives of the park. This privilege was
revoked in a few days, however, upon complaint of drivers of vehicles.

The streets are macadamized with broken stone; the whole tract of probably one hundred and twenty-
five acres is fenced off in enclosures of five acres each, one of which is intended for the occupation of
a regiment. There is city water at the end of each company street, with ample accommodations made
for water closets and sinks. The six inches of loose sand topping the site of our camp offers some
impediment to the movement of the troops inside. It has, however, this advantage, from a sanitary
point of view of being healthful and dry.

There being no room for drill inside, the companies are taken out into the streets, while the battalions
repair to the side of the Presidio hill where daily exercises are given in battle formation and skirmish
drills.

On the arrival of the Third Battalion, on the evening of the 20th, the camp was complete, and, with its
regular, well-ordered streets and tents, presented a neat and military appearance. During the weeks
and the days following, the little square plats lying on both sides of the northeast corner section which
has been assigned to us as the first regiment on the ground, began to fill with the incoming regiments
from the other states.”

The May 26, 1898 Denver Daily News indicates that the 1st Colorado camp at Camp
Richmond was named “Camp Irving Hale” in honor of the regimental Colonel. Neither this
newspaper nor the Denver Post referred to Camp Hale again.

Many souvenir booklets were published on Camp Merritt, including Our Boys in Blue, which
has a good general view of Camp Merritt and of the Nebraska “Eagle”

Pages 152-156 of source (7) contain some good photos of Camp Merritt

www_Usgennet orgfusa/neftopic/military/SpanishAmericanWar/span_am_camps/pg3.htm
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San Francisco Main Public Library Image AAC-0572 of Camp Merritt.
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www.casc.edu/carl/download/csipubs/coats/coats part 1.pdf

DIRGEAM OF THE CAMP AT THE BAY DISTRIGT

Coats, Stephen D., “Gathering at the Golden Gate: Mobilizing for War in the Philippines, 1898”

Page 65 (of 138)

See also The Examiner, 31 May 1898
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EXHIBIT 9
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EXHIBIT 10
1906 Earthquake: Refugee Camps

In the aftermath of the earthquake, an estimated 75,000 citizens simply left San Francisco. The
remaining homeless population of 250,000 established makeshift camps in park areas and amidst
the burnt-out ruins of city buildings. As fires burned across the eastern side of the city, refugees
migrated west towards Golden Gate Park and the Presidio seeking food and shelter. Eventually,
the Army would house 20,000 refugees in military-style tent camps—including 16,000 at the
Presidio.

National Park Service, Golden Gate NRA
The largest refugee camp at the Presidio was located just east of Letterman Hospital.

The Army managed 21 of the city’'s 26 official refugee camps. Four camps were located on the
Presidio, including an isolated camp for refugees from Chinatown. At the Presidio camps 3,000
tents were arranged in orderly street-grid formation complete with numbers and corner directories.
Soon, the refugee camps became small and highly-organized tent towns, where, according to the
some reports, "The people are well cared for and are taking things as happily and philosophically
as if they were out on a summer's camping trip." Despite their recent hardships, refugees in the
camps quickly established routines of regular life. Children formed playgroups in the camps and
dining halls became a center of social gatherings. These camps emptied as the city was rebuilt.
The Presidio camps were dismantled first, closing in June, 1906.
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National Park Service, Golden Gate NRA

Refugees outside their earthquake cottages. Many of these families moved their cottages from the
camps to lots where they became their permanent homes.

As winter approached, the city built 5,300 small wooden cottages for those still in need of housing.
These “earthquake shacks” were a joint effort of the San Francisco Relief Corporation, the San
Francisco Parks Commission, and the Army. Union carpenters built the structures, which are said
to be based on a design provided by General Greely, who had personal experience in building
Arctic shelters with few supplies.

Mayor Schmitz vocalized his concern about the clean conditions and desirable locations of the
new cottage camps with the statement, "I'm only afraid these people will never want to leave their
new homes here." At peak occupancy the cottages housed 16,448 refugees. Tenants paid $2 a
month toward the $50 price of the cottage. After paying off their new home, the owners were
required to move their cottages from the camps. The last camp closed in June 1908, leaving
earthquake cottages scattered throughout San Francisco. Today, the Presidio houses two of these
earthquake cottages.

Two of the 1906 earthquake cottages are preserved at the Presidio today. Thay are found behind
the old post hospital at the corner of Lincoln Blvd. and Funston Avenue.

National Park Service http://www.nps.gov/prsf/historyculture/1906-earthquake-relief-efforts-living-
accommodations.htm
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EXHIBIT 11
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S.F. quake shacks an endangered species
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Far a while there, it looked as i€ Alan and Melinda Mazeiti would hase to shelve plans Wbuild g
new house on thetr Bernal Heights lot.

They didn't know i, aceording 1o ne ¢ity planner, but the modest house the couple boughtin 2005
was a cunverted earthquake refugee shack. Iy one of 28 that remain in San Franciseo as
reminders of s century-old naturd disaster and refugee erists that neady destroyed — and helped
define -~ The City.

‘The shacks are considered 5 historical rescurce, and are therelore required, under state law, to be
treated as such. The 28 that remain in San Franciseo are protected by strct histovieal codes. The
Mazzettis had to either find someone to take the shack in one piece, or goth mugn an exhavstive
process of review and petitioning te tear it dowr After a year, they wie iust three weeks frem a vole
at the Planning Commission.

"For a while there, it was scary. We weren't sure they were guing to find sumebody, but they
ended up finding this guy who was willing to take il phinner Tim Free said. The shack wili move o
Midpines, near Yosemite National Pack.

The shacks, the smallest of which were 10 by 14 feat iy size, were The ¢ Cin's answer W a disasier that
left more than half its population homeless nesrly overnight.

With the help of the 1.5, Armiy, San Francisco constricted aboat 5,500 of the temporary buildings,

selting them up in rows in ¢ty packs ond open speces i1 areas now known as the Sunsel snd
Rishmond disteicts.

The 1906 earthquake and Gire was "probably one of the greatest natural disastors ever 1o strike
amvwhere,” said Charles Fracchia, the tounder and president emeritus of the San Francisco
Historical Suclety, and author ofthree books on San. Francisco history. “Vost start off with &

ulation of 460,000 (before the April 18 quake): 250,609 ware rendered homeless because of the
fire”

White many stayed with friends and relatives in The ity and the
moved into the temporary shacks, Fracchia said.

st Bay. about 15,000 0 20,004

Gver the course of the century, many of the buildings, which had been.ordered off ci ity praperty by
1010, were destroved, woved out of town or convertedingo the compnnentsof faiges dwellings, such
as the one at 842 Moultrie St., which the Mazzettis owh.

The Mazzettis aud their atchitect, Jorry Veverks, deslined to be interviened for this story. Their
project is due before the San Franciseo Planning Department on July i9.
Structures’ scarcity spurs debate

Of the 28 known earthquake refugee shucks in The City, 22 are being used as homes, winle s have
either heen restored or are identified for restoration, aceording o planners and preservationists.

‘There are twa shacks open o the public in the Presidio, locsted hehind the Di pensary. Another
four are being kept atthe zoo. Of those. onc has becn restored o its ol gival state. The other thiee
ave slated Lo be moved te Qakland, where the Fifth Street Institate will turn them into arfists
studtios.

There is 8 small debale within the preservationist commurg
and every remaining shack.

about the necessity of preserving each

"I think we have a good seties of examples of them, T don’t know low many are still existing in their

narural state,” San Francises Historical Socieh founder Chardes Fracchia said F Friday.
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e g i v = \ PO il e e NEWS POLITICS LOGAL
If thete's one that's pristine, [ think we should do everything we can to reside it, if that’s sn issue.

7 g > i A g VBTN e . ot inder the av Are:
But in the'case ot something that’s been totally restructured, ete., I don™t titok The City's historical Celifoipia maie Bome Baggaces
fabricis losing much.” Figton Beitway Confdanuat

YOI wits House
Bur planner Moses Corretle, who waorks on The Cilv's Historical Resources Survey, disagreed. e Gongress

"They are a rore thing and they are unique to Sau Franciseo amd unique objects in the world.
Buciuse they were rot built ont of substantiol materisls, they sre Jrail, but they're an endungered
species like a butterfly, and every ene that we can identify should really b preserved and given its

recognition,” Corrette said.

Shacks were divided up into four sizes:

» Type A, the smalflest, measured 10 by 14 foat

» Type B measured 14 by 138 feet
» Type C, wmeant tor familics, measured t5 feet by 25 fect and 16 feet by 18 foot,
» Type D were barracks,

The following is a st of known shacks compiicd by the San Francisco Western
Neighborhoods Praject, which is spenrheading preservation efforts.

Bernal Heights
164 Bocana St (Type )}

21) Mullen Ave. {Type [Ej

20 Newman St (two Tvpe Bs)

43 Carver St. (two 'Type By)

Baw Moultrie St (possibly #48 also}

Sunset District

24th Ave. (City Landmark #1771, three Type A, one Type B)

432G-4331 Kirkham St (three Type As and one Tvpe B)
Ocean View

237 Broad & (Type A)

74 Lobos 8t (twe Type Bs).

254 Montana St (Tvpe )

70 Niantie 8t. rwo Tvpe As)

Noe Valley

308 Cumberland Sf: (ome Type A and one Type B)

252 Holvoke St (ofie Type A-and one Type BY
Presidio

e

Goldie Shacks" on Mesa Street, behind Old Post Hospital (two Type As). These shatks were
originally located at 485-34th Ave, near Geary. and wore saved from demolition in 1985,

Sﬁould The City preserve the earthquake shaciis?

Share your comments below.

GET EMAIL ALERTS Gelt Free E-at Aledts G0, EXAMINERZONNECT i

WORE BY STAFF REPORT

A eity of champiuns

“Frash eollection up 78 pereent in San Maten County
Mirkarimi didtn 't want board prez jobd

Bust ont that hieveds for the Japaniewn lonp

Art thief eould spend yeay in juit

Good D

My Gty

Cet Mee E-Mait,
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SUNSET DISTRICT EARTHQUAKE REFUGEE SHACKS

In 1906, aftes the earthquake and
fire, thousatids of San Princiscuns were
feft tinmetess. The San Francisco Relief
Corporation built 3616 smal} shacks to
shelter these refugees. Accerding 10
Jane Crvan. founder of the Society for
the Preservation and Appreciation of
San Francisco's Befugee Shacks, only 19
shacks are stfl standing.

In August, Heritage fearned that the
owners of 4329 and 4331 Kirkham
Street had filed an application for
demolition. Several vears ago, Cryan
Iad certified that each of these mwo

PORT REGISTER
NOMINATION

The National Register nouination
process for the North Waterfront is
nearing completion, one year afier the
project began. Lising on-the register is
oneof the implementation measures of
the Bay Conservation and Development
Commission’s San Francisco Warerfront
Special Area Plan and the Port's Water-
front Land Use Plan. These plans
established the policy framework for
the revitahzation of the waterfront
through the rehabititativn of historic
FESOUICES 1O SUpPOrt 4 varkety of new
uses and the development of a network
of public access and ppen spaces.

Michael Corbeit, who nianaged
Herituge's early survevs, heuds the
historic resousce cousulting team for
RS Corporation. the firtn thatis
preparmg the somination. The Port
anticipates submitting the nomination
to the State Office of Historic Preserva-
tiogr earty i 20030

Photos: Dovid Gailagher

humble structures had been constituted
by joining two refugee shacks. The
present owners acquwed them in such
bad condition that they would have
proceeded with demolition by now if
artention had not been drawn to therr
historical significance.

Hesitage contacted Woody LaBounty,
of the Western Neighborhoods Preject,
who decided to try to save the shacks.

The owners agreed they would pay to
move them off the lot. and LaBounty is
hoping to findd a place to refocate them
for restoration and exkibit as histonic
artifacts.

The Musewn of San Francisco would
tove 1o have the shacks, but they do rot
yet have a place for them. The Presidio
Trust woukl agree 1o accept the shacks
(there are twe restored shacks st the
former acmy Dbase now), uatdl a perma-
nent site becomes avatlable, but would
require rent. As of press time, the future
of the shacks remains naceriain

Think you have a refugee shack?
Check the specs. According 1o Ms.
Cryan's rescarch. they were of 4 very
particalar design: single-wall redwood
construction with four $X4 cotner
posts, 2X4 top and bottom plates and
no intermediate studs. Fir floor boards
were 1X6 ongue and groove, and
siding was bourd and batten. Oue by
three roof lath; six inches apart was
nailed to 2X4 rafters.

COURT REJECTS EMPORIUM SUIT

in a decision filed September 30, the
California Court of Appeal affirmed the
teial court's judgment v refusing to
block the Bloomingdale's projéct at the
site of the historic Emporium depus-
ment store. San Franciscans Upholding
the Downtown Plan, composed of five
city residents, had initiated the failed
suT in San Francisco Superior Court.
November 2000

On appeal the plainiffs cited three
issues. They sugued that the project was
inconsistent with the San Francisce
General Plan, o particulas the Down-
town Area Plin, whech requires the
preservation of significant buildings,

witess it can be demonstrated they have
no rewatning market valne.

Secendly, appeHants conptended thar
the City viclated the California Envirog-
meneal Quality Act by certifving an
inadequate environmental impact
report ainnd approving the project
despite its significant environmental
impacts and the oxstence of feasible

rernatves. Finally thev argoed that
there was insufficient evidence to
support the finding of blight required

by California law 10 incerporate the
project site into the Yerba Buena
Redevelopment Ared.

The appellare court's 55 page ruling
concluded that the City and s agencies
had reviewed opposing viewpoints,
“comsidlered them extensively.” and
selected one proect altemutive on the
basts of the evidence, The court
concuired with the City’s finding of
~substantial bhght within the project
area.” and its conclusion, after consider-
ing the costs of rehabilitarion and
seismiic retrofit, that the Emporium
building “had 1o substansial remaining
market vatue.” and that there were no
feasible alternatives to the developer’s
proposed project.

“We conchude,” the court wrote,
“that there is substantial evidence to
sustain these determinations and
findings, and that the actions and
decisions of the City in certifving the
FIR and spproving the mchusion of the
Project in an expanded redevelopment
arci were neither arbiirary or capri-
cious.”




EXHIBIT 12
Extant Earthguake Refuges Shacks

San Francisco's remaining earthquake shacks became a preservation cause in the early 1980s, after Jane Cryan
discovered that the run-down home she rented was an earthquake cottage.

On July 18, 1982 Cryan signed a year’s lease to rent 1227 24th Avenue, in the Sunset district. When she moved
in on July 23, she had no idea that she would soon discover a phenomenal history of the ramshackle house that
was dwarfed by its much larger neighbors.

The little dwelling had drab, rust-colored peeling paint with some portions of the walls painted white, giving the
facade a patchwork effect. In September of 1982, Cryan scraped the old paint from the front cottage, finding a
layers of colors...green, white, blue, gray, rust, yellow, pink, black and beige underneath. She selected red with
white trim, and began to call her house “The Little Red House.” Cryan’s backyard neighbor, Guire John Cleary,
followed suit and painted his cottage red and white.

The picket fence also had peeling paint and was missing a few pickets. The fence, on a base of cobblestone
from the early streets of San Francisco, was built by newlywed Sven Anderson, who lived in the shack with his
wife Helen in the 1950s.

After extensive renovation work, the Little Red House began commanding attention. For the children who
delighted in boosting themselves over the fence, Cryan planted three cement gnomes in the front garden amidst
flowers.

In the Fall of 1982, Cryan invited her neighbors and a jazz band to a garden party at The Little Red House in
celebration of its half-restoration. A rumor made the rounds that afternoon that the front cottage was really three
refugee shacks cobbled together.

After researching, Cryan discovered that she was indeed, living in an amalgamation of three, possibly four,
“refugee shacks” joined together by real estate developer Sol Getz. The pup-tent styled roof of the street side
shack is nearly like the shacks in the camps. When Cryan moved in, 22 windows fashioned in six styles and
sizes held panes that barely clung to decades-old glazing. Most of the 1906 glass has survived the years. The
‘Mayflower’-like bay window was not part of the original shack, however, the two six-light windows in the
front cottage are original shack windows. The rear cottage sports original shack windows in the bay.

On January 1, 1983, just four months after she started researching her subject, Cryan founded “The Society for
The Preservation and Appreciation of San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake Refugee Shacks.” She envisioned The
Society bringing together everyone in San Francisco who lived in a refugee shack, touring each other’s cottages
and gathering for old fashioned tea and crumpet parties. Cryan never dreamed that she would soon be forced
into a preservation activist role, but more than two decades later she says that she is honored fate sent the job
her way.

In March of 1983, nearly seventy-five years after their construction and journey to 24th Avenue, the Little Red

Houses were the subjects of feature articles in the Sunset Independent and the San Francisco Chronicle.
Telephone calls and letters came to her from people who were truly interested in the shack story. The very first
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letter Cryan received was from a survivor of the 1906 earthquake and fire, Ms. Genevieve McGivney, a retired
school teacher, who sternly instructed that “historical markers should be placed on all refugee shacks.”

Local writer Robert M. Clements, Jr. visited Cryan at the cottage. He presented her with the typescript for an
article he had written called “Reminders of 1906,” which was published in the San Francisco Chronicle on
December 11, 1977. Clements wrote:

“The English left the burned skeleton of Coventry cathedral as a memorial of the German blitz... but when you
look for the reminders of the 1906 San Francisco destruction---nearly as great as that of Coventry though with
much less loss of life---there are really very few. We do have one Earthquake Monument, but it’s a little
different. Unlike most memorials to man’s endurance in disaster, this one was crudely designed, hastily built,
and eventually scattered to the four corners of the city.

“These cottages are charming, but they are small, and in a city filled with glorious architecture, they are
aesthetically insignificant---just shacks. Yet when we see them, we should remember that they are something
more: they are our Earthquake Memorial absorbed into the fabric of the city.”

When Cryan learned that the shack she rented might be demolished, San Francisco Architectural Heritage
directed her to the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board. Cryan convinced the Board of Supervisors to
declare the house San Francisco City Landmark number 171. In Fall 1988, The Argonaut: Journal of the San
Francisco Historical Society (Vol. 9, No. 2.), Crayn’s story was published in her article “The Creation of San
Francisco Landmark No. 171”. Though Cryan only lived in the shack for two years, today it remains in great
shape with fresh paint and surrounded by flowers.

Of her experience Cryan stated: “This gorgeous, golden city that is San Francisco, where everyone is welcome
to speak at City Hall, is the only place, probably in the world, that would afford a nobody such as I was in 1984
a chance to save history. Through self-instruction and research I knew my subject, but my credentials as they
might have related to historic preservation were non-existent. Ignorance really is the best bliss. I had no idea
who was who politically and what person or group might be averse to or for my effort. I marched on happily
unaware and unafraid, and I think perhaps my naiveté helped to make the effort the success it was.”

Cryan surveyed the city for survivors, lobbied politicians and influential members of society and educated
property owners. The Society won some notable cases, but it also lost its share. After inspecting nearly 300
structures people thought might be earthquake shacks, she certified more than sixty shack sites! Four shacks
were destroyed in the Richmond after the owner insisted his buildings were actually built in the 1930s, though
he was proven wrong by 1907 newspapers. And the numbers continued to decline. Unfortunately, by 2000, only
nineteen of those identified in Cryan’s original surveys remained standing!

Cryan operated The Society until the Fall of 1999 at which point she gave all of her research, including copies
of the two unpublished shack books (“Hope Chest: The True Story of San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake
Refugee Shacks” and “From Tents to Shacks: A Guide to San Francisco’s 1906 Earthquake Refugee Camps™)
to the San Francisco History Center at the Main Library. The San Francisco Board of Supervisors declared
April 18, 2004 “Jane Cryan Day.” The proclamation was read to the attendees, who applauded Cryan for all her
work to preserve a piece of San Francisco history.

Four shacks at 4329-4331 Kirkham Street, identified in Cryan’s early surveys, and nicknamed the “Kirkies,”
likely came from Camp Richmond where Park Presidio Boulevard is today. The one-room shacks were cobbled
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together to form two separate residences on one lot. 4329 Kirkham Street, toward the front of the lot, was
composed of one type A shack and one larger type B shack. 4331 Kirkham Street, at the rear of the lot, was
composed of two type A shacks.

The man who assembled the “Kirkies” was a dance instructor and carpenter named Felix H. Irvine. Before the
1906 disaster, Irvine was employed at the Union Square Dance Hall located at 421 Post Street and lived directly
across the street at 410 Post.

On August 28, 1907 Irvine purchased a 37°-6” x 100’ lot on the south side of “K” Street (later Kirkham), 82°-6”
east of 48th Avenue, from John and Blanche E. McGaw. On November 8, 1907, Irvine, listed in the city
directories as a carpenter, applied for water service for a single-family, one-bathroom dwelling at 4329 Kirkham
Street. 4329 and 4331 Kirkham Street initially appear on the 1913-1915 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps. The map
shows an outhouse to the east of 4331 Kirkham, which did not have water service until 1917, aside from the
removal of the outhouse there were no changes to either building’s footprint in ninety years.

4329 and 4331 Kirkham Street remained in the possession of Felix and his wife Anna Irvine from 1907 until
Anna’s death in 1920 (Felix died the previous year). The property was then purchased by Ralph E. and Nola A.
Girard who lived at 4329 Kirkham until 1950 used the rear cottage as rental property. On February 10, 1950 the
Girards sold the property to Chris Spremich, who appears to have used both units as rental property.

Almost fifteen years later Spremich sold the property to Irving and Ann Reich, who again used both units as
rental property. In 1968 the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection compelled the Reichs to perform
$1,000 worth of structural, electrical and plumbing upgrades to each cottage. After 1968 no further applications
for alteration permits were filed until 1993 when the next generation of Reichs, Ron and Jeff, applied for a
permit to build a new roof at 4329 Kirkham and 1996 for a new fence. Hidden by additions and blue siding, the
Kirkies stood vacant for years.

In August 2002, City Planner with the Planning Department, Moses Corrette, notified Heritage who in turn
notified Western Neighborhoods Project (WNP) that Ron and Jeff Reich had applied for a permit to demolish
the buildings . The site was flagged at Planning because of a failed effort to landmark the Kirkies in the late
1980s and because Cryan had sent the Planning Department a copy of all cottages she had surveyed, those
certified as earthquake refugee shacks and those that were found to not be shacks.

The WNP, a non-profit organization dedicated to preserving the history of the western part of the city,
campaigned to save the shacks. Initially unaware of the importance of the little houses, the Messrs. Reich
proved to be the very models of public-spirited property owners. They made every reasonable accommodation
to allow for saving and relocating these relics of San Francisco history, even pledging their $8500 demolition
budget toward their preservation.

The persistence of Woody LaBounty, Jane Cryan and WNP paid off. On March 5, 2005, the Kirkies were
relocated to a temporary home at the San Francisco Zoo, where they will undergo restoration. It took about six
hours for a team of volunteer carpenters, truck drivers, a crane operator, an iron-worker, and two project
managers to move the shacks.

To lift each shack, the crane operator lowered a four-sided metal frame, with long slings dangling from each

corner, over the building. The slings were secured around eighteen-foot-long timbers placed under the cottage,
and it was lifted off the ground. Two men used guide ropes to direct the shack onto a flatbed truck.
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At the zoo, the shacks were lined up in a row, just as they had looked in the refugee camps.

The relatively simple structures do not require artisan labor or expensive replacement materials. Much of the
labor can be performed by volunteers making use of the research performed as part of the restoration of the two
Goldie Shacks. On June 11, 2005, volunteers began tackling the restoration at one of many work parties; an
appropriate 120-year-old plane was utilized during the work party!

Although they will not be reused as residential structures, they will be accurately restored to reflect their
original use and appearance during the period of significance of 1906-1907 and interpreted as educational
exhibits. All salvageable materials and features from the period of significance, 1906-1907, will be retained and
preserved. Materials and features from later periods (such as the wallpapers of various eras, above) will be
removed. And missing or altered features will be restored. All work performed will be documented in a report
which will be available from the Western Neighborhoods Project, the San Francisco Public Library, San
Francisco Architectural Heritage and other repositories.

The goal is to find an appropriate permanent home for the four shacks and open them to the public. The
preferable, contextual setting would be a park-like setting with the shacks arranged in an evenly spaced row as
they would have been in 1906. A decision to house the restored cottages at the zoo will be up to its board of
directors, and its landlord, the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. Though the specific future of
these shacks is not yet determined, one thing is known for sure: thanks to the WNP and the larger preservation
community, and a team of volunteers, they will not be destroyed! (For more information, visit the Western
Neighborhoods Project website at www outsidelands.org. )

http:/iwww . victoriansanfrancisco.com/exiant-refugee-shacks/
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EXHIBIT 13
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University of California, Berkeley, Bancroft Library OAC
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EXHIBIT 14

hitp://tinvhouseblog.com/tiny-house/earthaguake-shacks/
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EXHIBIT 15
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1906 Crocker Langley City Directory shows David Bertrand at 226 Cabrillo St.
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XHIBIT 16
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UC Berkeley Bancroft Library, 2-story refugee shacks.
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EXHIBIT 17

SF Main Public Library — Camp Merritt AAC-0570
Note longer barracks used in 1898
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EXHIBIT 18
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EXHIBIT 19
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Lisle S. Hamm, attorney, theater & entertainment industry, 226 Cabrillo address
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Varsity Theater - Davis, California

Varsity Theatre Designers & Builders

The Vatsity Theater design and construction followed the typical pattern of the era in being the
product of a movie theater chain with the architectural design by a firm associated with the
chain, supplemented by a structural engineer, a theatrical interior decorator, and a number of
specialty contractors supplying roof truss systems, sound systems, etc.

The Davis Theatre Company - Developer
Ownership

The Varsity Theatre was built on what was essentially the backyard (“rose garden”) of the Luft
family home, which occupied the east half of the block between F and E Streets facing on
Second Street. (The west half was — and is — Dresbach-Hunt-Boyer Mansion property). The lot
included the Luft home’s tank house, fruit trees and gardens. The Luft family, originally the
town blacksmiths, became associated with movies in Davzs as the operators and eventually the
owners of the first Davis Varsity theater, located at the southeast corner of 2" % and F streets.
That property was sold in 1946, the old theater was demolished in 1950, and the present retail
building there erected by Mr. Quessenberry.

According to a sign erected on the lot in 1949 announcing the new theater project, and the
architectural plans filed with the city, the theater was built for The Davis Theater Company.
This was apparently a special purpose single theater company which may have been related to
a larger company or chain such as the West-Side Valley Theaire Company, to which initial
ownership 18 usuaﬂy attributed, although no mention of them was made in the newspaper
articles covering construction and grand opening. A similar single theater ownership paitern
was foliowed by Redwood Theatres' in the case of other Northern California theaters in
Marysville and San Mateo’, both designed by William B. David. The exact connection between
the norninal owner Davis Theater Company and West-Side has not been determined.

! Redwood Theatres Inc. and National Theater were owned by George M. Mann, who served as
president. Redwood developed and operated a chain of theaters, mainly in Northern California and
Oregon. A son, Richard Mann, is still in the theater business (he owns the State Theatre in Woodland,
another Wm. B. David design), and has a number of photos and renderings from William B, David &
Associates, the firm that was the “principal architect” of the Redweod company for many vears (see
William B. David, Architect, below). William B. David also served as construction manager and Vice
President of Redwood Theatres. The Mann enterprises and the David design firm both had offices in the
Warfield Theater Building at 988 Market Street, San Francisco in the 1950°s-80s period.

* In the former case it served as protection agamst a lawsuit when the plaintiff failed to sue the correct
entity and the mistake was not discovered untii the statute of limitation had run out.

Varsity Theater Davis California copytight Valerie Vann 2006 DRAFT Rev. 6-18-2006
Page 10f12




In the Davis Enterprise coverage of the Varsity grand opening, the corporate officers of The
Davis Theater Company included L. S. Hamm (Lisle §. Hamm, 1883-1966) and James
Stephens, vice-president. A Mr. Walter G. Preddy was described in the newspaper coverage of
the Graud Opening as a business associate of Hainm among those “responsible” for
development of the theater and honored in the grand opening ceremony. Preddy owned and
managed a San Francisco theater supply company (described in the 1930 census as 2 motion
picture business”), which was a subcontractor for the Varsity project. L.5. Hamm was an
California attorney with a corporate practice who served at various times as corporate lawyer
and secretary of the Redwood Theatres Inc. chain of San Francisco.

The West-Side Valley Theatre became the owner of the Varsity soon after construction {if not
actually originally through the nominal “Davis Theatre Company” as a subsidiary or local
management operation). West-Side Valley was an independent chain that developed and
operated movie theatres in Newman and elsewhere in California. The death in 1980 of Roy
Cooper, the original West-Side chain “executive”, resulted i sale of a number of the chain’s
properties to independent operators or outright closure. The final owner, Phil Harris, 1s the
grandson of the original West-Side owner, and worked in his family’s Davis theater as a
projectionist while pursuing his law degree from the University of California at Davis in the
1970’s. He later purchased his late grandfather’s Westside Valley Theatres chain, with a
partner, Doug Stephens. West-Side was sold in 1985 to form the Harris Theatre Group, which
later became the Signature chain, then was sold in 2004 to Regal Entertainment, which
currently owns multi-plexes in Davis.

While the grand opening coverage in the Davis Enterprise hisied the coniractors at length, as
well as the interior designer (Santocono), it oddly did not name the theaire’s architectural
designer, stating cryptically that it was “designed by the regular theater architect,” implying
ownership by a chain rather than the local “Davis Theatre Company” named in the articles. As
a result, for many years the architect or designer has been routinely listed as “unksown” in
documents concerning the theatre, including the Historic Resource Suweys.3

R Apparently no one ever boilered to look at the 1949 plans for the theatre in the Davis Public Works files; the title
block reads “William B. David & Associates, Industrial Desiga. San Francisco™.

Varsity Theater Davis California  copyright Valerie Vann 2008 DRAFT Rev. 6-18-2006
Page 2 0f 12

Vanni, Valerie, “Varsity Theater Davis California”’, 2006
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Page 55 of 65



EXHIBIT 23

| su vAvene WMLALOST

. g% LR TR Vim0 e § AT YR L AL ] : s
TR TR N = Fo I < T L Ot AUl s o
5 ] Teerainy =, ] WL, R A piaa
il = Bl R

3l e ' DEPARTHINY OF COMMSRUB~BUNEAN OF TAR GEUSUS
(_w-d s oo G i Ry b A =y 3 - -
& T BN S e VIPYRUNTH CENSUS OF THE UNFIRD STATH
“Conaly oy, Tydchin e ndsiniy . = Bk ReR7F POPULATIONSCME -
Tovouahip or odkise - £ ¥
R : it i : o SR : - Pt bty
Rtz u:unnx} x HOMR DATE s 0 PLACE BF IR RIEL TOSCAL (0% IK0CE | =, g : HEUMENT | vpusg
ez By s | T R e T e e e el i
3t 2ee 2 I el @ o HOrS ypoonat |7, !'ﬁ } £ mhmmg:‘-‘pgnm Dol tarwlgu e ity coastr b e dormama §5§ _g_é | emesmos oy Pt SERE TG
e dedecd e |} '.}», g 1 s b Sogm e e T D o s s ™ | T b S £ 45 3 ey vt s sy o | U el
) w58 A [ N : = s s 3 1| et | Gl kg b P
- JELRHUIHE = = oo I L i | e R s
* 1t v fejzelulws 0 [ = n slsislealnin 3 E] b nfniwnibln
" ; . i - .
RV R 4 _r.‘&‘vu;g_b_kﬂ o il lif Mek) 1 deade ol agl Skl P 51
PRSEAT, I S i | falbl | g a L] <
; bniln] | il Cadd, B, il o 7 o
3 I i 3, W A TS Sk ¢ & L
Ao | | it b pbal PLIAC AR Bl B ¥l B
¥ ars X
3 3
B 4 q‘ 3
i # 58
3 wi Y
5 1 — B2 &
: I?A.,_,.‘;_':éz-ﬁb,_..’\.,a.._
k : [th\jnnant':L St &
et Qe wl
y
@
&
12T "
il g Y iy [
™ o ikl . |
P neriidud B v 140 %
Bl ZZZ%..:;?;#:;; ol | W
1 .
- i kil
L seste AR 21 ful |
o 7
J&QQH“}% frk g b 5
o 17 A
g1t ,
NT o
: 7 7
b - Z
;f el ey Biolmed |o
o‘ L]
’ﬂ' R
& i 2
Sl VP M S b 4 @
2l 84
X
|
] s
! SUAY S, L]
1 i u
kel
i 7
[y
Ll
5
S
0 Tl o
: VTN T Y
L) - T T N [
b WAt T 4
= : it X i [N i —la
PAXYIATIONS 70 90 05D | PAs-Bjihbmpatapant “0p -mtvim 0 - OLu-Fur. ¥ 0 ke 3 W v B s oncHRnAKh AR~ i .
Skdsmimne | Snioimile ESUEN SN ERR o e "'gm‘: ’,%r\;v:. 4 e o & A L2 oy o e
ausmvasman ey TRy B mme R ge=g AT SRR~ SRR

1930 Fifteenth U.S. Census on Mr. Krull, iron worker
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Engle True Mayne
http:/ffreepages.genealogy.rootsweb.ancestry.com/~cimino/Cimino%20F amily/pafg29.htm
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1932 City Directory, Engel True Mayne

EXHIBIT 26

29" U.S. President, Warren G. Harding
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Funeral Record of President Warren G. Harding
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William Randolph Hearst
Engle True Mayne directed his funeral
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EXHIBIT 28

Senator Hiram Johnson’s funeral and Engle True Mayne leading procession.
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