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Preservation Alternatives for Draft EIR
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The Planning Department (“Department”) and the Project Sponsor (“Sponsor”) are requesting
review and comment before the Architectural Review Committee (ARC) regarding the
proposed Preservation Alternatives for the project at 4840-4950 Mission Street (“the Project”).

On March 18, 2015, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) adopted Resolution No. 0746
to clarify expectations for the evaluation of significant impacts to historical resource and the
preparation of preservation alternatives in Environmental Impact Reports. Although the
resolution does not specify ARC review of proposed preservation alternatives, the HPC, in
their discussions during preparation of the resolution, expressed a desire to provide feedback
earlier in the environmental review process — prior to publication of the Draft EIR —
particularly for large projects. In response to the resolution, the subject Project is being brought
to the ARC for feedback as the Department and Project Sponsor develop preservation
alternatives to address the anticipated significant impact to the individual historical resource at
4840-4950 Mission Street.

The Planning Department is in the process of preparing an Initial Study and Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) to evaluate the related physical environmental effects of the proposed
project. The proposed Preservation Alternatives are being brought to the ARC for comment
prior to inclusion in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR will be released for public review in
November 2018. A hearing to receive the HPC’s comments on the Draft EIR will occur in
December 2018.

BUILDINGS AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
The subject property at 4840-4950 Mission Street contains four adjacent through-lots (6959/019,
025, 026, 031) extending between Mission Street and Alemany Boulevard in the Outer Mission

neighborhood of San Francisco. Along Mission Street, the closest intersections are with
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Onondaga Avenue to the north and with France Avenue to the south. The property is located
within the Excelsior Outer Mission Neighborhood Commercial District, RH-1 (Residential,
House, One Family) and RH-2 (Residential, House, Two Families) Zoning Districts, and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District.

The southernmost parcel on the project site (6959/031, A.K.A. 4950 Mission Street), contains a
one-story supermarket (Safeway) constructed in 1980 and a surface parking lot. Because these
built elements are less than 45 years old and are not functionally or historically related to the
individually-eligible historic resource at 4840 Mission Street (see below), they are not potential
historic resources and are not discussed further.

The property at 4840 Mission Street comprises the remaining three lots on the project site
(6959/019, 025, 026). The only building on these lots (the “subject building”) is a former funeral
parlor located on the northernmost lot. This building occupies the east half of its lot and fronts
onto Mission Street. The west half of this lot and the entirety of the two adjacent lots to the
south contain a continuous surface parking and vehicle maneuvering area associated with the
funeral parlor. Although the lots extend back to Alemany Boulevard, access from this direction
is blocked by a chain-link fence.

The subject building at 4840 Mission Street, known as the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral
home, was built in two main phases. The first phase of construction occurred in 1926. As
originally designed by architect John A. Porporato, it was a two-story Spanish Colonial
Revival-style building with stucco cladding, a tile roof, and a symmetrical front (Mission Street)
fagade featuring a central entry portico and five vertical bays of arched windows. To the rear,
the building stepped down to a single story and then stepped up again to a single story over a
raised basement. The second phase of construction in 1959 was designed by architect Otto G.
Hintermann, engineered by Hyman Rosenthal, and constructed by the DeMartini Brothers
contracting firm. In this renovation, the building was extended to the south and east with a
two-story addition and was given a new facade designed in a Midcentury Modern style. The
building’s current appearance dates largely to this 1959 renovation.

Above a base of Roman brick veneer, the primary east (Mission Street) fagade is clad in square
porcelain enamel panels set in a stack bond pattern. A projecting wood belt course runs across
this facade, separating the first and the second stories. At the first story, the east facade
contains seven masonry openings, which are grouped toward the north end of the facade. The
third opening from the north contains a recessed building entry consisting of a marble stair
leading to a pair of hollow metal doors. Each of the remaining six openings contains an eight
pane aluminum window with a two-pane hopper sash at the bottom, a four-pane awning sash
at the center, and two fixed lights at the top. The second-story windows, framed by a
projecting porcelain enamel-clad border, are identical to the first-story windows except in the
location over the building entry, where they take the form of a pair of smaller, narrow, four-
pane windows. A neon sign projects from above the wood belt course in between the first and
second windows from the south. With the windows grouped toward the north end of the
facade, the south end of the east facade consists largely of a blank section of wall, on which
building signage (“Valente Marini Perata & Co. Funeral Directors”) has been painted. At the
extreme south end of the eastern facade, there is another pair of hollow metal doors leading to
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a one-story vestibule that runs along the south facade (see below). The projecting wooden
beltcourse passes over these doors and extends beyond the corner of the building, where it
forms part of a canopy that spans a driveway and is supported at the opposite end by a brick
wall.

The secondary south facade, which fronts onto a driveway that connects to the parking area,
features a one-story vestibule consisting of a brick base, large fixed aluminum-frame windows,
and a flat roof. At the right (east) end of the facade, this vestibule features a projecting canopy
(see above). At the center, the vestibule features a porte-cochere. Toward the left (west) end,
the vestibule steps down with the slope of the lot. Behind the one-story vestibule, the second
story of the south facade features two groups of ribbon windows framed by projecting borders
and glazed with opaque glass block. At the right (east) end of the facade, a short section of the
primary fagade’s porcelain enamel cladding turns the corner and features painted wall signage.
Otherwise, the south fagade features only utilitarian features such as louvers and drain pipes.

The tertiary west (rear) fagade clearly displays both of the subject building’s two major phases
of construction. At the left (north) end, the 1926 design is legible in the arched wooden
windows and the tile roof parapet, while the right (south) end features the aluminum windows
used in the 1959 renovation. The south end also features a neon building sign. The tertiary
north fagade, which fronts onto a narrow alley, dates mostly to the original 1926 design,
featuring a porte-cochere, arched wood windows, wood entry doors, and stucco scored to
resemble ashlar masonry. Elements of the north fagade that were altered in the 1959 renovation
include the addition and removal of windows and the application of a short section of the
modernist cladding that wraps around the corner from the primary facade.

Site features on the subject property include the parking lot, a concrete wall separating the
parking lot from the driveway running along the south side of the building, masonry walls
separating the parking lot from the sidewalk, and a neon sign installed on top of a post in the
parking area.

In addition to the two major phases of construction, major exterior alterations to the subject
building include the construction of the neon sign currently located in the parking lot (1937),
the installation of the neon sign on the west facade (1961), and the replacement of the wall
separating the parking lot from the sidewalk (1977). Various window replacements have
occurred on the tertiary facades at unknown dates.

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION

The subject property is considered a Category A (Known Historic Resource), having been
evaluated in a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE), dated January 2017, prepared by
Architectural Resources Group (ARG). This HRE found the property at 4840 Mission Street to
be eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources under
Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an outstanding intact example of a large-scale Midcentury
Modern commercial building in San Francisco. The period of significance for the subject
property is 1959. The Planning Department concurred with these findings in a Historic
Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) dated March 8, 2018. The HRER also found that the
subject property is not located in or adjacent to an eligible historic district.
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See the attached HRE and HRER for further details regarding the subject building’s historic
significance.

INTEGRITY

The Department concurs with ARG’s finding that the subject property retains a high degree of
integrity, having undergone no major alterations since the 1959 renovation and expansion that
resulted in the building’s current appearance. Overall, 4840 Mission Street conveys its
significance as a historic resource that is individually eligible for listing in the CRHR under
Criterion 3 due to its full expression of the Midcentury Modern architectural style.

See the attached HRE and HRER for further details regarding building integrity.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES
Character-defining features of 4840 Mission Street are listed below:

. Box form and overall massing

. Two-story height

. Horizontal orientation

. Orientation toward Mission Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk

. Flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls

. Combination brick and reinforced concrete construction

. Large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding

. Fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass block windows
. Projecting boxes enframing windows

. Aluminum frame glazed doors

. Signage, including attached, projecting, and freestanding neon signs and painted signs

. Wood-clad belt course and awning on the east fagade

. Porte-cochere on the south facade

. Enclosed walkway along the south facade

. Low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot

. Landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wall

The Department concurs with the character-defining features identified by ARG.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project would result in the demolition of the existing historic resource at 4840
Mission Street and the non-historic building at 4950 Mission Street and associated surface
parking lots, and the construction of a mixed-use development comprising three separate
buildings constructed in two phases. The first phase would create the six- to seven-story 4840
Mission Street building, which would reach a maximum of 84 feet in height with setback upper
stories. The second phase of development would create the two six-story buildings at 4950
Mission Street, which would share a common podium and garage and reach a maximum of 69
feet in height with setback upper stories. Altogether, the development would encompass
715,800 gsf and include 428 dwelling units (of which 175 would be affordable and 253 would
be market-rate), a replacement grocery store, a health center, ground-floor retail and
neighborhood services, and underground parking.
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For additional information about the proposed project, please see the attached project plans.

PROJECT IMPACTS

Because it will result in the complete demolition of the existing building, which has been
determined individually eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project will result in a significant
impact to an identified historic resource.

PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES

As the proposed project is anticipated to result in a significant impact on a historical resource
due to demolition, the EIR will consider alternatives to the project. Alternatives considered
under CEQA do not need to meet all project objectives; however, they should fully preserve
the features of the resource that convey its significance while still meeting most of the basic
objectives of the project. A full analysis of the project alternatives and a description of the
project objectives are included in the attached Preservation Alternatives Report prepared by
Page & Turnbull (Preservation Alternatives Report).

Department staff and the project team have identified the following preservation alternatives:
No Project Alternative, Full Preservation Alternative 1, Full Preservation Alternative 2, and
Partial Preservation Alternative. The Alternatives are depicted in the attached plan and
massing studies.

No Project Alternative
The no project alternative would not include new construction or any demolition. The
buildings at 4840 and 4950 Mission Street would remain.

The no project alternative would not result in a significant impact to historic resources.

Full Preservation Alternative 1

Full Preservation Alternative 1 would retain the former funeral parlor building and all
character-defining features of the historic resource at 4840 Mission Street except for the
freestanding neon sign adjacent to the parking lot entrance, which would be removed. The
non-historic interior spaces of the funeral parlor would be removed. The non-historic
supermarket building at 4950 Mission Street and all site parking lots would be demolished and
three new six- to seven-story mixed-use buildings would be constructed to the south and west
of the historic building. The new construction would connect to the historic building at the
rear and would be physically separated from the historic building’s visible south facade with a
gap containing a plaza and the historic porte-cochére, which would be modified to cover a
sloped vehicular entry to the underground parking. Full Preservation Alternative 1 differs
from Full Preservation Alternative 2 (see below) in the wider physical separation between the
historic building and the new construction along Mission Street, the modification of the
driveway under the porte-cochére into a down ramp leading to underground parking, the
interior program, and in miscellaneous site features such as the location and size of internal
courtyards and pedestrian plazas.

Taken together, the new buildings and the rehabilitated historic building under Full
Preservation Alternative 1 would contain 369 dwelling units (435, 739 gsf; 116 affordable units,
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253 market-rate units), a supermarket (41,100 gsf), a health clinic (11,402 gsf), retail (13,503 gsf),
a public plaza, and underground parking (285 spaces).

This Full Preservation Alternative would comply with all ten of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation (the Standards) and therefore would result in a less-than-
significant impact to a historic resource. Full Preservation Alternative 1 meets or partially
meets a majority of the objectives of the project. See the attached Preservation Alternatives
Report for a comprehensive analysis of this Alternative under each of the Standards and an
assessment of how it meets or fails to meet the individual project objectives.

Full Preservation Alternative 2

Full Preservation Alternative 2 would retain the funeral parlor building and all character-
defining features of the historic resource at 4840 Mission Street except for the freestanding
neon sign adjacent to the parking lot entrance, which would be removed. The non-historic
interior spaces of the funeral parlor would be removed. The non-historic supermarket
building at 4950 Mission Street and all site parking lots would be demolished and three new
six- to seven-story mixed-use buildings would be constructed to the south and west of the
historic building. The new construction would connect to the historic building at the rear and
would be physically separated from the historic building’s visible south facade with an entry
court containing the historic porte-cochere.  Full Preservation Alternative 2 differs from Full
Preservation Alternative 1 (see above) in the narrower physical separation between the historic
building and the new construction along Mission Street, the modification of the driveway
under the porte-cochere into a landscaped courtyard, the interior program, and in
miscellaneous site features such as the location and size of internal courtyards and pedestrian
plazas.

Taken together, the new buildings and the rehabilitated historic building under Full
Preservation Alternative 2 would contain 369 dwelling units (472,190 gsf; 136 affordable units,
233 market-rate units), a supermarket (53,000 gsf), a health clinic (10,679 gsf), and underground
parking (204 spaces).

This Full Preservation Alternative would comply with all ten of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation and therefore would result in a less-than-significant impact to a
historic resource. Full Preservation Alternative 2 meets or partially meets a majority of the
objectives of the project. See the attached Preservation Alternatives Report for a
comprehensive analysis of this Alternative under each of the Standards and an assessment of
how it meets or fails to meet the individual project objectives.

Partial Preservation Alternative

The Partial Preservation Alternative for the project would demolish the rear half of the historic
resource at 4840 Mission Street. The following character-defining features would be altered as
a result of the removal: the box form and overall massing, the flat roof with varying heights
and parapet walls, combination brick and reinforced concrete construction, some of the
fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, some of the projecting boxes enframing windows,
some of the aluminum frame glazed doors, some of the wood-clad belt-course on the east
facade, and some of the enclosed walkway on the south facade. Other character-defining
features to be removed entirely include the porte-cochere along the visible south facade, the
neon sign adjacent to the parking lot entrance, the neon sign attached to the rear facade, the
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awning on the east facade, the low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot,
and the landscaped beds along with tapered wall would also be removed. The non-historic
interior spaces of the funeral parlor would be removed.

The non-historic supermarket building at 4950 Mission Street and all site parking lots would be
demolished and three new six- to seven-story mixed-use buildings would be constructed to the
south and west of the modified historic building. The new construction would connect to the
historic building at the rear and side (south) facade. The physical separation between the
historic building and the new construction at the visible side facade would be 79 feet deep and
25 feet wide.

Taken together, the new buildings and the rehabilitated historic building would contain 379
dwelling units (465,909 gsf; 126 affordable units, 253 market-rate units), a supermarket (40,000
gsf), a health clinic (12,219 gsf), retail (13,503 gsf), and underground parking (300 spaces).

This Partial Preservation Alternative would comply with six of the ten Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Although this Alternative would retain some
architecturally significant features, more than half of the historic resource would be
demolished and many of its features would be altered or removed. Therefore, the Partial
Preservation Alternative would result in a significant impact to the historic resource. The
Partial Preservation Alternative meets or partially meets a majority of the objectives of the
project. See the attached Preservation Alternatives Report for a comprehensive analysis of this
Alternative under each of the Standards and an assessment of how it meets or fails to meet the
individual project objectives.

REQUESTED ACTION
Specifically, the Department seeks comments on the adequacy of the proposed Preservation
Alternatives to address anticipated significant impacts to historic resources.

ATTACHMENTS
- 4840 Mission Street Preservation Alternatives Report (dated April 19, 2018), prepared by
Page & Turnbull, including:
0 Project Sponsor Objectives
0 Preservation Alternatives Graphics Package
- Historic Resource Evaluation — Part 1, prepared by Architectural Resources Group (dated
January 2017)
- Historic Resource Evaluation Response, prepared by the San Francisco Planning
Department (dated March 8, 2018)
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. INTRODUCTION

This Preservation Alternatives Report has been prepared at the request of the San Francisco Planning
Department for the proposed project at 4840 Mission Street (Assessot’s Block 6959, Lots 019, 025,
and 026) and 4950 Mission Street (Assessor’s Block 6959, Lot 031) (Figure 1 and Figure 2). The
project site is approximately four acres located in the Outer Mission neighborhood, just on the
western border of the Excelsior neighborhood. Itis bounded to the east by Mission Street, to the
south by Seneca Avenue, to the west by Alemany Boulevard, and to the north by Onondaga Avenue.
4840 Mission Street contains the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home, which was initially
completed in 1926 in a Spanish Colonial Revival design by architect John A. Porporato and later
remodeled and expanded with a Midcentury Modern addition designed by architect Otto G.
Hintermann in 1959.1 4950 Mission Street contains a Safeway that was constructed in 1980.2

Architectural Resource Group, Inc. (ARG) evaluated the age-eligible 4840 Mission Street property for
historic significance in a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE Part 1), dated January 2017. The findings
of the HRE Part 1 were reviewed and confirmed by the Planning Department in a Historic Resource
Evaluation Response (HRER) dated March 8, 2018.3 The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home
at 4840 Mission Street was found to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources (California Register) under Criterion 3 (Architecture) with a period of
significance of 1959 and is thus considered a historical resource for the purposes of review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).# The Safeway is not age eligible and has been
determined not to be a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA review.

The proposed project involves the demolition of the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at
4840 Mission Street, the Safeway at 4950 Mission Street, and all associated surface parking lots on the
project site to construct one six- to seven-story mixed-use building that would reach a maximum of 84
feet, and one six-story 69-foot tall mixed-use building.5 The preservation alternatives analyzed in this
technical reportinclude a No Project Alternative, two Full Preservation Alternatives, and a Partial
Preservation Alternative.
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Figure 1: Assessor’s map of the subject block. The parcels of 4840 Mission Street (the historic resource)
are highlighted orange and the project site is outlined with blue dashes. Source: San Francisco Office
of the Assessor-Recorder. Edited by Page & Turnbull.

! Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street, Historic Resource Evaluation,” January 2017, 1.

2 Assessor’s Report, San Francisco Planning Department’s Online Property Information Map.

3 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2016-012545ENV, 4840 Mission Street,”
March 8,2018.

4 Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street, Historic Resource Evaluation,” 25.

5 San Francisco Planning Department, “Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting (DRAFT: NOP-2),” March/April 2018, 1-2.
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Figure 2: Bird’s eye view of the property at 4840 Mission Street (the historic resource), delineated by
orange outline. Source: Google Earth Pro, 2018. Edited by Page & Turnbull.

METHODOLOGY

This report follows the scope provided by the Planning Department for preservation alternative
reports, and includes a summary of the property’s significance, character-defining features, and
proposed project description. Following guidance provided by “Historic Preservation Commission
Resolution No. 0746,” this report analyzes two Full Preservation Alternatives and a Partial
Preservation Alternative for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation, pursuant to CEQA.

Under Case No. 2016-012545ENV, Page & Turnbull primarily referred to the “Historic Resource
Evaluation Response, 2016-012545ENV, 4840 Mission Street” (HRER) by the Planning Department
(March 8,2018) and the “4840 Mission Street, Historic Resource Evaluation,” (HRE Part 1) prepared
by ARG (January 2017). Page & Turnbull also consulted the Planning Department’s “Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping Meeting (DRAFT:
NOP-2)” (March/April 2018).

The description of the proposed project is derived from the NOP. The No Project Alternative, Full
Preservation Alternatives, and Partial Preservation Alternative were developed in consultation with the

Planning Department. The preservation alternatives descriptions are based on the graphics package
produced by Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP (see Appendix).

Determination of Significant Adverse Change Under CEQA

According to CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historic resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.”’6 Substantial adverse change is defined as: “physical demolition, destruction, relocation,

¢ CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b).
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or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historic
resource would be materially impaired.”” The significance of an historical resource is materially
impaired when a project “demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance” and that justify or
account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant
to local ordinance or resolution.8 Thus, a project may cause a change in a historic resource but still not
have a significant adverse effect on the environment as defined by CEQA as long as the impact of the
change on the historic resource is determined to be less-than-significant, negligible, neutral, or even
beneficial.

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards

The Secretary of the Interior’s S tandards for the Lreatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings provides standards and guidance for reviewing
proposed wotk on historic properties.® The Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties are
used by federal agencies in evaluating work on historic properties. They have also been adopted by
local government bodies across the country for reviewing proposed rehabilitation work on historic
properties under local preservation ordinances. The Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties are a useful analytic tool for understanding and describing the potential impacts of
substantial changes to historic resources. The Secretary of the Interior offers four sets of standards to
guide the treatment of historic properties: Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and
Reconstruction. The four distinct treatments are defined as follows:

Preservation: The Standards for Preservation “require retention of the greatest amount of
historic fabric, along with the building’s historic form, features, and detailing as they have
evolved over time.”

Rehabilitation: The Standards for Rehabilitation “acknowledge the need to alter oradd to a
historic building to meet continuing or new uses while retaining the building’s historic
character.”

Restoration: The Standards for Restoration “allow for the depiction of a building at a
particular time in its history by preserving materials from the period of significance and
removing materials from other periods.”

Reconstruction: The Standards for Reconstruction “establish a limited framework for
recreating a vanished or non-surviving building with new materials, primarily for interpretive
purposes.”10

Typically, one treatment (and the appropriate set of standards) is chosen for a project based on the
project scope. The scope for the proposed project’s Full and Partial Preservation Alternatives seeks to
alter a historic property to meeta new use while retaining the property’s historic character. Therefore,
the Standards for Rehabilitation are most appropriate.

7 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(1).

8 CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2).

? Anne E. Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoringand Reconstructing Historic Buildings (U.S. Department of the Interior National Park
Service Technical Preservation Services, Washington, D.C.: 2017), accessed July 20,2017,
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/ treatment-guidelines-2017.pdf.

10 National Park Service, “Introduction to Standards and Guidelines,” accessed June 22,2017,
https://www.nps.gov/tps/standards/four-treatments/standguide/overview/using_standguide.htm.
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Under CEQA, projects that comply with the Standards for Rehabilitation benefit from a regulatory
presumption that they would have a less-than-significant adverse impact on a historic resource.!!
Projects that do not comply with all of the Standards for Rehabilitation may cause either a substantial
or less-than-substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource. Thus, in some
circumstances, a project may not comply with all ten Standards for Rehabilitation, but the historic
resource’s material integrity is retained to the extent that the property will continue to convey its
historic significance and retain its eligibility for listing in the California Register.

1 CEQA Guidelines, subsection 15064.5(b)(3).

April 19, 2018 4 Page & Turnbull, Inc.



Preservation Alternatives Report 4840 Mission Street
Case No. 2016-012545ENT San Francisco, California
Final Draft

Il. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANCE
EVALUATION SUMMARY

Architectural Resource Group’s HRE Part 1 for 4840 Mission Street determined that the property is
eligible for individual listing in the California Register:

The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home appears to be eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3 as a significant example of Midcentury Modem
commercial architecture in San Francisco. The period of significance dates to 1959
when the substantial remodel occurred. [...] The subject property appeats to qualify
for the California Register under Criterion 3 as a significant example of a Midcentury
Modern commercial building in San Francisco. It exhibits several character defining-
features of this style including a flat roof, porcelain enamel panels forming [a]
geometric grid across the facade, roman brick veneer water table, aluminum sash
windows and doors, clean lines, and minimal exterior detailing largely limited to the
sweeping belt course across the east facade and the projecting boxes enframing
windows at the second story. The prominent sighage, both neon and painted, was
designed to be read by drivers traveling up and down Mission Street and Alemany
Boulevard, a common tactic employed [by] businesses located along busy commercial
corridors of this era. Since the building has remained substantially unaltered since 1959,
it represents an important intact example of a large-scale Midcentury Modem
commercial building in San Francisco.!2

The HRE Part 1 determined that the Valente, Matini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission
Street retains sufficient overall integrity to convey its significance. The Planning Department
concurred with ARG’s finding in the HRER.13

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

For a property to be eligible for national or state designation under criteria related to type, period, or
method of construction, the essential physical features (or character-defining features) that enable the
property to convey its historic identity must be evident. These distinctive character-defining features
are the physical traits that commonly recur in property types and/or architectural styles. To be eligible,
a property must clearly contain enough of those characteristics to be considered a true representative
of a particular type, petiod, or method of construction, and these features must also retain a sufficient
degree of integrity. Characteristics can be expressed in terms of form, proportion, structure, plan,
style, or materials.

The Planning Department generally concurred with the list of character-defining features identified in
the HRE Part 1 prepared by ARG, though the Planning Department removed those features relating
to the original 1926 design from ARG’s list. Therefore, the character-defining features for the Valente,
Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street are as follows:

* Box form and overall massing

* Two-story height

=  Horizontal orientation

= QOrientation toward Mission Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk
* Flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls

12 Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street, Historic Resource Evaluation,” 25, 27.
13 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2016-012545ENV, 4840 Mission Street,” 6.
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= Combination brick and reinforced concrete construction

* Large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding

®  Fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass block windows
"  Projecting boxes enframing windows

*  Aluminum frame glazed doors

* Signage, including attached, projecting, and freestanding neon signs and painted signs
*  Wood-clad belt course and awning on the east facade

= Porte-cochere on the south facade

*  Enclosed walkway along the south fagade

* Low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot

* Landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wallt4

Henceforth, the use of “historic” to describe an element indicates that the element is considered a
character-defining feature as defined above; alternatively, the use of “non-historic”” or “not historic’
indicates that the element is not considered a significant or character-defining feature. Additionally,
the use of “historic resource” or “historic property” refers to the collection of historic elements at
4840 Mission Street.

>

14 Thid., 9-10.
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lil. PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND DESCRIPTION

The National Electrical Benefit Fund and BRIDGE Housing Corporation (the “Project Sponsors™)
are undertaking the proposed project at 4840 and 4950 Mission Street. As discussed in the HRER, the
Planning Department found that “The proposed project will have a significant impact on the
individually eligible historic resource at 4840 Mission Street, which will be demolished. Demolition
would remove all character-defining features of the individually eligible building and would materially
impair its ability convey its historic significance.”’15

PROJECT SPONSORS’ OBJECTIVES
The Project Sponsors seek to achieve the following objectives by undertaking the proposed project:

1. Redevelop the project site with a mix of residential, grocery store, retail, and community
health care uses.

2. Build approximately 430 rental dwelling units in a range of unit sizes, including approximately
40 percent on-site affordable units.

3. Replace the existing Safeway grocery store and expand its size, while satisfying Safeway’s
requirement that the existing store remain in business until the replacement store is
completed.

4. Provide approximately 10,000 square feet of space to allow the existing Mission
Neighborhood Health Center to relocate from its current location at 4434 Mission Street to
the project site and to expand in size.

5. Provide ground floor retail space of sufficient size to attract neighborhood-serving retail and
personal services tenants.

6. Develop a project that is financially feasible.

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The “Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public Scoping
Meeting (DRAFT: NOP-2)” provides the following summary description of the proposed project at
4840 and 4950 Mission Street (refer to the Appendix for graphics of the proposed project):

The 4840/4950 Mission Street project (proposed project) is in San Francisco’s Outer
Mission/Excelsior neighborhood, encompassing the site of the Valente Marini Perata
Funeral home and the existing Safeway, at 4840 and 4950 Mission Street, respectively.
The National Electrical Benefit Fund (a union pension fund) and BRIDGE Housing
Corporation, the project sponsors, propose to demolish the existing buildings and
associated surface parking lots on the project site to construct one six- to seven-story
mixed-use building that would reach a maximum of 84 feet, and one six-story 69-foot
tall mixed-use building.

The proposed project would result in the phased development of three mixed-use
buildings on a total 151,700-square-footsite (Assessor’s Block 6959, Lot 019, 025,026,

15 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 2016-012545ENV, 4840 Mission Street,”
11.
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and 031) located at 4840 Mission Street (phase I) and 4950 Mission Street (phase II).
The proposed buildings would total approximately 715,800 gross square feet, including
below- grade parking. They would include 428 dwelling units, including 175 affordable
units and 253 market-rate units; a replacement grocery store; a health center; other
ground-floor retail and neighborhood services; as well as an underground parking
garage. The proposed 4840 Mission Street building would be a maximum of 79 feetin
height at the roofline along Mission Street. Due to the slope of the site, the building
would be a maximum of 84 feet along Alemany Boulevard and the upper four floors
would be set back approximately 30 feet from the property line. At 4950 Mission Street,
two buildings sharing a common podium and garage would be a maximum of 69 feet
in height at the roofline along Mission Street and Alemany Boulevard. The upper three
floors of the building would be set back approximately 20 feet from the Alemany
Boulevard property line. Rooftop mechanical penthouses and elevator overruns (which
are exempt from the measurement of building height under the planning code), would
reach a height of 89 feet at 4840 Mission Street and 79 feet at 4950 Mission Street.

[-..] The developmentof 4840 Mission Street would occur first, and would include 175
affordable rental units located above and behind a new ground-floor Safeway grocery
store that would be relocated from its current location at 4950 Mission Street. The
store would be open 24 hours a day. The 4840 Mission Street site would also include
the Mission Neighborhood Health Center on the second-floor, a facility that would be
relocated from its current location at 4434 Mission Street.

Construction at 4950 Mission Street would occur following completion of the 4840
Mission Street site, including demolition of the existing Safeway and completion of the
new Safeway. The 4950 Mission Street site would include the development of 253
market-rate units above 13,500 total square feet of ground-floor neighborhood-serving
retail and a public plaza. The 4840 Mission Street residential units would be available
for occupancy before completion of development at 4950 Mission Street. 16

16 San Francisco Planning Department, “Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Notice of Public
Scoping Meeting (DRAFT: NOP-2),” 1-2, 6.
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IV. PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT

This section provides an overview of the process that the San Francisco Planning Department staff,
Project Sponsors, and Page & Turnbull undertook to develop the preservation alternatives for the
proposed project at 4840 and 4950 Mission Street. Three preservation alternatives have been
developed and illustrated to include two full preservation alternatives and one partial preservation
alternative as summarized below and described in the following sections.

The Planning Department staff, Project Sponsors, and Page & Turnbull aimed to develop two Full
Preservation Alternatives that reduced impacts to the historic Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral
home by proposing to rehabilitate the resource to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation. In order to incorporate elements of the proposed project and retain all character-
defining features of the historic resource, two components of a project objective would compete:
replacing the Safeway while the existing store remains in business until the replacement store is
completed, which is met by Full Preservation Alternative 1 but not by Full Preservation Alternative 2;
and expanding the size of the current Safeway, whichis met by Full Preservation Alternative 2 but not
by Full Preservation Alternative 1. These two Full Preservation Alternatives were therefore developed
to separately and more closely meet the two parts of that project objective. The aim of the Partial
Preservation Alternative was to retain in full or in part the character-defining features of the identified
historic resource.

Full Preservation Alternative 1 would build the Safeway grocery store and affordable residential units
around the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street in order to retain the
historic resource and nearly all of its character-defining features. The rest of Full Preservation
Alternative 1, particularly at 4950 Mission Street, would remain similar to the proposed project.

Full Preservation Alternative 2 would build the affordable residential units around the Valente, Marini,
Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street in order to retain the historic resource and nearly all
ofits character-defining features. It would move the Safeway grocery store to 4950 Mission Street and
construct the market-rate residential units above the Safeway, all of which would involve slightly
different building designs as compared to Full Preservation Alternative 1.

The Partial Preservation Alternative would accommodate more affordable residential units as
compared to Full Preservation Alternative 1 by removing the rear half of the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral home. The rest of the Partial Preservation Alternative, particularly at 4950 Mission Street,
would remain the same as Full Preservation Alternative 1.

These three preservation alternatives schemes would require extensive seismic upgrades to the
Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home building which would include drilling foundation piers
into bedrock, underpinning the buildings’ foundation system and tying the building’s structural
systems to the new foundation. This complex processis exacerbated by the high liquefaction
susceptibility of the soils of this area and the fact that the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home
includes two structures and two structural systems built over 25 years apart.

All new construction proposed in the preservation alternatives has been designed to the greatest
extent that is technically feasible to be comparable in square footage to the proposed project; the
preservation alternatives illustrated are based on the proposed project program, building types, and
their limitations. The alternatives shown are limited in height and square footage based on the
Building Code, as subject to the proposed project.
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The following table from the graphics package in the Appendix presents a summary of approximate
square footage and unit counts for the proposed project compared to the preservation alternatives,

which are described in later sections of this report. This summary table also includes the CEQA-

required No Project Alternative, per CEQA Section 15126.6(¢).
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ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The following table outlines whether or not the Project Sponsors’ objectives are metin the proposed
project, No Project Alternative, two Full Preservation Alternatives, and Partial Preservation
Alternative. The table is for high-level compatison purposes of the preservation alternatives only.
Explanations are only included if further elaboration is needed to compare the alternative to the
proposed project. The table assumes that the proposed project was designed to meet all of the Project
Sponsors’ objectives and that the No Project Alternative does not meet any of the objectives.

4840 Mission S treet

San Francisco, California

. No Full Full Partial
Project Sponsors’ Proposed Proi P G Pr tion | Pr tion
Objectives Pioject roject reservation eservatio eservatio

Alternative | Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative
1. Redevelop the project |Yes No Yes Partial Yes
site with a mix of
residential, grocery The project “Other retail” | The project
store, retail, and site would be |would notbe |site would be
community health care redeveloped | provided;the |redeveloped
uses. with a mix of | project site with a mix of
residential, would only be | residential,
grocery store, |redeveloped | grocery store,
retail, and with a mix of | retail, and
community residential, community
health care grocery store, | health care
uses. and uses.
community
health care
uses.
2. Build approximately | Yes No Partial Partial Partial
430 rental dwelling
units in a range of unit Only 369 units | Only 369 units | Only 379 units
sizes, including would be built | would be built | would be built
approximately 40 compared to | compared to | compared to
petcent on-site 428 units in 428 units in 428 units in
affordable units. the proposed | the proposed |the proposed
project. project. project.
3. Replace the existing Yes No Partial Partial Partial
Safeway grocery store
and expand its size, The size would | The existing The size would
while satisfying only be Safeway would | only be
Safeway’s requirement expanded to  |have to close |expanded to
that the existing store 41,100 square |until the 40,000 square
remain in business feet compared |replacement | feet compared
until the replacement to the 53,000 | store is to the 53,000
store is completed. square feetin | completed. square feet in
the proposed the proposed
project. project.
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San

4840 Mission Street
Francisco, California

: No Full Full Partial
Project Sponsors’ Proposed Proi P G Pr tion | Pr tion
Objcctives Project roject reservation eservatio eservatio

Alternative | Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative
4. Provide approximately | Yes No Yes Yes Yes

10,000 square feet of

space to allow the All 10,000 All 10,000 All 10,000

existing Mission square feet for | square feet for | square feet for

Neighborhood Health the Mission the Mission the Mission

Center to relocate Neighborhood | Neighborhood | Neighborhood

from its current Health Center | Health Center |Health Center

location at 4434 would be would be would be
Mission Street to the provided. provided. provided.
Project site and to
expand in size.

5. Provide ground floor |Yes No Yes No Yes

retail space [aside from

Safeway] of sufficient 13,503 squate | Ground-floor | 13,503 square

size to attract feet of retail space feet of

neighborhood-serving ground-floor |would notbe |ground-floor
retail and personal retail space provided. retail space
services tenants. would be would be
provided. provided.
6. Develop a project that | Yes No Unknown Unknown Unknown

is financially feasible.
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V. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION

Under the No Project Alternative, no modifications to the existing historic resource would be
completed. No additional residential, retail, and/or commercial units or buildings would be added.
The historic character-defining features of the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840
Mission Street would be retained; no modifications, repaits, or restoration activities would be
conducted. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would remain at a height of 35 feet tall
(two stories over a basement). The historic resource would retain its total 20,565 gross square feet of
commercial space, including the ground floot, second floor, and porte-cochere.

The No Project Alternative would not meet any of the Project Sponsors’ objectives.

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS UNDER CEQA

Since the No Project Alternative would not demolish or make any modifications to the historic
resource, it would not cause material impairment. Compared to the proposed project, which would
result in a significant and unavoidable impact, the No Project Alternative would not result in any
project-level impacts and would not contribute to any cumulative impacts related to historic
architectural resources.
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VI. FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE |
DESCRIPTION

Full Preservation Alternative 1 would retain nearly all of the character-defining features of the historic
resoutce at 4840 Mission Street. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would maintain its
box form and overall massing; two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward Mission
Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls;
combination brick and reinforced concrete construction; large square porcelain enamel panels and
brick veneer cladding; fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; projecting boxes enframing windows; aluminum frame glazed doors; attached painted
signs and projecting neon signs; wood-clad belt course and awning on the east facade; porte-cochere
on the south fagade; enclosed walkway along the south facade;low tapered wall separating the
driveway from the parking lot; and landscaped beds along the east fagade and the tapered wall. The
only character-defining feature to be fully removed would be the freestanding neon sign adjacent to
the parking lot entrance. Interior spaces of the historic building, which are not historic, would be
significantly altered to accommodate a portion of the Safeway grocery store as well as the Mission
Neighborhood Health Clinic (Clinic).

On the project site, three new mixed-use buildings would be located to the south and west of the
historic building. One mixed-use building would be located at 4840 Mission Street, and would contain
the Safeway at the ground level, an entry court, below-grade parking, 116 affordable residential units
mostly above the Safeway, and common areas for those units (including lobbies, courtyards, and the
management offices). The other two mixed-use buildings would be located at 4950 Mission Street,
and would contain public plazas, retail at the ground level, below -grade parking, 253 market-rate
residential units, and common areas for those units (including amenities, lobbies, and courtyards). The
facades of the new buildings would be designed with modern materials, such as steel, glazing, cement
plaster, integral color concrete, cement board siding, fibre cement panels, phenolic panels, and
aluminum storefronts. The new buildings would require excavation for the foundations and structural
work, as well as for the below-grade parking garages, which would have a total of 285 parking spaces.

The new 4840 Mission Street building adjacent to the historic building would be L-shaped in plan and
would be between 79 and 84 feet tall (six to seven stories) depending on the site’s slope. The new
building would connect to the rear of the historic building, and would have an approximately 115-foot
setback from the historic building’s primary (east) facade. Along Mission Street, there would be a gap
of approximately 55 feet between the historic building and the new 4840 Mission Street building to
maintain the historic landscape features and view corridors from the public right-of-way. The gap
would consist of a plaza and the existing porte-cochere repurposed as an access ramp to below -grade

parking.

The new 4950 Mission Street buildings would directly abut the new 4840 Mission Street building to
the north. These buildings would share a podium and parking garage, as well as mechanical, electrical,
and plumbing. A public plaza would separate the two buildings. With rectangular- and O-shaped
plans, the buildings would be up to 69 feet tall (six stories).

Overall, Full Preservation Alternative 1 would provide 435,739 gross square feet of residential use,
41,100 gross square feet for the Safeway, 13,503 gross square feet of other retail space, and 11,402
gross squate feet for the Clinic. The historic building would retainits total 20,565 gross square feet for
repurposed commercial use as the Clinic and as part of the Safeway with extensive interior and
structural upgrades.
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Full Preservation Alternative 1 meets or partially meets a majority of the Project Sponsors’ objectives
(see tablein the “Ability to Meet Project Objectives” section).

STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

The following analysis applies each of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the
Standards) to Full Preservation Alternative 1 for 4840 Mission Street.

Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 1 would retain a commercial use in the historic building,
though no longer as a funeral home but as the Clinic and part of the Safeway. Full Preservation
Alternative 1 would also introduce a new residential use to the property, as well as additional
commercial use for the remainder of the Safeway. The conversion of the funeral home to the Clinic
and Safeway and the addition of the new residential use and more commercial use would requitre only
one change to the defining characteristics of the historic resource: removing the freestanding neon
sign adjacent to the existing parking lot entrance (see Rehabilitation Standard 2 for more discussion).
Full Preservation Alternative 1 would change the physical appearance of the historic resource’s site
and environment, but the character of the historic resource would remain evident.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 1.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: T'he bistoric character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 1 would retain and preserve nearly all of the character-defining
features of the historic resource. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would maintain its
box form and overall massing; two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward Mission
Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls;
combination brick and reinforced concrete construction; large square porcelain enamel panels and
brick veneer cladding; fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; projecting boxes enframing windows; aluminum frame glazed doors; attached painted
signs and projecting neon signs; wood-clad belt course and awning on the east fagade; porte-cochere
on the south fagade; enclosed walkway along the south facade; low tapered wall separating the
driveway from the parking lot; and landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wall. The
only character-defining feature to be fully removed would be the freestanding neon sign adjacent to
the parking lot entrance. Although the removal and/or alteration of character-defining features would
not be completely avoided, the historic character of the property would be maintained and preserved.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 2.

Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of bistorical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements
Sfrom other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 1 would not apply Midcentury Modern features to the historic
resource that are not substantiated by documentary evidence to have existed on the property
previously, and the new buildings would be clearly differentiated from the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral home in location, materiality, and design (see Rehabilitation Standard 9 for more

April 19, 2018 15 Page & Turnbull, Inc.



Preservation Alternatives Report 4840 Mission Street
Case No. 2016-012545ENT San Francisco, California
Final Draft

information). No conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings are proposed and
no changes would be made that create a false sense of historical development.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 3.

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

Discussion: There are no changes to the historic resource beyond the identified period of significance
(1959) that have acquired historic significance in their own right. None of the non-historic features
have been found significant.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 4.

Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive features, finishes, and construction technigues or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a historic property shall be preserved.

Discussion: As described under Rehabilitation Standard 2, Full Preservation Alternative 1 would
preserve nearly all of the distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize the historic resource. Only the freestanding neon sign adjacent to the
parking lot entrance would be removed.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 5.

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

Discussion: The scope of repair has not been determined for Full Preservation Alternative 1, but repair
or needed replacement of existing materials would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 6.

Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chewical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to bistoric
materials shall not be used. T'he surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible.

Discussion: The scope of chemical or physical treatments has not been determined for Full Preservation
Alternative 1, but cleaning treatments would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the

Treatment of Historic Properties and would be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 7.
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Rehabilitation Standard 8: Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 1 involves excavation for foundation and structural work in
order to support the new buildings and the associated below-grade parking. If any archacological
material were to be encountered during the construction of Full Preservation Alternative 1, the City
and County of San Francisco’s standard procedures for treatment of archeological materials would be
adhered to.

If standard procedures are followed in the case of an encounter with archaeological material, Full
Preservation Alternative 1 would be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials that characterie the property. Lhe new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its
environnzent.

Discussion: As discussed previously, Full Preservation Alternative 1 would retain nearly all of the
historic resource’s character-defining features. The new six- to seven-story buildings would be
differentiated with modern materials and design. Despite the height and massing difference, the gap
along Mission Street between the historic building and the new 4840 Mission Street building as well as
the deep setback of the new building would visually separate the two buildings. The historic resource’s
environment would change, but the historic resource would still retain its integrity and Midcentury
Modern commercial presence along Mission Street. The new buildings and related new construction
would not destroy historic materials that characterize the property.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 9.

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such
a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the bistoric property and its environment wonld

be unimpaired.

Discussion: 1f the new buildings and other related construction are hypothetically removed in the future,
the historic resource would retain nearly all of its character-defining features. The essential form and
integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired; the historic resource
would still be able to convey its significance as a Midcentury Modern commercial building in San
Francisco. Further, the removal of the new buildings would in fact restore a lower density
environment that currently and historically has existed around the historic property.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 10.

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT UNDER CEQA

The purpose of Full Preservation Alternative 1is to consider a plan that would lessen the significant
impacts of the proposed project on the existing historic resource. As explained in “Historic
Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746” (March 18, 2015), the Full Preservation Alternative
“should fully preserve the features of the resource that convey its historic significance while still
meeting most of the basic objectives of the project.”1” As the above analysis demonstrates, Full

17 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746,” March 18,2015, 2.

April 19, 2018 17 Page & Turnbull, Inc.



Preservation Alternatives Report 4840 Mission Street
Case No. 2016-012545ENT San Francisco, California
Final Draft

Preservation Alternative 1 as proposed for 4840 Mission Street would be in compliance with all ten of
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. According to Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the
Public Resources Code (CEQA), if a project complies with the Standards, the project’s impact “will
generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not significant.”
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VIl. FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE 2
DESCRIPTION

Full Preservation Alternative 2 would retain nearly all of the character-defining features of the historic
resource at 4840 Mission Street. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would maintain its
box form and overall massing; two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward Mission
Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls;
combination brick and reinforced concrete construction; large square porcelain enamel panels and
brick veneer cladding; fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; projecting boxes enframing windows; aluminum frame glazed doors; attached painted
signs and projecting neon signs; wood-clad belt course and awning on the east fagade; porte-cochere
on the south fagade; enclosed walkway along the south fagade; low tapered wall separating the
driveway from the parking lot; and landscaped beds along the east fagade and the tapered wall. The
only character-defining feature to be fully removed would be the freestanding neon sign adjacent to
the parking lot entrance. Interior spaces of the historic building, which are not historic, would be
extensively altered to accommodate the Mission Neighborhood Health Clinic as well as a common
space for the adjacent new affordable residential units.

On the project site, three new buildings would be located to the south and west of the historic
building. One residential building would be located at 4840 Mission Street, and would contain an entry
court, below-grade parking, 136 affordable residential units, and common areas for those units
(including lobbies, courtyards, and the management offices). Two mixed-use buildings would be
located at 4950 Mission Street, and would contain the Safeway at the ground level, a public plaza,
below-grade parking, 233 market-rate residential units mostly above the Safeway, and common areas
for those units (including amenities, lobbies, and courtyards). The facades of all new buildings would
be designed with modern materials, such as steel, glazing, cement plaster, integral color concrete,
cement board siding, fibre cement panels, phenolic panels, and aluminum storefronts. The new
buildings would require excavation for the foundations and structural work, as well as for the below -
grade parking garage of 4950 Mission Street, which would have a total of 204 parking spaces.

The new 4840 Mission Street building adjacent to the historic building would be L-shaped in plan and
would be between 79 and 84 feet tall (six to seven stories) depending on the site’s slope. The new
building would connect to the rear of the historic building, and would have an approximately 115-foot
setback from the historic building’s primary (east) facade. Along Mission Street, there would be an
entry court of approximately 47 feet between the historic building and the new 4840 Mission Street
building to maintain the historic landscape features and view cozrridors from the public right-of-way.

The new 4950 Mission Street buildings would be mostly separated from the new 4840 Mission Street
building to the north by a narrow courtyard. With rectangular- and O-shaped plans, they would be up
to 69 feet tall (six stories).

Overall, Full Preservation Alternative 2 would provide 472,190 gross square feet of residential use,
53,000 gross square feet for the Safeway, 10,679 gross square feet for the Clinic, and no other retail
space. The historic building would retain its total 20,565 gross square feet for repurposed commercial
use as the Clinic and as common space for the affordable units with extensive interior and structural
upgrades.

Full Preservation Alternative 2 meets or partially meets a majority of the Project Sponsors’ objectives
(see tablein the “Ability to Meet Project Objectives” section).
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STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

The following analysis applies each of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the
Standards) to Full Preservation Alternative 2 for 4840 Mission Street.

Rehabilitation Standard 1: 4 property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 2 would retain a commercial use in the historic building,
though no longer as a funeral home but as the Clinic. Full Preservation Alternative 2 would also
introduce a new residential use to the historic building and property; a portion of the historic building
would be used as common space for the affordable units and the rest of the property would be filled
with those affordable units. The conversion of the funeral home to the Clinic and common space and
the addition of the new residential use to the property would require only one change to the defining
characteristics of the historic resource: removing the freestanding neon sign adjacent to the existing
parking lot entrance (see Rehabilitation Standard 2 for more discussion). Full Preservation Alternative
2 would change the physical appearance of the historic resource’s site and environment, but the
character of the historic resource would remain evident.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 1.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: T'he bistoric character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 2 would retain and preserve the majority of the character-
defining features of the historic resource. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would
maintain its box form and overall massing; two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward
Mission Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls;
combination brick and reinforced concrete construction; large square porcelain enamel panels and
brick veneer cladding; fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; projecting boxes enframing windows; aluminum frame glazed doors; attached painted
signs and projecting neon signs; wood-clad belt course and awning on the east fagade; porte-cochere
on the south facade; enclosed walkway along the south fagade; low tapered wall separating the
driveway from the parking lot; and landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wall. The
only character-defining feature to be fully removed would be the freestanding neon sign adjacent to
the parking lot entrance. Although the removal and/or alteration of character-defining features would
not be completely avoided, the historic character of the property would be maintained and preserved.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 2.

Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements
Sfrom other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 2 would not apply Midcentury Modern features to the historic
resource that are not substantiated by documentary evidence to have existed on the property
previously, and the new buildings would be clearly differentiated from the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral home in location, materiality, and design (see Rehabilitation Standard 9 for more
information). No conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings are proposed and
no changes would be made that create a false sense of historical development.
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Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 3.

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

Discussion: There are no changes to the historic resource beyond the identified period of significance
(1959) that have acquired historic significance in their own right. None of the non-historic features
have been found significant.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 4.

Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive features, finishes, and construction technigues or exanples of craftsmanship
that characterize a bistoric property shall be preserved.

Discussion: As described under Rehabilitation Standard 2, Full Preservation Alternative 2 would
preserve nearly all of the distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize the historic resource. Only the freestanding neon sign adjacent to the
parking lot entrance would be removed.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 5.

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

Discussion: The scope of repair has not been determined for Full Preservation Alternative 2, but repair
or needed replacement of existing materials would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 6.

Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that canse damage to historic
materials shall not be used. T'he surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible.

Discussion: The scope of chemical or physical treatments has not been determined for Full Preservation
Alternative 2, but cleaning treatments would follow the Secretary of the Interiot’s Standards for the

Treatment of Historic Properties and would be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 7.
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Rehabilitation Standard 8: Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

Discussion: Full Preservation Alternative 2 involves excavation for foundation and structural work in
order to support the new buildings and the associated below-grade parking. If any archacological
material were to be encountered during the construction of Full Preservation Alternative 2, the City
and County of San Francisco’s standard procedures for treatment of archeological materials would be
adhered to.

If standard procedures are followed in the case of an encounter with archaeological material, Full
Preservation Alternative 2 would be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials that characterie the property. Lhe new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its
environnzent.

Discussion: As discussed previously, Full Preservation Alternative 2 would retain nearly all of the
historic resource’s character-defining features. The new six- to seven-story buildings would be
differentiated with modern materials and design. Despite the height and massing difference, the gap
along Mission Street between the historic building and the new 4840 Mission Street building as well as
the deep setback of the new building would visually separate the two buildings. The historic resource’s
environment would change, but the historic resource would still retain its integrity and Midcentury
Modern commercial presence along Mission Street. The new buildings and related new construction
would not destroy historic materials that characterize the property.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 9.

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such
a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the bistoric property and its environment wonld

be unimpaired.

Discussion: 1f the new buildings and other related construction are hypothetically removed in the future,
the historic resource would retain nearly all of its character-defining features. The essential form and
integrity of the historic property and its environment would be unimpaired; the historic resoutce
would still be able to convey its significance as a Midcentury Modern commercial building in San
Francisco. Further, the removal of the new buildings would in fact restore a lower density
environment that currently and historically has existed around the historic property.

Therefore, Full Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed would be in compliance with Rehabilitation
Standard 10.

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT UNDER CEQA

The purpose of Full Preservation Alternative 2is to consider a plan that would lessen the significant
impacts of the proposed project on the existing historic resource. As explained in “Historic
Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746 (March 18, 2015), the Full Preservation Alternative
“should fully preserve the features of the resource that convey its historic significance while still
meeting most of the basic objectives of the project.”18 As the above analysis demonstrates, Full

18 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746, 2.
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Preservation Alternative 2 as proposed for 4840 Mission Street would be in compliance with all ten of
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. According to Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the
Public Resources Code (CEQA), if a project complies with the Standards, the project’s impact “will
generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is not significant.”
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VIil. PARTIAL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION

The Partial Preservation Alternative would remove the rear half of the historic building at 4840
Mission Street. The following character-defining features of the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral
home would be altered due to the removal of the historic building’s rear half and construction of a
new mixed-use building: the box form and overall massing; flat roof with varying heights and parapet
walls; combination brick and reinforced concrete construction; some of the fenestration dating to the
1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass block windows; some of the projecting boxes
enframing windows; some of the aluminum frame glazed doors; some of the wood-clad belt course on
the east facade; and some of the enclosed walkway along the south facade. The following character-
defining features would be completely removed: the freestanding neon sign adjacent to the parking lot
entrance and attached neon sigh on the rear (west) fagade; awning on the east facade; porte-cochere
on the south fagade; low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot; and landscaped
beds along the tapered wall. The character-defining features that would remain fully intact and
undisturbed include the two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward Mission Street
and lack of setback from the sidewalk; large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding;
attached painted signs and projecting neon sign at the front half; and the landscaped beds along the
east facade. Interior spaces of the historic building, which are not historic, would be altered to
accommodate the Mission Neighborhood Health Clinic.

On the project site, three new mixed-use buildings would be located to the south and west of the
historic building. One mixed-use building would be located at 4840 Mission Street, and would contain
the Safeway at the ground level, small public plazas, below-grade parking, 126 affordable residential
units mostly above the Safeway, and common areas for those units (including lobbies, courtyards,
and the management offices). The other two mixed-use buildings would be located at 4950 Mission
Street, and would contain public plazas, retail at the ground level, below -grade parking, 253 market-
rate residential units, and common areas for those units (including amenities, lobbies, and
courtyards). The fagades of all new buildings would be designed with modern materials, such as steel,
glazing, cement plaster, integral color concrete, cement board siding, fibre cement panels, phenolic
panels, and aluminum storefronts. The new buildings would require excavation for the foundations
and structural work, as well as for the below-grade parking garages, which would have a total of 300
parking spaces.

The new 4840 Mission Street building adjacent to the historic building would be L.-shaped in plan
and would be between 79 and 84 feet tall (six to seven stories) depending on the site’s slope. The
new building would connect to the remaining fronthalf of the historic building, and would have an
approximately 79-foot setback from the historic building’s primary (east) facade. An access ramp to
below-grade parking would create a gap of approximately 25 feet along Mission Street between the
historic building and the new 4840 Mission Street building. This gap would somewhat maintain
view cortidors of the historic building from the public right-of-way.

The new 4950 Mission Street buildings would directly abut the new 4840 Mission Street building to
the north. There would be a public plaza that would separate the structures, although the buildings
would share a podium, garage and mechanical, electrical, and plumbing. With rectangular- and O-
shaped plans, the buildings would be up to 69 feet tall (six stories).

Opverall, the Partial Preservation Alternative would provide 465,909 gross square feet of residential
use, 40,000 gross square feet for the Safeway, 13,503 square feet of other retail space, and 12,219
gross square feet for the Clinic. The historic building would retain 12,219 gross squate feet for
repurposed commercial use as the Clinic with extensive interior and structural upgrades.
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The Partial Preservation Alternative meets or partially meets a majority of the Project Sponsors’
objectives (see table in the “Ability to Meet Project Objectives” section).

STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION

The following analysis applies each of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the
Standards) to the Partial Preservation Alternative for 4840 Mission Street.

Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

Discussion: The Partial Preservation Alternative would retain a commercial use in the historic building,
though it would no longer function as a funeral home but as the Clinic. The Partial Preservation
Alternative would also introduce new residential use to the property, as well as additional commercial
use for the Safeway. Though the general historic use of the historic building would remain
commercial, the other new and expanded-upon uses on the site would require removal of all or a
portion of several character-defining features (see Rehabilitation Standard 2 for more discussion). The
changes proposed in the Partial Preservation Alternative to convert the property into a mixed-use
housing development with a large grocery store would change the physical appearance of the site and
environment, but the Midcentury Modern commercial character of the historic resource would still
remain evident, particularly from the public right-of-way.

Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: Te bistoric character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

Discussion: The Partial Preservation Alternative would remove the rear half of the historic building at
4840 Mission Street and alter many of the character-defining features to a degree. The following
character-defining features would be completely removed due to demolition of the historic building’s
rear half and construction of a new mixed-use building: the freestanding neon sign adjacent to the
parking lot entrance and attached neon sign on the rear (west) fagade; awning on the east facade;
porte-cochere on the south fagade; low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot; and
landscaped beds along the tapered wall.

The following character-defining features would be somewhat altered: the box form and overall
massing; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls; combination brick and reinforced concrete
construction; some of the fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; some of the projecting boxes enframing windows; some of the aluminum frame
glazed doors; some of the wood-clad belt course on the east facade; and some of the enclosed
walkway along the south facade. The character-defining features that would remain fully intact and
undisturbed include the two-story height; horizontal otientation; orientation toward Mission Street
and lack of setback from the sidewalk; large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding;
attached painted signs and projecting neon sign at the front half; and the landscaped beds along the
east facade. The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home would continue to convey its character as
a Midcentury Modern commercial building in San Francisco, however the Partial Preservation
Alternative only partially avoids the removal of historic materials or the alteration of features and
spaces that characterize the property.

Due to the changes to the south and rear portions of the historic resource, the Partial Preservation
Alternative as proposed would not be in full compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 2.
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Rehabilitation Standard 3: Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of bistorical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements
Sfrom other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

Discussion: The Partial Preservation Alternative would not apply Midcentury Modern features to the
historic resource that ate not substantiated by documentary evidence to have existed on the property
previously, and the new buildings would be clearly differentiated from the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral home in location, materiality, and design (see Rehabilitation Standard 9 for more
information). No conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings are proposed and
no changes would be made that create a false sense of historical development.

Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 3.

Rehabilitation Standard 4: Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retained and preserved.

Discussion: There are no changes to the historic resource beyond the identified period of significance
(1959) that have acquired historic significance in their own right. None of the non-historic features
have been found significant.

Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 4.

Rehabilitation Standard 5: Distinctive features, finishes, and construction technigues or examples of craftsmanship
that characterize a bistoric property shall be preserved.

Discussion: As described under Rehabilitation Standard 2, the Partial Preservation Alternative would
remove ot alter a number of the character-defining features, though the majority would continue to be
represented in all or part. Due to the changes to the south and rear portions of the historic resource,
the following character-defining features would be somewhat altered: the box form and overall
massing; flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls; combination brick and reinforced concrete
construction; some of the fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass
block windows; some of the projecting boxes enframing windows; some of the aluminum frame
glazed doors; some of the wood-clad belt course on the east facade; and some of the enclosed
walkway along the south facade. The character-defining features that would remain fully intact and
undisturbed include the two-story height; horizontal orientation; orientation toward Mission Street
and lack of setback from the sidewalk; large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding;
attached painted signs and projecting neon sign at the front half; and the landscaped beds along the
east facade.

The following character-defining features would be completely removed: the freestanding neon sign
adjacent to the parking lot entrance and attached neon sign on the rear (west) facade; awning on the
east facade; porte-cochere on the south facade;low tapered wall separating the driveway from the
parking lot; and landscaped beds along the tapered wall. The Partial Preservation Alternative only
partially preserves the distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize the historic resource.

Due to the changes to the south and rear portions of the historic resource, the Partial Preservation
Alternative as proposed would not be in full compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 5.

April 19, 2018 26 Page & Turnbull, Inc.



Preservation Alternatives Report 4840 Mission Street
Case No. 2016-012545ENT San Francisco, California
Final Draft

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

Discussion: The scope of repair has not been determined for the Partial Preservation Alternative, but
repair or needed replacement of existing matetials would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 6.

Rehabilitation Standard 7: Chewical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that canse damage to historic
materials shall not be used. T'he surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible.

Discussion: 'The scope of chemical or physical treatments has not been determined for the Partial
Preservation Alternative, but cleaning treatments would follow the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and would be undertaken using the gentlest means
possible.

Therefore, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in compliance with
Rehabilitation Standard 7.

Rehabilitation Standard 8: Significant archeological resonrces affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measnres shall be undertaken.

Discussion: The Partial Preservation Alternative involves excavation for foundation and structural work
in order to support the new buildings and the associated below-grade parking. If any archaeological
material were to be encountered during the construction of the Partial Preservation Alternative, the
City and County of San Francisco’s standard procedures for treatment of archeological materials
would be adhered to.

If standard procedures are followed in the case of an encounter with archaeological material, the
Partial Preservation Alternative would be in compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 8.

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy
historic materials that characterie the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be
compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its
environment.

Discussion: As discussed previously, the Partial Preservation Alternative would remove or alter a
number of the character-defining features. To accommodate the new 4840 Mission Street building, the
rear half of the historic building would be removed and there would be alterations to features on the
south side in order to create an access ramp to below-grade parking. The new six- to seven-story
buildings, including 4950 Mission Street, would be differentiated with modern materials and design.
Despite the height and massing difference, the 25-foot gap along Mission Street between the historic
building and the new 4840 Mission Street building as well as the deep setback of the new attached
building to the west would visually separate the two buildings. The historic resource and its
environment would change, though the historic resource would still retain its Midcentury Modern
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commercial presence along Mission Street. Regardless, the new buildings and related new construction
would still partially destroy historic materials that characterize the property.

Due to the changes to the south and rear portions of the historic resource, the Partial Preservation
Alternative as proposed would not be in full compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such
a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment wonld

be unimpaired.

Discussion: 1f the new buildings and other related construction are hypothetically removed in the future,
the historic resource would not retain a number of its character-defining features. The historic
resource would be able to convey its significance as a Midcentury Modern commercial building in San
Francisco; however, the removal of the rear of the historic building and several historic landscape
features would affect the essential form and integrity of the historic resource. While removing the new
buildings would in fact restore a lower density environment that currently and historically has existed
around the historic property, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would still be partially impaired.

Due to the changes to the south and rear portions of the historic resource, the Partial Preservation
Alternative as proposed would not be in full compliance with Rehabilitation Standard 10.

ANALYSIS OF IMPACT UNDER CEQA

As the above analysis demonstrates, the Partial Preservation Alternative as proposed would be in
compliance with six of the ten Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. According to
Section 15126.4(b)(1) of the Public Resources Code (CEQA), if a project complies with the Standards,
the project’s impact “will generally be considered mitigated below a level of significance and thus is
not significant.” As the Partial Preservation Alternative does not comply with all ten Rehabilitation
Standards, the following analysis is required.

The purpose of the Partial Preservation Alternative is to consider a plan that would lessen the
significant impacts of the proposed project on the existing historic resource. As explained in “Historic
Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746”” (March 18, 2015), the Partial Preservation Alternative
“would preserve as many features of the resource that convey its historic significance as possible while
taking into account the potential feasibility of the proposed alternative and the project objectives.”1?
The Partial Preservation Alternative would retain architecturally significant portions of the existing
historic resource at 4840 Mission Street and convert the project site into a mixed-use housing
development with a large grocery store by adding three new buildings. To accommodate the new 4840
Mission Street building, the rear half of the historic building would be removed and there would be
alterations to features on the south side in order to create an access ramp to below-grade parking,
therefore removing or altering a number of the character-defining features.

When compated to the proposed project, the Partial Preservation Alternative would atleast partially
retain the historic resource, including its distinctive Midcentury Modern street frontage and the
massing of the east half of the building. However, as more than half of the historic resource would be
demolished (including landscape features), the Partial Preservation Alternative would cause a material
impairment to the historic resource.

19 San Francisco Planning Department, “Historic Preservation Commission Resolution No. 0746, 2.
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IX. CONCLUSION

The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street (Assessor’s Block 6959, Lots
019, 025, and 026) was initially completed in 1926 in a Spanish Colonial Revival design by architect
John A. Porporato and later remodeled and expanded with a Midcentury Modern addition designed
by architect Otto G. Hintermann in 1959.20 4840 Mission Street was evaluated by ARG in a HRE Part
1 completed in January 2017. The property was found to be individually eligible for listing in the
California Register — a finding that was agreed upon by the Planning Department — and is thus
considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA review.

The proposed project at 4840 and 4950 Mission Street will demolish the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.
funeral home, and therefore cause a material impairment to the existing historic resource. A No
Project Alternative would not cause any material impairment to the historic resource under CEQA.

The purpose of the preservation alternatives is to consider plans that would lessen the significant
impacts of the proposed project on the historic resource. The goal of the Full Preservation Alternative
is to preserve the features of the historic resource that convey its historic significance while still
meeting most of the basic objectives of the project. The goal of the Partial Preservation Alternative is
to preserve as many features of the resource that convey its historic significance as possible while
taking into account the potential feasibility of the proposed alternative and the project objectives.

The two Full Preservation Alternatives, which would retain neatly all of the historic resource’s
character-defining features, would not cause a material impairment to the historic resource. The
Partial Preservation Alternative involves demolishing more than half of the historic resource
(including landscape features) and would therefore cause a material impairment to the historic
resource, though many of the character-defining features would be retained.

20 Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street, Historic Resource Evaluation,” 1.
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FIGURE 2. CONSTRUCTION VIEW WEST TOWARD 4840 MISSION STREET,
(LITALO-AMERICANO) CA. SEPTEMBER 30, 1959

FIGURE 1. VIEW WEST TOWARD 4840 MISSION STREET, CA. 1930S

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home located at 4840 Mission Street is eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as a significant example of Midcentury Modern commercial architecture in San
Francisco. The period of significance dates to 1959, when the substantial remodel occurred. The property retains a high degree of
integrity such that it clearly expresses its architectural significance.*

*Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street Historic Resource Evaluation [Part 1], Draft,” January 2017, 25-27.

FIGURE 4. PHOTOGRAPH OF 4840 MISSION STREET, CA. 1960;
(VALENTE, MARINI, PERATA & CO.)
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CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES OF THE
VALENTE, MARINI, PERATA & CO.
FUNERAL HOME AT

4840 MISSION STREET *

BOX FORM AND OVERALL MASSING
TWO-STORY HEIGHT
HORIZONTAL ORIENTATION

ORIENTATION TOWARD MISSION STREET AND
LACK OF SETBACK FROM THE SIDEWALK

FLAT ROOF WITH VARYING HEIGHTS
AND PARAPET WALLS

COMBINATION BRICK AND REINFORCED
CONCRETE CONSTRUCTION

[o] [o] [&] [«] [&][=]

LARGE SQUARE PORCELAIN ENAMEL PANELS AND
BRICK VENEER CLADDING

[~]

FENESTRATION DATING TO THE 1959 REMODEL, INCLUDING
ALUMINUM SASH AND GLASS BLOCK WINDOWS

PROJECTING BOXES ENFRAMING WINDOWS

[o] [e]

ALUMINUM FRAME GLAZED DOORS

SIGNAGE, INCLUDING ATTACHED, PROJECTING,
AND FREESTANDING NEON SIGNS AND PAINTED SIGNS

@ WOOD-CLAD BELT COURSE AND AWNING ON THE EAST FACADE

@ PORTE-COCHERES ON THE NORTH AND SOUTH FACADE
ENCLOSED WALKWAY ALONG THE SOUTH FACADE

LOW TAPERED WALL SEPARATING THE DRIVEWAY
FROM THE PARKING LOT

LANDSCAPED BEDS ALONG THE EAST FACADE AND THE TAPERED WALL

*Architectural Resource Group, Inc., “4840 Mission Street Historic

Resource Evaluation [Part 1], Draft,” January 2017, 28-29.
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PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
PROPOSED NO PROJECT FULL PRESERVATION FULL PRESERVATION PARTIAL PRESERVATION
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE
4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION TOTAL 4950 MISSION 14840 MISSION TOTAL 4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION TOTAL 4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION TOTAL 4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION TOTAL
STREET (MARKET |STREET STREET (MARKET |STREET STREET (MARKET |STREET STREET (MARKET |STREET STREET (MARKET |STREET
RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE
UNITS) UNITS) UNITS) UNITS) UNITS)
UNITS 253 175 428 253 116 369 233 136 369 253 126 379
SAFEWAY SQUARE 53,000 53,000 36,000 36,000 41,100 41,100 53,000 53,000 40,000 40,000
FOOTAGE - h - - -
RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 288,909 207,309 496,218 288,909 146,830 435,739 263,153 209,037 472,190 288,909 177,000 465,909
FOOTAGE * a a -
CLINIC SQUARE 9,620 9,620 11,402 11,402 10,679 10,679 12,219 12,219
FOOTAGE - h - . - a -
OTHER RETAIL 13,503 13,503 13,503 13,503 13,503 13,503
SQUARE FOOTAGE - a a . a a - a a
NUMBER OF PARKING 204 126 330 106 94 200 204 81 285 204 0 204 204 9% 300
SPACES
NUMBER OF STORIES 6 6—7 1 2 6 6—7 6 6—7 6 6—7
BUILDING HEIGHT 69'-0" 9'- 84' 25'-0" 35'-0" 69'-0" 79' - 84 69'-0" 79' - 84' 69'-0" 79' - 84
HISTORIC BUILDING 0 0 0 20,565 20,565 0 20,565 20,565 0 20,565 20,565 0 12,219 12,219
SQUARE FOOTAGE
RETAINED**
*INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL COMMON & CIRCULATION AREAS
** EXISTING STRUCTURE INCLUDES 14,400 GROUND FLOOR, 4,900
SECOND FLOOR AND 1,265 PORTE-COCHERE
GENERAL NOTE: THE PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES ILLUSTRATED ARE BASED ON THE PROPOSED PROJECT PROGRAM,
BUILDING TYPES, AND THEIR LIMITATIONS. THE PROPOSED MIXED-USE PROJECT IS BASED ON
GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES, BUILT IN TYPE | NON-COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION ( CONCRETE )
WITH RESIDENTIAL USES ABOVE, BUILT IN TYPE IlIA CONSTRUCTION ( WOOD). THE ALTERNATIVES SHOWN
ARE LIMITED IN HEIGHT AND SQUARE FOOTAGE BASED ON THE BUILDING CODE, AS SUBJEC TO THE
PROPOSED PROJECT.
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STREET (MARKET [STREET

RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE

UNITS)

UNITS 253 175 428
SAFEWAY SQUARE 53,000 53,000
FOOTAGE B
RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 288,909 207,309 496,218
FOOTAGE *
CLINIC SQUARE 9,620 9,620
FOOTAGE B
OTHER RETAIL 13,503 13,503
SQUARE FOOTAGE -
NUMBER OF PARKING 204 126 330
SPACES
NUMBER OF STORIES 6 6-7
BUILDING HEIGHT 69'-0" 79' - 84'
HISTORIC BUILDING 0 0 0
SQUARE FOOTAGE
RETAINED**

*INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL COMMON & CIRCULATION AREAS

** EXISTING STRUCTURE INCLUDES 14,400 GROUND FLOOR, 4,900
SECOND FLOOR AND 1,265 PORTE-COCHERE
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VIEW LOOKING NORTH OF MISSION STREET

VIEW LOOKING SOUTH OF MISSION STREET
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NO PROJECT

ALTERNATIVE
SUMMARY
PROPOSED
PROJECT

4950 MISSION  |4840 MISSION 4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION TOTAL

STREET (MARKET [STREET STREET (MARKET |STREET

RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE

UNITS) UNITS)

UNITS 253 175 428
SAFEWAY SQUARE 36,000 53,000 53,000
FOOTAGE B
RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 288,909 207,309 496,218
FOOTAGE * -
CLINIC SQUARE 9,620 9,620
FOOTAGE - B
OTHER RETAIL 13,503 13,503
SQUARE FOOTAGE - B
NUMBER OF PARKING 106 204 126 330
SPACES
NUMBER OF STORIES 1 6 6-7
BUILDING HEIGHT 25'-0" 69'-0" 79' - 84'
HISTORIC BUILDING 0 0 0
SQUARE FOOTAGE
RETAINED**

*INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL COMMON & CIRCULATION AREAS

** EXISTING STRUCTURE INCLUDES 14,400 GROUND FLOOR, 4,900
SECOND FLOOR AND 1,265 PORTE-COCHERE
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VIEW LOOKING NORTH OF MISSION STREET

VIEW LOOKING SOUTH OF MISSION STREET
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ALTERNATIVE 1
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PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY

FULL PRESERVATION
ALTERNATIVE 1

PROPOSED
PROJECT

4950 MISSION
STREET (MARKET
RATE UNITS)

4840 MISSION
STREET
(AFFORDABLE
UNITS)

TOTAL

4950 MISSION
STREET (MARKET
RATE UNITS)

4840 MISSION
STREET
(AFFORDABLE
UNITS)

TOTAL

UNITS

253

116

369

253

175

428

SAFEWAY SQUARE

41,100

41,100

FOOTAGE

53,000

53,000

RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 288,909 146,830 435,739 288,909

FOOTAGE *

207,309

496,218

CLINIC SQUARE 11,402 11,402
FOOTAGE

9,620

9,620

OTHER RETAIL 13,503 13,503 13,503

SQUARE FOOTAGE

13,503

NUMBER OF PARKING 204 81 285 204

SPACES

330

NUMBER OF STORIES 6 6-7 6

BUILDING HEIGHT 69'-0" 79' - 84' 69'-0"

HISTORIC BUILDING 0 20,565 20,565 0

SQUARE FOOTAGE

RETAINED**

*INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL COMMON & CIRCULATION AREAS

** EXISTING STRUCTURE INCLUDES 14,400 GROUND FLOOR, 4,900
SECOND FLOOR AND 1,265 PORTE-COCHERE

LEGEND

- SAFEWAY SUPERMARKET
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FULL PRESERVATION

ALTERNATIVE 2

MAINTAIN FULL BUILDING &

i ) PROJECT SUMMARY & STATS
: & . ==y FULL PRESERVATION PROPOSED
. <& sl ALTERNATIVE 2 PROJECT
(,'I z, ’ ‘ 4950 MISSION  [4840 MISSION|  TOTAL  |4950 MISSION |4840 MISSION|  TOTAL
g T fn ‘2 ‘"1__}‘:/7"}  o— .:' - ‘z' : - . ¢ ’ 3 ¢ '/ ¢ ¢ : / STREET (MARKET | STREET STREET (MARKET [STREET
g — R T T e it + e i s | RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE RATE UNITS) (AFFORDABLE
2 — D. i . UNITS) UNITS)
R X ; —_ UNITS 233 136 369 253 175 428
/77, / -.4 A
SAFEWAY SQUARE 53,000 _ 53,000 ~ 53,000 53,000
FOOTAGE
R " |RESIDENTIAL SQUARE 263,153 209,037 472,190 288,909 207,309 496,218
=] Y 23, oo |FooTaGe*
: ~ [cunicsauare ~ 10,679 10,679 ~ 9,620 9,620
- 2, FOOTAGE
N O OTHER RETAIL _ _ _ 13,503 ~ 13,503
KIREE A , SQUARE FOOTAGE
D NUMBER OF PARKING 204 0 204 204 126 330
0 SPACES
4 NUMBER OF STORIES 6 6-7 6 6-7
aq D - -
BUILDING HEIGHT 69'-0" 79' - 84' 69'-0" 79' - 84'
p PEDESTRIAN RESIDENTIAL| = =
L LOBBY/ [
8 LEASING HISTORIC BUILDING 0 20,565 20,565 0 0 0
5 n SQUARE FOOTAGE
’ ’ g 4 RETAINED**
° LOADING * INCLUDES RESIDENTIAL COMMON & CIRCULATION AREAS
VEHICULAR
ENTR CLINIC ** EXISTING STRUCTURE INCLUDES 14,400 GROUND FLOOR, 4,900
Sl = SECOND FLOOR AND 1,265 PORTE-COCHERE
—— [ - = o
d i ~ LEGEND
- SAFEWAY SUPERMARKET
- RESIDENTIAL ENTRY OR COMMON AREA
RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND CORRIDORS
CLINIC
UTILITY AREAS
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 Project Background

Architectural Resources Group (ARG) prepared this Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) for the Valente,
Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street (Block 6959, Lots 019, 025, 026) in San
Francisco, California. This report includes a physical description of the subject property, a historical
summary of the funeral home and its surroundings, and an evaluation of the property’s significance under
the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) criteria.

The funeral home was completed in 1926 based on the Spanish Colonial Revival design by architect John
A. Porporato and remodeled and expanded with a Midcentury Modern addition designed by architect
Otto G. Hintermann in 1959. The building is located along the Mission Street commercial corridor
bordered by the Mission Terrace and Outer Mission neighborhoods to the west and the Excelsior and
Crocker Amazon neighborhoods to the east. The approximately 1.44-acre property is located on the west
side of Mission Street between Onondaga and Seneca avenues and spans the full width of the block from
Mission Street west to Alemany Boulevard. The property is located in the Zoning Districts NCD — Outer
Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District and RH1 — Residential-House, One Family.

1.2 Current Historic Status

The funeral home at 4840 Mission Street is classified as “Category B — Unknown/Age Eligible” on the San
Francisco Property Information Map and has not been formally evaluated for individual listing in the
California Register and National Register of Historic Places (National Register) or as a San Francisco
Landmark under Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code. Likewise the property has not been
evaluated as a contributor to a historic district eligible at the local, state, or national level. Lastly, the
property was not surveyed as part of previous historic resources surveys completed by the Junior League
of San Francisco in 1968, the San Francisco Planning Department in 1974-1976, and San Francisco
Heritage over the past three decades.?

In 2016, the San Francisco Planning Department recently identified the property as an “outstanding
example of its type and period [i.e., Midcentury Modern]” and for appearing to have “significant
associations with the Italian-American community and a significant Italian-American owned enterprise” in
the draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD) historic resource
survey. The Planning Department also indicated that the property “should be considered for landmark
designation under Article 10 of the Planning Code.”? Lastly, the Planning Department identified the
cluster of “individually identified Midcentury Modern buildings from c. 1935 to c. 1965” along this
commercial corridor as a priority for further evaluation to determine if these properties form a
discontiguous landmark district under Article 10 of the San Francisco Planning Code.® To date, an
intensive survey of this potential historic district has not been completed. When finalized, the Planning

1 San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Property Information Map, 4840 Mission Street, accessed
December 5, 2016, http://propertymap.sfplanning.org.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD),
(Alemany Boulevard — San Mateo County Line) Survey, draft copy provided to ARG on November 29, 2016, 15.

3 bid., 31.
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Department will bring the Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD historic resource survey before the San
Francisco Preservation Commission (HPC) for adoption.*

1.3 Methodology

To complete the HRE for 4840 Mission Street, ARG:

e Conducted a site visit to examine and photograph the subject property and its surroundings on
November 23, 2016;

e Completed archival research at repositories including the San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection, San Francisco Recorder’s Office, San Francisco Public Library History Center, and San
Francisco Heritage;

e Reviewed online repositories, including San Francisco Chronicle Historical Database,
Newspapers.com, Ancestry.com, Avery Index to Architectural Periodicals, Internet Archive, Online
Archive of California, David Rumsey Map Collection, and Pacific Coast Architecture Database;

e Obtained copies of blueprints, drawings, and photographs provided by the property owner; and

e Reviewed primary and secondary sources regarding the history of the Italian American
community in San Francisco as well as the careers of architects John A. Porporato and Otto G.
Hintermann.

2. SITE AND BUILDING DESCRIPTION

The following section provides a physical description of the site and building at 4840 Mission Street.
Additional photographs of the subject property are presented in Appendix A.

2.1 Site Description

The subject property at 4840 Mission Street is located at the north end of the 0.3-mile long block
bounded by Mission Street to the east, Seneca Avenue to the south, Alemany Boulevard to the west, and
Onondaga Street to the north (Figure 1). It is located within the Excelsior Outer Mission NCD and adjacent
to the Mission Terrace neighborhood to the west and the Excelsior neighborhood to the east. The NCD is
primarily comprised of commercial or commercial mixed-use buildings constructed between 1920 and
1960.° The neighborhoods to the east and west consist of single-family residences that appear to have
been constructed largely from the 1890s to 1940s.

4 Allison Vanderslice, Archaeologist/Preservation Planner, San Francisco Planning Department, personal
correspondence with ARG staff, December 1, 2016.
5 San Francisco Planning Department, Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 1.
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Figure 1. Location of 4840 Mission Street (boundary indicated in red) at the
north end of the long block (Google Earth, amended by author)

2.2 Building Description

The two-story-over-basement funeral building at 4840 Mission Street consists the original brick, Spanish
Colonial Revival, rectangular-in-plan building completed in 1926 and the large reinforced concrete,
Midcentury Modern addition constructed on the south fagade in 1959. Both building sections have flat
roofs that vary in height. The original portion of the building has remnant clay tile along the northern and
western parapet walls.

The east fagade facing Mission Street dates to the 1959 remodel and is clad with 38-inch square porcelain
enamel panels above a roman brick veneer water table; the cladding wraps around the corners of the
building (Figures 2 and 3). The primary window type is aluminum sash, eight light with the central four
lights forming an awning window and the bottom two lights forming a hopper window. The first story has
a deep inset entrance with a glazed, aluminum double door surmounted by a transom window and
accessed by a short flight of marble stairs at the north end. The entrance is flanked by four primary type
windows to the south and two the north. A similar arrangement of seven windows but enframed by a
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slightly projecting, porcelain enamel-clad box is located at the second story. A projecting wood-clad belt
course separates the first and second stories across the east facade and continues south to form a flat
awning over the entrance to the driveway accessing the parking lot. A projecting neon sign is situated
above the belt course, while painted signs are located at upper portion of the southeast corner of the
building.

\\,ﬂ: -
Figure 3. 4840 Mission Street, view southwest (ARG, November 2016)
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The north facade largely dates to 1926 with some window openings removed and added during the 1959
remodel. The entrance is comprised of a set of wood double doors accessed by a short set of marble
steps and covered by a porte-cochere with concrete column supports and a flat roof (Figure 4). A
secondary entrance with a wood, glazed door accessing the basement is located to the west. The original
windows consist of a set of three wood sash, six light, Tudor arched windows and wood sash, ten light
casement windows. Other original and replacement windows are wood sash, one-over-one and small
wood sash, multi light windows along the basement level.

— - - f

15—

Figure 4. North facade, view west (ARG, November 2016)
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The northern portion of the west facade dates to the 1926 construction and retains some original
features such as wood sash, Tudor arch and one-over-one windows and two garage openings with
paneled, roll up doors (Figure 5). The southern portion dates to the 1959 remodel and has an entrance
with double doors and three garage openings with paneled, roll up doors at the basement level. It also
has a variety of window types, including primary type and replacement vinyl, one-over-one, as well as a
prominent neon sign at the upper southwest corner.

Figure 5. West facade, view east (ARG, November 2016)

The south fagade dates to the 1959 construction and features an enclosed walkway along the first story
with an entrance leading to a large central porte-cochére on the south wall (Figure 6) and entrances with
glazed aluminum doors at the east and west ends. The walkway is clad with roman brick veneer and lined
with large aluminum sash fixed windows; it also has a flat roof that steps down in height toward the west.
A central louvered vent flanked by two sets of glass block windows enframed in projecting concrete boxes
are located at the second story. A low concrete wall runs parallel to the building separating the driveway
from the parking lot; several short metal lampposts with large glass bulbs are located on the wall, while a
landscaped bed with small trees runs along the south side of the wall. A similar landscaped bed with a low
concrete wall and lampposts extends west of the enclosed walkway. The remaining portion of the
property is comprised of a paved parking lot. The east end of the parking lot is defined by a 4-foot tall
concrete block wall and a freestanding neon sign.

Figure 6. South facade, view north (ARG, November 2016)
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3. SITE HISTORY

The subject property consisted of an empty lot prior to the construction of the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral parlor in 1926 (Figure 7). As originally built, the property contained the two-story funeral
building facing Mission Street and a large formal garden to the rear (Figure 8; see also the historic
photographs in Appendix E). In 1959, the business owners acquired additional land to the south and
remodeled and enlarged the building (Figure 9). The garden was removed, and the remaining portion of
the parcel paved over to create a parking lot. The property has remained largely unaltered since the 1959
remodel and continues to be owned by descendants of the original owners and to be used as a funeral
home. Full-sheet Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps showing the subject property and adjacent buildings are
included in Appendix B.

S = NN \L 695

{308 F}

<1

B

|87 Franoe A [\

Figure 7. Detail of the 1915 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Volume 9,
Sheet 980; arrow indicates the approximate location of the subject
property.



Historic Resource Evaluation Architectural Resources Group

4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, California Draft —January 2017
. Pk
7
L
.
[
!
> fe
T —r——

Figure 8. Detail of the 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Volume 9,
Sheet 980; shading indicates the approximate parcel boundary of the
subject property.
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Flgure 9. Detail of the mid- 1990s Sanborn Fire Insurance Map,
Volume 9, Sheet 980; shading indicates the subject property.

3.1 Construction Chronology

The building at 4840 Mission Street was designed by architect John A. Porporato in 1925. The original
permit filed in December 17, 1925 indicates a construction cost of $40,000 for a two-story brick mortuary
building with a basement. The building is presumed to have been completed the following year. In 1959,
architect Otto G. Hintermann designed the large addition to the building at an estimated cost of
$185,000. The fenestration and exterior ornamentation on the east and south facades of the 1926
building were removed, and a large-two story addition constructed on the south facade and portion of
the west facade. On the east facade, the window openings were altered and the porcelain enamel panels
and roman brick veneer extended across the entire facade to unify the old and new sections of the
building. The north and west facades of the 1926 building remain mostly intact, although select windows
on the north facade of the original building were removed or added. The large neon sign on the west
facade was added in 1961, and the wall along the eastern edge of the parking lot was replaced in 1977.
Two windows on the west facade have been replaced with vinyl windows at an unknown date.

Table 1 below lists the building permits on file at San Francisco Department of Building and Inspection
that indicate exterior alterations to the building. A copy of the building permit record is included in
Appendix C.
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Table 1. Selected Building Permits for 4840 Mission Street

Permit

Date Issued Owner/Lessee Description
Number / P

Construct a two-story brick building with a
145800 | Dec. 17,1925 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. | basement and reinforced concrete foundation
for $40,000. Architect John A. Porporato.

1157 Feb. 15,1937 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. | Erect a 25-foot long by 10-foot tall billboard.

Alterations to the building according to plans
----- Oct. 18,1937 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. | and specs for $1,800. Architect Albert Farr and J.
Francis Ward. No other detail provided.

Grade and pave, place cyclone fence and
159966 | Oct. 10, 1953 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. | lighting, lower curbs, and build new sidewalk for
$8,000.

Addition of a garage and store room at the
basement and chapels and other rooms at the
first story and alter the bathrooms in the
existing building for $185,000. Architect Otto G.
Hintermann, engineer Hyman Rosenthal, and
builder DeMartini Bros.

200500 | June9, 1959 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.

Install new neon face sign facing the rear

231013 | Nov. 28,1961 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. .
v aiente, viarini, rerata © parking lot (west facade) for $8,350.

Remove 4-foot tall cyclone fence at property
111158 | Mar. 15,1977 | Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. | line of parking lot and sidewalk and replaced
with 4-foot tall concrete block fence for $2,000.

10
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4. HISTORIC CONTEXT

The following section provides a historic context for the development of the funeral parlor at 4840
Mission Street. Drawings and blueprints are included in Appendix D, and additional historic photographs
are provided in Appendix E.

4.1 Neighborhood Development

The area that would become the Outer Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods lay within the approximate
4,400-acre Rancho Ricon de las Salinas y Potrero Veijo, or “Ranch of the Salt Marsh and the Old Pasture,”
which had been granted by the Mexican government to Don José Cornelio Bernal in two sections in 1839
and 1840. Other than Mission Road, which began at Mission Dolores and ran south to the peninsula,
aligning with present-day San Jose Avenue, the area remained largely undeveloped. Following the Gold
Rush and California’s entry into the Union in 1850, it remained sparsely settled as it was situated miles
away from the center of the pioneer metropolis. Several roadhouses with bars, restaurants, and illegal
gambling halls sprung up around Lake Merced to the west, followed by new roads to connect the city’s
downtown and these far-flung entertainment venues. Lake House Road (later renamed Ocean House
Road and finally as Ocean Avenue) extended west from San Jose Road to the lake district. By the mid-
1850s, coach service, quickly followed by horse-drawn omnibuses, provided transportation from
downtown San Francisco, along Ocean Avenue, to these colorful establishments.®

By 1864, the San Francisco and San Jose Railroad Company completed a new railway that ran between
San Francisco and Palo Alto (Figure 10). Upon reaching the city’s southern boundary, the railway curved
eastward and then headed northeast parallel to San Jose Road before terminating at 25th and Valencia
streets. Approximately 0.5-mile west of the subject property, it bisected the 100-acre “House of Refuge”
or Industrial School, which opened by the city in 1859 as a juvenile detention facility. The closest railroad
station to the subject property was the “Elkton” stop near the intersection of Ocean and San Jose
avenues (approximately the current location of the Balboa Park BART station). In 1868, the Southern
Pacific Railroad acquired the rail line and later abandoned it to make way for the construction of 1-280.7

6 Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 1-2; Woody LaBounty, Ingleside Terraces: San Francisco Racetrack
to Residence Park (San Francisco: Outside Lands Media, 2012), 10, 13; San Francisco Planning Department, City
Within a City: Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, November 2007, 16.

’ The city added a “House of Correction” beside the school in 1876; both buildings were demolished when the land
was cleared in the early 1930s to make room for the City College of San Francisco. TBA West, Historic Context
Statement: Balboa Park Area Plan & Historic Resource Survey, San Francisco, California, prepared for the San
Francisco Planning Department, August 3, 2008, 9-10.

11
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Figure 10. United States Coast Survey Map of the San Francisco Peninsula, 1869
(David Rumsey Map Collection, amended by author)

Capitalizing on the new rail line, real estate speculators along with newly-established homestead
associations purchased land along the line and began subdividing lots, creating a patchwork of street
grids that did not align with San Francisco’s established gridiron pattern. Among these early developers
was H.S. Brown, who filed “West End Map No. 1” in 1863, which was bounded by present-day Ocean
Avenue to the north, Mission Street to the east, Ottawa Avenue to the south, and San Jose Avenue to the
west and included the subject property.® On the east side of Mission Street opposite the subject property,
the Excelsior Homestead Association formed in 1869 and platted a grid of streets named after countries

and capitals of the world (Figure 11).°

8 San Francisco History Center, San Francisco Public Library, “Homestead Maps — A & B, Final Draft,” March 2011,

accessed January 9, 2017,
http://cdn.calisphere.org/data/13030/0c/c86q200c¢/files/Guide to San Francisco Homestead Maps.pdf.
° Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 1-2; TBA West, Historic Context Statement: Balboa Park Area

Plan, 10-11.
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Figure 11. Faust's I\/Ia[;) of tCiy and Couy Of San Fanciso Calforniga, 1894
(David Rumsey Map Collection, amended by author)

Promotional literature highlighting development potential within the former Rancho Ricon de las Salinas y
Potrero Veijo emphasized the advantage of the land’s “deep, rich, permanent soil” and access to fresh
water from Islais Creek, which began at Lake Geneva near present-day Geneva and Cayuga avenues; the
creek now flows underground along Cayuga Avenue and east toward the San Francisco Bay.'° Indeed, the
area attracted farmers in the 1860s, including large numbers of Italian, German, Swiss, and Irish
immigrants who established small farms and grew a wide variety of produce that they conveyed in trucks
to markets and local restaurants downtown. The Excelsior neighborhood also became one of the city’s
principal concentrations of dairies through the 1880s, and grazing land for cattle and sheep and dairy
farms once blanketed what is now McLaren Park.!

In 1894, the Market Street Railway built an electric streetcar line along Mission Street from the Ferry
Building to China Avenue (now Excelsior Avenue), with a spur line in operation the following year from
Mission Street to Ocean Avenue to reach the newly-opened Ingleside Racetrack (now developed as the
Ingleside Terraces neighborhood). Development picked up after the 1906 earthquake and fire as
displaced residents sought permanent homes in the city’s outlying neighborhoods, and two years later,
the city established Balboa Park on the eastern half of the former House of Refuge lot. Development

10 Latimer, Bros. & Seymour, Rincon de Las Salinas, Part of the Bernal Rancho, Fronting on the Bay, and Immediately
South of the City of San Francisco, California (New York: Latimer, Bros. & Seymour, 1857): 2; Walter G. Jebe Sr., San
Francisco’s Excelsior District (Charleston, South Carolina: Arcadia Publishing, 2004), 7.

1 Other significant concentrations of dairies in San Francisco were located in the Mission and South of Market
districts and the Cow Hollow, Bayview, Noe Valley, Bernal Heights, Portola, and Western Addition neighborhoods.
William Kostura, “The Cows of Cow Hollow,” The Argonaut 9, no. 1 (Spring 1998): 42; Jebe, San Francisco’s Excelsior
District, 7, 17-18.
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continued through the 1920s as new homes were constructed; MclLaren Park was established in 1927. By
1930, the Outer Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods were largely built out with attached, one-story-
over-garage, single-family homes, with Mission Street serving as the principal commercial corridor. Over
time, select parcels have been infilled or redeveloped, although these neighborhoods have retained their
low density, residential character.*?

4.2 Italian American Settlement in San Francisco

In the early 1850s, Italians began immigrating to California in search of fortune in gold fields but by the
end of the decade, they had largely dispersed throughout Northern California as placer mining proved to
be difficult and dangerous. They particularly settled in San Francisco, the Sacramento Valley, and the
Sierra Nevada foothills and found employment in lumber camps, orchards and farms, and fishing camps.
Those that traveled directly to San Francisco established businesses, such as grocery and dry goods
stores, restaurants, hotels, and boarding houses, at the base of Telegraph Hill at what was then known as
the “Latin Quarter” as it was home to Basque, French, Italian, Mexican, Portuguese, and Spanish
immigrants.’> Among the first wave of Italian merchants in San Francisco were Domingo Ghirardelli, the
famed chocolate manufacturer, and Domenico di Domenconini, who established the Golden Grain
macaroni factory. By the early 1850s, Italian language supplements began appearing in local newspapers,
followed by the first, albeit short-lived, Italian language newspaper, L’Eco della Patria, in 1859.2 The first
Italian institution, the Societa’ Italiana di Mutua Beneficenza, was established in 1858 in a social hall on
Grant Street.’

By 1870, approximately 2,000 Italians had settled in San Francisco, and after immigration to California
picked up in the 1880s, close to one-third of the state’s Italian population (approximately 5,200 out of
15,500 Italians) were residing in San Francisco by the end of the decade. They dispersed throughout the
city to various neighborhoods, including North Beach, Hayes Valley, Hunter’s Point, the Marina, the Inner
and Outer Mission, Excelsior, and Bernal Heights, based in part on their occupation and skills. For
example, the Marina District south to the city border became home to Italian truck farms, while Italian
fisherman coalesced in Hunter’s Point and Bernal Heights. North Beach, or “Little Italy,” arguably formed
the largest and most well known Italian American neighborhood in San Francisco. A scattering of homes
were initially located at Dupont Street (now Grant Avenue) and Vallejo Street. Italian businesses, including
grocery stores, commercial and wholesale businesses, restaurants, and fruit and vegetable vendors, soon
lined Grant Avenue to the north and formed the social heart of the neighborhood. Italian residents lived
in small cottages, shacks, and crowded tenement buildings on Telegraph Hill and then moved downhill
into North Beach in the 1880s and 1890s. Many enduring Italian commercial, civic, and religious
institutions were founded in North Beach through the early twentieth century, including Saints Peter and
Paul Church (1884, rebuilt in 1913), the Bank of Italy (founded by A.P. Giannini in 1904), John Fugazi’s
Casa Fugazi (1912), and the Italian Community Services Agency (1916).1

12 Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 1-2; LaBounty, Ingleside Terraces, 51; TBA West, Historic Context
Statement: Balboa Park Area Plan, 19-20.

13 Deanna Paoli Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 1850-1930/Gli Italiani Di San Francisco, 1850-1930, 2nd ed.
(New York: Center for Migration Studies, 1985), 19-21.

14 Sebastian Fichera, /taly on the Pacific: San Francisco’s Italian Americans (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 21.
15 Fichera, Italy on the Pacific, 11-12.

16 Fichera, Italy on the Pacific, 3, 27; Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 20, 25-27.
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In the 1920s, Italian immigration tapered in response to restrictive immigration laws at which time they
comprised the largest European ethnic group in San Francisco, surpassing the Irish and German
communities, who had ranked first and second respectively. By 1930, the number of foreign-born Italians
in San Francisco peaked at just over 27,300. North Beach remained home to the largest concentration of
residents with Italian ancestry, with 60,000 residents and five circulating Italian language newspapers
through World War II. Over the next several decades, the city’s Italian American population steadily
declined as immigration waned and Italian Americans relocated to suburbs outside of San Francisco.?’

4.3 [talian American Settlement in the Excelsior

Italian settlement in the Outer Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods dates to the 1850s and initially was
comprised of an insular community of truck farmers from the Liguria, Tuscany, and Campania regions and
Italian-Swiss dairyman. The early settlers successfully transformed sandy hills into vegetable fields and
dairy farms ranging in size from 10-15 acres to 250 acres.'® The smaller farms primarily produced
tomatoes and lettuce, while the larger farms diversified by growing a wide array of vegetables, including
artichokes, cauliflower, cabbage, brussel sprouts, and onions. These early Italian farmers typically rented
plots of land either individually or in partnership and conveyed their produce on horse-drawn wagons
along Mission Street to wholesale markets in the city’s burgeoning downtown. Among the most
prominent was the Colombo Market, a large vegetable and produce market established by the Italian
community in 1876 and spanning the block bounded by Davis, Jackson, Front, and Pacific streets.*®

The Italian American community in the Quter Mission and Excelsior remained strong through the mid-
twentieth century as numerous religious and cultural institutions and commercial businesses were
established. By 1898, the community had grown large enough to warrant the construction of the Corpus
Christi Church as an auxiliary church to Saints Peter and Paul in North Beach.?° The original church
building at Santa Rosa Avenue and Alemany Boulevard was later replaced with a modern church designed
by architect Mario Ciampi in 1952. Along this stretch of Mission Street, the copious Italian stores, delis,
restaurants, bakeries, pasta and ravioli factories, and butcher shops served as an extension of North
Beach. Residents also enjoyed playing bocce ball on numerous courts built on empty lots in the Excelsior
in the 1920s and 1930s. As longtime Excelsior resident Walter G. Jebe Sr. recalls, the courts “were
gathering paces to play and to socialize and boast about the quality of their homemade wine, often late
into the night.”?! Major social institutions include the Italian American Social Club, which metin a
member’s home beginning in 1928 until moving to its permanent location at 21-25 Russian Avenue in
1940. Club members must have Italian ancestry, although the restaurant is open to the public. In 1952,
the fraternal lodge Sons of Italy moved to its brand new location at 5051 Mission Street.?

17 Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 6; Rose Doris Scherini, The Italian American Community of San Francisco: A
Descriptive Study (New York: Arno Press, 1980), 1-5; Northern California Coalition on Immigration Rights, “North
Beach: Little Italy,” accessed January 6, 2016, http://www.foundsf.org/index.php?title=North Beach: Little Italy.
1 Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 33.

1% Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 35, 99.

20 Gumina, The Italians of San Francisco, 35.

21 Jebe, San Francisco’s Excelsior District, 94.

22 Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 11; Jebe, San Francisco’s Excelsior District, 83, 94.
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By the early 1970s, Italian Americans began moving to the suburbs as Latino and Filipino residents moved
into the area. By the turn of the twenty-first century, the Excelsior neighborhood was home to a large
concentration of Filipino residents in San Francisco, with other significant concentrations in the nearby
Visitation Valley and Portola neighborhoods. As the demographics shifted, the range of businesses along
Mission Street began to change to serve new clientele. Similarly, the congregation of Corpus Christi
Church evolved such that Italian Americans only comprised about one-fifth of the parishioners. Today the
neighborhoods bordering the outer stretch of Mission Street remain among the most diverse in the city.??

4.4 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.

The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. traces its roots to North Beach in the late nineteenth century. In 1889,
Joseph Valente teamed with Julius Godeau to form an undertaking business at 1328 Dupont Street (now
Grant Avenue; rebuilt in 1907). By 1895, Valente had parted ways with Godeau and established the
Valente, Marini & Co. with Frank Marini and Edward Catagnetto. The new company operated its funeral
parlor at 1524 Stockton Street near Columbus Avenue (rebuilt in 1926) until the 1906 earthquake and fire
forced it to relocate to 3448 Mission Street near Bernal Heights (extant). It quickly sought to reesetablish
itself in North Beach, and with a new partner C.L.P. Marais, opened its primary funeral home at 649
Green Street (extant) by 1908 while retaining the facility at 3448 Mission Street. By 1920, the business
name had changed to Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. to reflect the change in ownership. Marais had
divested from the business by 1915, and son Virgil Valente and Marini took on the partners John Perata
and Victor Sbragia by 1920 and John Ferrari by 1925. The following year, the funeral home closed its
facility at 3448 Mission Street and celebrated the opening of its brand new funeral home at 4840 Mission
Street based on the design by architect John A. Porporato (Figure 12).

Figure 12. View west toward 4840 Mission Sreet, ca. 1930s (L’Italo-Americano;
use permission required)

23 Allyson Tintiangco-Cubales, “Building a Community Center: Filipinas/os in San Francisco’s Excelsior Neighborhood,
in Asia America: Forming New Communities, Expanding Boundaries, ed. Huping Ling (New Brunswick, New Jersey:
Rutgers University Press, 2009), 104-105; Scherini, The Italian American Community, 33-35.
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The business ownership changed over the subsequent decades but stayed largely within the Valente,
Marini, and Perata families; see Table 2 for a complete list of owners compiled from city directories, see
Table 2. In 1959, owners John Perata, Clarence Ferrari, Anita Taylor (John Perata’s sister), and her son
James L. Taylor commissioned architect Otto G. Hintermann to design the Midcentury Modern expansion
and remodel of the subject property. The building expanded to contain four chapels, three reception
salons, two apartments at the second story to house staff onsite at all hours, and a casket showroom and
embalming facilities in the basement. In 1970, the business closed the Green Street facility and continued
to operate solely at 4840 Mission Street. The business is currently owned and operated by the fifth
generation, including Steven J. Taylor and Matthew J. Taylor.?

photograph is incorrect (Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.)

The following section provides biographies of the principal owners—Joseph Valente, Frank Marini, and
John Perata—along with the other owners who commissioned the 1959 remodel of the 4840 Mission
Street facility—Anita Taylor, James L. Taylor, and Clarence Ferrari.

Joseph L. Valente (ca. 1858-1917) was born in Italy and immigrated to the United States in 1865. He was
married to Mary A. Valente, and they had two children Virgil A. Valente and Valentina A. Valente. In 1907,
he was fined by the City of San Francisco for moving a body between counties without filing the property
registration form. He passed away in 1917; he was living at 6317 Green Street and his funeral was
celebrated with a requiem high mass at Saints Peter and Paul Church in North Beach. His son Virgil A.
Valente then became a partner in the firm until his death in 1925.%°

24 San Francisco City Directories, 1889-1980; “An Announcement,” advertisement placed by the Valente, Marini,
Perata & Co., San Francisco Chronicle, February 26, 1970: 38; Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., “History & Staff,”
accessed January 12, 2016, http://www.vmpandco.com/who-we-are/history-and-staff.

25 “Judge Declares Valente Guilty,” San Francisco Chronicle, June 15, 1907: 16; “Joseph A. Valente, Obituary,” San
Francisco Chronicle, November 15, 1917: 4; “Virgil A. Valente, Obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle, June 8, 1925: 6;
U.S. Federal Census, 1910, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com.
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Frank Marini (1862-1952) is the most well known of the original business partners. His parents emigrated
from Italy in 1952 and settled in the Bayview neighborhood where he was born. Frank Marini reportedly
buried the funeral home’s records in Washington Square Park to save them from destruction during the
1906 earthquake and fires. He was known as the “Mayor of North Beach” for his philanthropic endeavors,
including funding the construction of a playground for the Salesian Boys’ Club at Washington Square and
a gymnasium for the St. Francis Parish at Columbus Avenue and Vallejo Street. In total he donated over
$500,000 for civic improvements in North Beach and donations to the Italian Welfare Agency and
Telegraph Neighborhood House. Upon his death at the age of 90 in 1952, his visitation was held at the
Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 649 Green Street, followed by a requiem high mass at
Saints Peter and Paul Church.?®

John Perata (1893-1970) was married to Clara Perata, and they had at least one daughter, Joanne Perata.
He served in the U.S. Army during World War I. Similar to his business partners Valente and Marini, his
funeral services were held at 4840 Mission Street, followed by a requiem high mass at Saints Peter and
Paul Church.?” His sister Anita Perata (1891-1980) married James Taylor, and they had a least one son,
James L. Taylor (1922-1994). No substantive information was uncovered about the Perata or the Taylors
other than their involvement in the family business.?®

Clarence J. Ferrari (1902-1994) was married to Josephine F. Ferrari, and they had at least two other
children, Barbara Ferrari and Clarence Ferrari Jr. Other than his longtime partnership in the company,

little substantive information was uncovered about the elder Ferrari.?

Table 2. San Francisco City Directory Listings for the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.

Date Owners

Valente and Godeau, undertakers, 1328 Dupont Street (now Grant Avenue)

1889
Owners: Joseph Valente and Julius Godeau

Valente, Marini & Co., undertakers and embalmers, 1524 Stockton Street

1895
Owners: Joseph Valente, Frank Marini, Edward Castagnetto

1900- Valente, Marini & Co., funeral directors and embalmers, 1524 Stockton Street
1905 Owners: Joseph Valente, Frank Marini

26 Bjll Simons, “In the Districts: 35th Annual Christmas Seal Drive Starts Tomorrow,” San Francisco Chronicle,
November 23, 1941: 66; “Frank Marini Will Have Big Testimonial Banquet,” San Francisco Chronicle, August 26,
1949: 12; “Frank Marini, Obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle, November 10, 1952: 11; “Frank Marini Bust Unveiled in
North Beach,” San Francisco Chronicle, October 11, 1954: 3; “Margaret Marini, Obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle,
February 28, 1964: 26; U.S. Federal Census, 1940 accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com; U.S. Find
A Grave Index, 1600s-Current, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com.

27 “Services for Mortician John Perata,” San Francisco Chronicle, August 29, 1970: 29.

28 California Death Index, 1940-1997, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com; U.S. Society Security
Application and Claims Index, 1936-2007, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com.

2% U.S. Federal Census, 1940, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com; U.S. Social Security Death
Index, 1935-2014, accessed December 5, 2016, http://www.ancestry.com.
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1906- Valente, Marini & Co., 3448 Mission Street
1907 Owners: Joseph Valente, Frank Marini

1908- Valente, Marini, Marais & Co., 649 Green Street and 3448 Mission Street
1910 Owners: Joseph Valente, Frank Marini, C.L.P. Marais

Valente, Marini & Co., 649 Green Street and 3448 Mission Street

1915
Owners: Joseph Valente, Frank Marini
1920 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 3448 Mission Street,
Owners: Virgil Valente, Frank Marini, John Perata, and Victor Sbragia
1925 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 3448 Mission Street

Owners: Virgil Valente, Frank Marini, John Perata, Victor Sbragia, and John Ferrari

1926- Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street
1928 Owners: Frank Marini, John Perata, Victor Sbragia, and John Ferrari

Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street

1930
Owners: Frank Marini, John Perata, Victor Sbragia, Clarence Ferrari, and Mary Valente
1935 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street
1940 Owners: Frank Marini, John Perata, Victor Sbragia, Clarence Ferrari, Charles Thierry, Mary
Valente
1951 Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street

Owners: Frank Marini, John Perata, Victor Sbragia, Clarence J. Ferrari, Catherine Thiery

1959- Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street
1960 Owners: John Perata, Clarence Ferrari, Anita P. Taylor, James L. Taylor

1969- Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 649 Green Street and 4840 Mission Street
1970 Owners: John Perata, Clarence Ferrari, Anita P. Taylor, James L. Taylor, Antone Ferrari

Valente, Marini, Perata & Co., 4840 Mission Street

1980
Owners: Clarence Ferrari, Stephen Taylor, and Antone Ferrari

19



Historic Resource Evaluation Architectural Resources Group
4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, California Draft —January 2017

Around the time that the subject property was remodeled and expanded, 42 funeral homes were located
citywide, with a large concentration in the Mission District (seven funeral homes lined Valencia Street
alone). Since then, the number of funeral homes has steadily dwindled such that only 13 of these
businesses, including the Valente, Marini, and Perata & Co. funeral home, remain in the city. This in part
due to a drop in the number of deaths in San Francisco as well as a sharp increase in the number of
cremations; in San Francisco, cremations comprise up to 70 percent of all funerals. Families are much
more geographically dispersed, so the tradition of having a multi-day visitation has also declined, reducing
the need for funeral homes. In an interview in the San Francisco Chronicle, Matt Taylor stated that in
comparison, burials still comprise three-fourths of all services provided by the Valente, Marini, Perata &
Co. funeral home due its proximity to neighborhood Catholic parishes, such as Church of the Epiphany, St.
John the Evangelist, and Our Lady of Perpetual Help.*®

4.5 John A. Porporato

John A. Porporato (1877-1965) was born in San Francisco. He was married to Mary Porporato, and they
had at least two children, Anita De Vincenzi and Albert J. Porporato. His funeral was held at the Valente,
Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 649 Green Street, followed by a high mass at Saint Peter and Paul
Church, which he apparently helped complete in 1939.3! His career has not been subject to intensive
research, although he appears to have been a prolific designer of apartment buildings San Francisco in
the early twentieth century. The following is a preliminary list of his known work based on a review of
period newspaper articles:

e Apartment building, 972-976 Pine Street, 1910°?

e Apartment building, north side of Clay Street between Powell and Mason streets, 19023

e Mortuary Chapel for the Societa’ Italiana di Mutua Beneficenza, Italian Cemetery, San Mateo
County, 19023

e Apartment building, southwest corner of Franklin and Frisco streets, 19243

e Apartment building, southwest corner of Polk and Greenwich streets, 19243

e Apartment building, southeast corner of Greenwich and Stockton streets, 1925%’

e Salesian House of Studies, San Pablo, 19283

e Porporato Garage, 4434 Mission Street, 1924%°

30 J K. Dineen, “Last Gasp for S.F.’s Long Tradition of Funeral Homes,” San Francisco Chronicle, October 31, 2016.

31 “John A. Porporato, obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle, July 23, 1965: 19; Susan Dinkelspiel Cerny, An Architectural
Guidebook to San Francisco and the Bay Area (Salt Lake City: Gibbs Smith, 2007), 50.

32 Sally B. Woodbridge and John W. Woodbridge, San Francisco Architecture: The Illustrated Guide to Over 1,000 of
the Best Buildings, Parks, and Public Artworks in the Bay Area (San Francisco: Chronicle Books, 1992), 58.

33 “A Goodly Array of Local Real Estate Investments,” San Francisco Chronicle, March 1, 1902: 7.

34 “Mortuary Chapel to be Erected,” San Francisco Chronicle, November 10, 1902: 5.

35 “Marine View Apartments Completed,” San Francisco Chronicle, May 27, 1924: 7.

36 “50,000 Apartment Completed,” San Francisco Chronicle, July 2, 1924: 8.

37 “Two-Story Building Under Construction,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 17, 1925: 8.

38 “Salesian House of Studies Opens Today,” San Francisco Chronicle, January 31, 1928: 34.

39 Draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD Survey, 2.
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4.6 Spanish Colonial Revival Architecture

The following section describing the Spanish Colonial Revival style has been excerpted from the San
Francisco Planning Department’s Sunset District Residential Builders, 1925-1950 Historic Context
Statement.*° Due to the extensive remodel of the building in the late 1950s, the building retains a minimal
amount the original design features featuring this style.

Spanish Colonial Revival references California’s Spanish Colonial and Missions legacy. It is rooted
in Spanish Colonial architecture as built in California, rather than Spain. In addition to red Spanish
clay tiles, stucco cladding, and an emphasis on arches, this style references the thick adobe walls,
shaped parapets, exposed timber, bell towers, and ironwork of the original Spanish Mission
buildings. The style does not reflect attempts to recreate the past faithfully, rather it draws from
the romantic associations of the Spanish Colonial rule. Examples of Spanish Colonial Revival tract
houses are less common than those classified as Mediterranean Revival and in the Sunset District
were constructed primarily in the early 1930s.%

|II |II

The terms “Spanish Colonial Revival” and “Mediterranean Revival” are often used
interchangeably to describe a style that incorporates red Spanish Clay tile roofs, textured stucco
walls, and arched window and door openings. Spanish Colonial Revival is differentiated from
Mediterranean Revival in that it additionally references the thick adobe walls, shaped roof forms,
exposed timber, bell towers, and ironwork of 18th century Mission churches. The style draws
from the design elements associated with a romanticized interpretation of the Spanish Colonial
rule. When first constructed as a residential revival style, it was marketed by builders as
“Spanish.” Examples of the Spanish Colonial Revival style as applied to Sunset District tract houses
often displayed greater variation in design and stylistic elements than other Period Revival styles.
Its zenith in the design of Sunset District tract houses occurred c.1931-1935. Significant examples
of the Spanish Colonial Revival style would typically display a full expression of the style including
complexity of design, expressive massing, articulated facades, and would draw from the
character-defining features outlined below. The appearance of thick adobe walls is one of the
style’s essential features. Restrained versions of the style that incorporated some features and
gestures of the style, yet displayed flush facades, simple plans, and minimal ornamentation,
would not qualify as architecturally significant.*?

4.7 Otto G. Hintermann

Archival research has revealed little information on the career of architect Otto G. Hintermann.
Newspaper and magazine articles primarily document his volunteer work as a World War | veteran; he
was past commander of the San Francisco Post of the American Legion and described as “one of the most
popular veterans in San Francisco...who has worked long and unselfishly in the interests of less fortunate
former soldiers.”* He also helped organize the Veteran’s Fete to mark the 20th anniversary of World War
| and for local architecture groups.** He was active in San Francisco Architectural Club | the 1930s as well

40 Mary Brown, Sunset District Residential Builders, 1925-1950 Historic Context Statement, prepared by San
Francisco Planning Department, April 3, 2013.

41 Brown, Sunset District Residential Builders, 82.

42 Brown, Sunset District Residential Builders, 91.

43 “Only One Listed in Race for Vet County Leader,” San Francisco Chronicle, September 16, 1934: 52.

44 “\Jeterans Draft Plans for 1938 Fete,” San Francisco Chronicle, December 14, 1937: 30.
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as helped organized a statewide architecture conference in 1935.%° He was married to Marguerite
Hinterman, whose funeral was held at the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. chapel at 4840 Mission Street
upon her death in 1954.% He later remarried Cleo Vreeland, who passed away in 1977; her funeral was
also held at the subject property.*

A review of the Avery Index of Architectural Publications, historic newspaper databases, the Architect and
Engineer, San Francisco Heritage files, and the University of California, Berkeley Environmental Design
Archives collection list did not reveal information regarding Hintermann’s architectural designs. Likewise
the 1959 remodel of the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral parlor at 4840 Mission Street also did not
receive any press coverage. As such, Otto G. Hintermann is not regarded as a master architect.

4.8 Midcentury Modern Architecture

Modern architecture is a broad term that encompasses a wide range of styles and extends over a number
of decades. In contrast to revivalist or derivative styles, modern architecture as a whole introduced a new
vocabulary and was radically different than traditional styles. Although American architects such as Louis
Sullivan and Frank Lloyd Wright began experimenting with modern design at the turn of the twentieth
century, European Modernism and the Bauhaus movement, both of which emerged in the late 1910s, are
often considered the precursors to subsequent modernist styles.

Generally, the new architectural vocabulary was prominent in the United States from the 1930s through
the 1960s, and different modern styles emerged and flourished at different times during this period. A
broad and oft disputed term, Modernism encompasses styles such as Streamline Moderne, Midcentury
Modernism, Bay Region, Expressionism, New Formalism, Brutalism, and Third Bay Tradition. This section
specifically discusses Midcentury Modernism, since that style is most closely associated with major
remodel and expansion of the subject property completed in 1959.

The Midcentury Modern style is summarized in the San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape
Design, 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement:

The decades following the end of World War Il represent the nation’s longest period of
continuous growth. Construction-related expenditures increased nearly every year from 1946 to
1969. In San Francisco, builder-developers and architects and were experimenting with new
functional iterations of Modern designs. Midcentury Modern and late interpretations of the
International Style were the primary styles applied to everyday residential, commercial, and
institutional buildings. To a lesser extent, styles such as New Formalism and Googie/Futurism
were incorporated in commercial design.

Midcentury Modern is the most common Modern style built in San Francisco from 1945-1970. It
was most frequently applied to residential design, but was also commonly found in commercial,
religious, office, institutional and recreational property types. Midcentury Modern design
elements include cantilevered roofs and overhangs, the use of bright or contrasting colors,

4 Harris H. Allen, “Convention,” The Architect and Engineer 123, no. 1 (October 1935): 47-49; “With the Architects,”
The Architect and Engineer 123, no. 1 (October 1935): 58; “S.F. Architectural Club,” The Architect and Engineer 124,
no. 1 (January 1936): 58.

46 “Mrs. Marguerite Hintermann, obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle, December 22, 1954: 15.

47 “Cleo V. Hintermann, obituary,” San Francisco Chronicle, February 16, 1977: 27.
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projecting eaves, canted windows, projecting boxes that frame the upper stories, stucco siding,
spandrel glass, large expanses of windows, flat or shed roof forms, vertical corrugated siding,
stacked roman brick cladding, and occasionally, vertical wood siding. New technology and
materials, such as plastic laminates, spandrel glass, and anodized metal sheaths were increasingly
incorporated in Midcentury Modern buildings. Many architects who practiced within the
Modernist idiom did not fall neatly into the categories of International Style, Streamline
Moderne, or Second Bay Tradition. The term Midcentury Modern for the purpose of this context
statement is a broad term that is inclusive of Modern architects who designed buildings that
emphasized many of the Midcentury Modern design elements.*®

Character-Defining Features

Projecting eaves and exposed rafters

Cantilevered overhangs

Flat, shed or low-pitched gable roof forms

Vaulted roofs and overhangs

Articulated primary facades

Stucco, wood (often vertical), or corrugated siding

Stacked Roman brick or stone often used as accent material
Expressed post and beam construction

Strong right angles and simple cubic forms

Projecting vertical elements

Large steel- or wood-framed windows

Canted windows

Painted finish is often stained, earth tone, or brightly colored
Projecting boxes that en-frame the upper stories

Atrium or courtyard entryways

Overhanging trellises, sunshades, and pergolas

Character-defining features specific to storefronts commercial and institutional buildings:

Spandrel glass

Stacked roman brick veneer

Integrated planters

Angled or deeply recessed vestibules

Terrazzo paving

Projecting vertical elements

Metal awnings or canopies (zigzag, corrugated metal, or sheet metal)
Small geometric tiles set in geometric patterns
Slightly projecting vertical mullions

Jalousie windows, particularly at the transom

Base mounted signage or “advertising front” lettering
Textile block screens or metal sheathing®

48 Mary Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement,
prepared by San Francisco City and County Planning Department, January 2011, 121-128.
4 Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 189-190.
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From the Excelsior Outer Mission NCD survey, other Midcentury Modern buildings along the Mission
Street commercial corridor include:>°

e Central Drug Store, 4494 Mission Street, 1910 but altered ca. 1950

e 4680-4690 Mission Street, 1949, architect Mario Ciampi

e Garanda Cafe, 4753-4757 Mission Street, 1949

e Sons of Italy Hall & Cultural Center, 5051 Mission Street, 1952
Mission-Serra Motel, 5630-5638 Mission Street, ca. 1955

Woolworth Building, 5825-5845 Mission Street, 1956

Commercial Building, 5200-5210 Mission Street, ca. 1970

Commercial Building, 4650 Mission Street, architect Mario Ciampi, 1950

e Commercial Building, 8 Persia Avenue, architect Mario Ciampi, 1953

e Corpus Christi Church, 62-64 Santa Rosa Road, architect Mario Ciampi, 1952

5. EVALUATIVE FRAMEWORK
5.1 California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) is the authoritative guide to the State’s
significant historical and archaeological resources. It serves to identify, evaluate, register, and protect
California’s historical resources. The California Register program encourages public recognition and
protection of resources of architectural, historical, archaeological, and cultural significance; identifies
historical resources for state and local planning purposes; determines eligibility for historic preservation
grant funding; and affords certain protections under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). All
resources listed on or formally determined eligible for the National Register are automatically listed on
the California Register. In addition, properties designated under municipal or county ordinances are
eligible for listing in the California Register.

The California Register criteria are modeled on the National Register criteria. A historical resource must
be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or more of the following criteria:

1. ltis associated with events or patterns of 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.

2. ltis associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history.

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.

4. It hasyielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of
the local area, state or the nation.

Like the National Register, evaluation for eligibility to the California Register requires an establishment of
historic significance before integrity is considered. California’s integrity threshold is slightly lower than the

0 The Cresta Brothers Auto Parts building designed in 1948 by architect Mario Ciampi at 5050 Mission Street has
been demolished.
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federal level. As a result, some resources that are historically significant but do not meet National
Register integrity standards may be eligible for listing on the California Register.

Second, for a property to qualify under the National Register’s Criteria for Evaluation, it must also retain
“historic integrity of those features necessary to convey its significance.”>* While a property’s significance
relates to its role within a specific historic context, its integrity refers to “a property’s physical features
and how they relate to its significance.”>? Since integrity is based on a property’s significance within a
specific historic context, an evaluation of a property’s integrity can only occur after historic significance
has been established. To determine if a property retains the physical characteristics corresponding to its
historic context, the National Register has identified seven aspects of integrity:

e [ocation is the place where the historic property was constructed or the place where the historic
event occurred.

e Setting is the physical environment of a historic property.

e Design is the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a
property.

e Materials are the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period
of time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a historic property.

e Workmanship is the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period in history or prehistory.

e Feeling is a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.

e Association is the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property.

6. EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANCE
6.1 California Register of Historical Resources

Based on the evaluation presented below, the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home appears to be
eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3 as a significant example of Midcentury
Modern commercial architecture in San Francisco. The period of significance dates to 1959 when the
substantial remodel occurred.

The building does not retain its integrity to the original 1926 construction by architect John A. Porporato
as the majority of the original Spanish Colonial Revival detailing was stripped from the building. Due to
extensive alterations, the building is essentially dates to the 1959 remodel and expansion. Therefore, the
evaluation section below focuses on the Midcentury Modern addition that was completed in 1959 and
designed by architect Otto G. Hintermann.

51 National Park Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 3.
52 Ibid, 44.
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While the draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street NCD historic resource survey prioritizes the recordation
and evaluation of the cluster of Midcentury Modern buildings along the commercial corridor, an intensive
survey of this potential historic district has not been completed nor has the Excelsior Outer Mission Street
NCD historic resource survey been certified by the San Francisco HPC. It was beyond the scope of this HRE
to complete the analysis to determine if the subject property contributes to a discontiguous Midcentury
Modern historic district within the NCD.

California Register Criterion 1 [Association with Significant Events]

The Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home is not significant for its association with important historic
events. Although the Italian American community had an enduring impact on the development of this
segment of the Mission Street commercial corridor and the adjacent Outer Mission and Excelsior
neighborhoods, the area was already well established by time the remodel occurred in 1959. Similarly,
the neighborhood demographics began to shift over the next decade as Italian Americans began moving
out of the area. The substantial remodel of the building was preceded by other large-scale development
along Mission Street commissioned by members of the Italian American community; these included the
replacement of the Corpus Christi Church and the construction of the Sons of Italy hall, both in 1952.
Therefore, the expansion of the funeral home in the late 1950s did not spur new development along the
commercial corridor nor does it represent a significant milestone in the history of the Italian American
community in San Francisco. As such, it does not meet the threshold for listing in the California Register
under this criterion.

California Register Criterion 2 [Association with Significant Persons]

By the time the remodel and expansion of the subject occurred in 1959, two of the namesake owners—
Joseph Valente and Frank Marini—had already passed away. The project was undertaken by John Perata,
his sister Anita Taylor, nephew James L. Taylor, and his longtime business partner Clarence J. Ferrari.
Beyond operating a successful business in San Francisco, the Valente family members and Clarence J.
Ferrari are not known to have made broader contributions to the funeral industry or to the Italian
American community in San Francisco. Therefore, the subject property does not appear to meet the
threshold for listing in the California Register under this criterion.

California Register Criterion 3 [Architectural Significance]

The San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970 Historic Context Statement
provides the following evaluation criteria and integrity thresholds for evaluating properties that may
qualify as a historic resource as a representation of Midcentury Modern commercial architecture:

In order to meet local and state registration requirements under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an
individual resource, a commercial property would need to retain many of its character-defining
features. Storefronts, even more so than residential or other commercial buildings, are subject to
continuous alterations in order to appear up-to-date and as such there are relatively few
storefronts that retain the full expression of Midcentury Modern style.

Storefronts and commercial buildings that fully embody the Midcentury Modern design
vocabulary, display unusual or rare features, and are of exceptionally high integrity may also
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qualify for listing in the National Register under Criterion C (Architecture). A storefront that
retains its canted glass (extremely rare) may, for example, qualify for the National Register.>?

The subject property appears to qualify for the California Register under Criterion 3 as a significant
example of a Midcentury Modern commercial building in San Francisco. It exhibits several character
defining-features of this style including a flat roof, porcelain enamel panels forming an geometric grid
across the facade, roman brick veneer water table, aluminum sash windows and doors, clean lines, and
minimal exterior detailing largely limited to the sweeping belt course across the east facade and the
projecting boxes enframing windows at the second story. The prominent signage, both neon and painted,
was designed to be read by drivers traveling up and down Mission Street and Alemany Boulevard, a
common tactic employed businesses located along busy commercial corridors of this era. Since the
building has remained substantially unaltered since 1959, it represents an important intact example of a
large-scale Midcentury Modern commercial building in San Francisco.

However, the building does not appear to be significant under this criterion for its association with
architect Otto G. Hintermann as he is not regarded as a master architect as described above. Additionally,
the building is not significant as example of Spanish Colonial Revival Style architecture or as the design of
prominent local architect John A. Porporato as the majority of the building’s exterior features dating to
the original construction in 1926 have been removed.

California Register Criterion 4 [Potential to Yield Information]
Criterion 4 is typically applied to archaeological resources, and evaluation of the subject property for
eligibility under this criterion was beyond the scope of this report.

6.2 Integrity Analysis

Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of
characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Integrity involves several aspects
including location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. These aspects closely
relate to the building’s significance and must be primarily intact for eligibility.

As detailed below, the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street retains a high
degree of integrity such that it clearly expresses its architectural significance.
Location

The funeral home has not been moved and as such, it retains integrity of location.

Design

The subject property maintains integrity of design through its exterior features and continued use as a
funeral home. It retains its cladding, fenestration, exterior detailing, and signage from the 1959 remodel.

53 Brown, San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design, 193-194.
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Setting

Minimal redevelopment has occurred in the Outer Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods in recent
decades as compared to other neighborhoods in San Francisco. As such, the setting has remained
essentially the same since the late 1950s. It continues to be located adjacent to other commercial or
commercial mixed use properties along Mission Street, with low density residential neighborhoods
beyond. As such, the subject property retains integrity of setting.

Materials

The majority of the original exterior materials dating to the 1959 remodel appear to be extant, thus
affording the building a high degree of material integrity.

Workmanship

Conforming to the tenets of modern architecture, the subject property primarily includes mass-produced
building materials. The porcelain enamel panels, brick veneer, aluminum sash windows and doors, glass
block windows, and neon signage are examples of such materials. While these components do not reflect
the work of a particular craftsperson or culture, they do reflect the period in which the building was
constructed. As such, the building retains integrity of workmanship.

Feeling and Association

The subject property displays integrity of feeling and association through its intact Midcentury Modern
design and materials and its continued use as a funeral home.

7. CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES

A character-defining feature is an aspect of a building or structure’s design, construction, or detail that is
representative of its function, type, or architectural style. Generally, character-defining features include
specific building systems, architectural ornament, construction details, massing, materials, craftsmanship,
site characteristics, and landscaping within the period of significance. In order for an important historic
property to retain its significance, its character-defining features must be retained to the greatest extent
possible.

Character-defining features of the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral home at 4840 Mission Street
include:

e Box form and overall massing

e Two-story height

e Horizontal orientation

e QOrientation toward Mission Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk

e Flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls

e C(Clay tile along the parapet walls of the north and west facades

e Combination brick and reinforced concrete construction

e large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding

e Fenestration dating to the original construction, including the wood sash casement, one-over-
one, and Tudor arched on the north and west facades

e Fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass block windows

e Projecting boxes enframing windows
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e Aluminum frame glazed doors

e Signage, including attached, projecting, and freestanding neon signs and painted signs
Wood-clad belt course and awning on the east facade

Porte-cochéres on the north and south facades

Enclosed walkway along the south facade

Low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot

e Landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wall
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Projecting neon sign on the east facade, view south (ARG, November 2016)
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Dtail of the porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer attached to the original
portion of the building on the north facade (ARG, November 2016)
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West end of the north facade, view southwest (ARG, November 2016)
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First story windows at the west end of the north facade
(ARG, November 2016)

Porte-cochére attached to the north facade, view east
(ARG, November 2016)
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Entrance underneath the porte-cochére on the north facade
(ARG, November 2016)
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First story window on the east end of the north facade (ARG, November 2016)

Second story windows at the east end of the north facade (ARG, November 2016)
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North end of the west facade, view east (ARG, November 2016)

North facade of the rear portion of the 1959
addition, view south (ARG, November 2016)
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West and south facades, view southeast (ARG, November 2016)
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Enclosed walkway along the south facade (ARG, November 2016)
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Entrance underneath the orte—cochére on te south fagad (ARG, November 2016)
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East end of the south facade (ARG, November 2016)
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Eas:c end of the south facade with the entrance to the enclosed walkway,
view northeast (ARG, November 2016)
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1915 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map, Volume 9, Sheet 980
The arrow indicates the future location of 4840 Mission Street.
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permd, ov rom the use or oceupancy of any sidewalk, street o sub-sidewalk place by virtue thereof and will in all things strictly
comply with the  -nditions of this permit.

Address

«NOTE—The orener's name mst de .w'g.v‘:d &y Rimself, his Architect or authorized Agrnt)
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SAM FRANCISCO

i L3n

A
DEPARTMENT QT

BUILDING WBPECTION

AdO2 VIJIdd40

{1) lncm..,_._._m
@) membmhuﬂh.mu-d!

-(8) &rmwmmmmmrum
(4) TotalCost$ 625 '
(5) Deseription of work to be dene

T T
WY 2

{8) Contnctar DOES) carry Workmen's Compensation Insurance,
] (7) Supervision of constraction by.
;f‘- 14 0 «

Tu s A N ;:l;"

gﬁm orm‘c':gr ”‘N'

nve.indmn%lﬁdknp harm j £h
§ - of the of permit, or e
: placed thereof, and will
i {8) Architeet . : ;
' Certificate N ]
t State of California ;
l Addresa %

(9) Engineer_ £y

Certificate No 1
State of Californis City and County of Sen Franciseo

= (10) MMWW“ e P~
k : Other than Architect or EOYR.
i | Addres.
| © (11) Contractor _BOKE
B« | Licenss No. : License No.
|0 SateotCaiiforsia City and Cousty of San Franciecs

- 3 ALTERATION :E
A & ;“:
Appiication is hereby made to the armwmduu&" San Fran-
: lor permission to build in the .
mordmxtom u:;v&ouln’ 2 Po. mh% % aad'

s
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DEPARTM

BUILDING Il

,W& g Ink—File Two Copies
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
gLEgéRme OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU

APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT -

(¥ s BT R B 7

Application is hereby made to the Departnient of Puhlkl Works of the City nnd Comx of San Fran-
cisca for permission to build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and
aceording to the description and for the parpose hereinafter set forth: -

(1) Location 4 F¥0_ Mﬂu AT
(2) For what purposa is present building now used 7. M M
(3) For what purpose will building be used hereafter? . _Cmest~ =

(4) Tota) Coat 3. /P00 =

(5) Description of work to be done @wf:'&v #ﬁ‘- T 2

ey

S0 REE a8 Sl

e N e N " i o T e

(6) Contractor (DOES) earry Workmen's Compensation Insurance.
(DBES-NOTY
(7) Supervision of comstruetion by . . .

Address_ e G R b T

1 hereby cmlfy nml ngmo. ifa rmit is issued, thut all t.ha rwi.qiom of the BUILBING LAW,
THE BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND TH FEREORDI-
NANCES OF THE CITY A\D COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO ahd the STATE HOUSING ACT
OF CALIFORNIA will be complied with, whether herein specified or not; and I hereb; my

save. indemnify and keep harmless the City and County of San Frandisco against all liabilities, judg-
ments, costs and expenses which may in anywise accrue against said city and county in sonsequence
of the granting of this permit, or from the use or sccupancy of any sidewalk, street or mb-cidewu!k
placed by virtge thereof, and will in sl things strietly comply with the conditions of this permit.

(8) Architect ﬁmr}fm Banet |

Certificate No.__ M § License No._. o Ao R
State of California City and County o{ San Franeisco

L SRR £, el A B e i

Engiiisaf ot oW et R MR e e

Certifieate No... . . . o License No.. .. . . :
Btate of California City and County of San Franciseo

YLLEDAED

Address

Plans and lpeulﬁeahons repe:»d by
Other than Architect or Engineer. .

Addresa.

Ct.m&mtorj,MEAn W

Licenze No e License No e ak
State of California City and County of San Franciseo

Address._N65 Chg AX

Owner._.. M MM, = M r C;V

Address. ‘f‘&"’iﬁowﬂ,“ T A
v Ll i S ﬁ?,_."f;/,ac»t—egdn- . P M o LR

"Owner’s Authorized Acmt.

THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE N:
IF &HY ALTERATIONS OR GKANGE ARE may ON THE PLANS
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SAM FRANCISGCO

EP/ R T BN
BUILDING 1N
i

I .-1;-__1;s-,vvr":'zzi.mrfgm-'\'{-_r;!‘w"'r'"*'_?‘!ﬂ“m‘ .

~ (4) Total Cost §...v2420 _
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~ {3) Use of building hereafter...

(5) Deacription of work to be M%M,

{8) APPLICANT MUST FiLlL, OUT COMPENSATION

w of constraction by.._ L4/ 2> e AN,
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SAM FRANCISCO

'|E5|?'

DEPARTMEN
BUILDIMG IMSPEE

w m,ﬁa’ -
" @ Mmam
“ {3) Use of building hereafter. ..
@ Temcost 8. JEALE

{5) Deacription of work ¢o be done.. i

i o N - T

A!nilqﬁmj ption is to D%d‘ dg :
chaco permisgion to build in accordance the and
Mh&&u&n&ﬁwﬁem m-t = N ok

Ry T
s e o

A S iR g ) s A et

o T

;' , (%) APPLICANT MUST FIIL OUT COMPENSATION DATA O REVERSE SIDE.
: mwamw___m

w ,[
3

uTreen

Certificate No. e Lisomse No.

: i 1 2t F

(9) Engineer : g o
f ;

"5 E L

¥
RS T SISSGEPRY S
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AN FRENCISCO

AdOD TVIDI440

: : T ..) cenfRAL PERMIT BURKAL 7. HO, 438 Write in Ink—File Two Copies
d \ ;- I I & CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO |
/ ' BHPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PEEMIT BUREAU
GEPZR W4 FNT (PHPG. FORM . o
BUND T GPECTIGN A APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
. ey 3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
- x "~ July 38, 1948,

';: X Application is hereby made to the Deparfment of Public Works of the City and County of San Fran-
#l3co for permission to build in accordance with the plans apd specifications submitted herewith and ac-

‘ cording to the description and for the purpose hereinafier set forth:

(1) Location 4840 Misejon Streel.
. " (2) Present ime of building. Hortuary No, 6f families. ...
b .. (3) Use of bullding l}ereafte_r..”.....ﬁaﬂiﬂ - v NO, OF fnmil‘igsh_,.x...._.....

BLECTRIC WORK TO BE PERFORMED VEHcoeon  NOmmew
i SIS s e -_ S T, P e nn...k'/
{5) Description of work to be done ol AT e

Romovae exieting folding doors mnd replaoe with new

Yemove nartition in Chapel , install new ﬂghting.

(4) Total Cost $.4500,00 ..

A 2

w

T =
rbay

(6) APPLICANT MUST FILL OUT COMPENSATION INSURANCE DATA ON REVERSE SIDE.
(7) Supervision of construction by.

Address
(8) Architect._.Mario J. Qiampl

Certiffeate No...... . License No i
State of California City and County of San Frareisco

Address,. 593 _Kearny Girzeot

(9 Engineeéc 4 _.{,;"
Certificate No License No. A
Stats of California City and County of San ¥rancisco

Address,

(10) Plans and specifications prepared by ) &
Other than Architect or Engineer. .

Address,......- ; el .
(11) Contracfor. lieMartini Bros R g Lot :

License No....5 &4 "‘"3 License No :
State of California : City and County of San Irancisco

Address... B8 _Sukter Streel

I hereby certify and agree, if a permit is issued herein that all the provisions of the BUILDING
LAW AND BUILDING ZONE ORDINANCES, SET-BACK LINE REQUIREMENTS AND FIRE
ORDINANCES OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, the STATE HOUSING ACT
OF CALIFORNIA, and of said permit will he complied with, whether specified hereln or shown on
any plang submitted herowith, and hereby agree to suve, indemnify and keep harmlesy the City and

. County of San Francisco and its officials against all damages, liabilities, judgments, costs and expenses

" which may in anywise accrue ageinst said City and County or any of its officials in consequence of the
granting of this permit, or from the use or occupancy of any sidewalk, street, or sub-sidewalk space
by virtue thereof, and will in all things strictly comply with the conditions of this permit. The fore-
going covenants shall be binding upon the owner of sald property, the applicant, their heirs, succes-
gorg and agsignees.

. (12) Owner.Valente, Maripi, Peratas
Address 4840 Bispion Street

or's Authorized Agent,

THE DEPARTMENT WILL CALL UP TELEPHONE NO.
IF ANY ALTERATIONS OR CHANGES ARE NECESSARY ON THE PLANS SUBMITTED.

.fi
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AdOD VIDI4d40

SAM FRAMCIZCO

AV ol B FERMIT BUREAY F485 Write in Ink—File Two Copies
f f
'i ] i ¥ CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
_/DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
DEPARTMENT BLBR. FORM
BUILDING INGPECTION APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
W0 Dex, 1953

Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of San Francisco for permission to
build in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted herewith and according to the description
and for the purpose hereinafter set forth:

(1) Location...Missiou ToAisumy 320" 5-S(. Ououpaca

e (B) 0. Of SLOTIES coovoomeeceeeeereren (4) Basement Ne
) Yes or No

(5) Present use of building AL Yl . (6) No. of {arnilies. .

= B _
(7) Proposed use of building. s SN (8) No. of families....ccoeeens

(2) Total Cost$. Looe ¥

(9) Type of construction

10)
1,2,3,4,0r5 Building Code Occupancy Classification
{11) Any other building on 1c>t...M.Q...............-(Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes.)

Yes or No :
(12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of occupancy.......H.............H....
Yes or No

(18) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building.......MQ,............
’ Yes or No

(14) Electrical work to be performed.. X&S5_.. ... Plumbing work to be performed Nes
: Yes or No Yes or No

{15) Ground floor area of building.....NeWE........sq. £t (16) Height of building......imm e vesceres ft.

(17) Detailed description of work to be dene .
Grape Avo Pus, Puses Cretoue Faser $ Lt &, Lowew.

_QPRB‘E}EU[L‘D‘ Uew Swewsue,

(18) No portion of building or structure or scaffolding used during construction, to be closer than 60" to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.

(19) Supervision of construction byv?&ﬂ-?\"fs- Ce Address. F2 T2 & e i,

(20) General contracto£..Hﬁ&l‘ﬁk@jg&\lﬁﬂﬁﬂ}i.‘%.g.’.?.\..L&T&E.\.......California License No.22LL T
AQAresS e e

(21) Architect........ocreennee California Certificate Now e
Address R S R A A B S e B e

(22) Engineer California Certificate Now.coeiniccncece.

AdAdTess. it eeeeiesn

(23) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all laws and ordinances applicable therete will be complied with.
I further agree to save San Franciseo and its officials and employees harmless from =all costs and
darages which may accrue from use or oceupancy of the sidewalk, sireet or subsidewalk space or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
ing upon the owner of said property, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees.

b T
24) Oowner. Vanewze Maron 3 Veraza . (Phone Y e 2-OVL, )
(For Contact by Bureau)

Address '\%40 M\%E:\Ou) gT

i g Y - e
By.. Uneiere Vavsuweors Co Lxo, | address. BS Baranew 9, Saw Feavioisec,
Owner's Authorized Agent ta be Owner's Autharlzed Architect, Englneer or General Contractor,

|



OFFICIAL

| Bupeeurug @ nveung

B et

. | &%_mmm—wm AW
. g b\r %\»ﬂr( gl it

QENINAAN Bl LIWHID JivuvadB ¥ spesnaddy

. 36L6 znq
E _%m&%q

\) , : : : - | :poacaddy 3 E ;

i — ; . ) wpmewoypy
T ese . A

L & V. % m nm %\,%:Su_iﬁ ‘

:pascaddy

49 UGTERTN ovEY L d
oNICIAE OJ, . . . | funmew 40 30 vmmisde M

SUIVATY 5© SNOLLVWALTY *SNOILIGAY _ B Eaaty BGBI © awir
ANVIV OL LIRUEd HOd : i \ﬂ%ﬂ ................ u ...... ... p T gbaﬂaﬂ T - .
R U U T E ST T TR DAV , weest nand o 3doq
: D .......... EEOU s
m .......... 3 M hﬁ——on
do Nouvoridav @ Ottt Py s.so&...u o g

....... gﬂ—u—ﬁ Jo nuaing =
‘OL Waday : -penosddy

i

|
A
A3

)
7
.
:
Ny

c

:
& |

vk "'
i \ l s
OIDEPABRTMENT

o

'l1 SAM FRANCISCO
BUILDING INSPE

PY



SAM FRAMCISCO

BUILDING §

AdOD VIDIddO

{0E D & :
Futto In loh—Flo Two Coples
e CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
EC U0 papanTasmNT OF PUBLIC WORKS  CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
o APPLICATION FOS BUILDING PERMIT F
; ‘ | ADDIIDNS, ALTERATIONS 08 BXPARS
‘ i May 6 1059
wamwﬂhdm ‘Emﬁmto

butld b rﬂqﬁum herewith and according to !
end for the purposs m&u : i
/1) Losation. 4840 Mission S%reet .
m mwmﬂ fﬁCnuz) Mo, 081906808 .. Do (6) Bassment Yé{_“m
(®) No. ocmuu”.!a‘!'_....
A g e o 5 “‘""‘“’"""""’mm*
o - o izet Moo Type 8. N———
(L] 1)!! clm V4Z0S 2052108 ﬁ, cso}%
(11} Any other bullding on h_&_w_wmmdsowuonpbtplmﬂmh?u)
(15 Does this alterstion uu!un uldlﬁnummrd omqm“.“l&'...m....
9 MMMMMmMMmeJﬂ, L
(16) Blactricat work to be performed . 308 Plumbing work to be pumud_;..!!!,.....-..m
Yas or No Yeu or No
wmmmam 3818 . sq £ (16) Helght of bullding.... 89 . . w1
{17) Describe Work to be done (in sddition to reference to drawings & specifientions). ... ... -
__Addition of Garage mnd Btore Room Basement Floor; Chapels and
e QEROE_2R0RE_g8 Fiztey FIQ0E... ARterations o Nen. snd.¥emens......

e-T0418% 10 existing. building

(10 ﬂomd%mm nﬂoﬂ% mmmn.wmmms'rw

(ll) Supervision of construxtion by Address :
. () General comtractor. DoMartini Bros., Ino California License No............u-
o Addrens.. 2008, ASockton. 8%
B ) Architen Otto Hintermann Califurnia Certificate No.............cooooce
' Address........ 2847 _Goldan. Oate Ave
(23) Baginese.. -Rossnthel. California Certificats Mo ocovvmei
4 b by 59 Front Btreet
. ‘hereby certify issued for the construction described in this 3
a&hmgmu. a:dord!nmapplmhh thereto will be wl;.
l.w‘:&qhuﬁ&nh snd employees harmless from all costs and
may accrue from use of ﬂnm street or subsidewalk or from
mm mmﬁanwllhﬂumkﬁummﬂnmh. fore covenant be bind-
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1 f £ Ap
F \ ¥
/} @ CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DEFART | ',‘."rﬂ ' o F DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
BUILDIMG WISPRCTION BLDG. FORM

- APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT
- 3 ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS
R May 3 19 59
= Application is hereby made to the Department of Public Works of San Francisco for permission to

build in accordance with the plans and rs&eciﬁcations submitted herewith and according to the description
and for the purpose hereinafter set forth:

(1) Location. 4840 Mipsion Street
£y 2) Totalcusts_/f. _;.f:.L.m.(s) No. of stories e (4) Basement 7‘3’3

% Yesgar No
e (5) Present use of building_.. Mortuary (6} No. of families_ NOnE

ilding... n Y s g e s 8) No. of families. _Jone
(7} Proposed use of building....... lé% %%"éaéﬁ% TyEE R (8) No.o
(2) Type of construction First Floor Type 5 _(10).13 Division 2
1,23 tor5 Building Code Occupancy Classification
(11) Any other building on lot. 0O _______ (Must be shown on plot plan if answer is Yes.)
Yes or No
(12) Does this alteration create an additional floor of QCCUPANCY.—....t Yo ..
Yes or Na

(13) Does this alteration create an additional story to the building. KDY =

es or No

(14) Electrical work to be performed. 188 . Plumbing work to be performed.... $88.

-

/) (1 CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAL F435

Write in Ink—File Two Copies

(15) Ground floor area of building.... 22815 _ sq. ft. (16) Height of building....39_

(17) Describe Work to be done (in addition to reference to drawings & specifications) ...
Addition of Garage and Store Room Basement Floor; Chapels and

—--Qther rooms on Firtst Floor, Alterstions to Men and Womens -
f;:‘ 3 Toilet in existing puil ﬁing. -

@ (18) No portion of building or structure or scaffalding used during construction, to be closer than 60" to
any wire containing more than 750 volts. See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.
(18) Supervision of construction by Address.
(20) Genera! contractor. JeMartini Bros., Inc ... California License NOwoowoooooooooooooo
Address. 2013 . Stoekton 8% .
(21) Architect. Otto Hintermann California Certificate N ..
Address.. . 2347 Golden Gete Ave . -
f (22) Engineer._.. Hyman Rosenthal. ... __ California Certificate NO.oweeoo oo
; 595 Front Street
- Address

(23) I hereby certify and agree that if a permit is issued for the construction described in this applica-
tion, all the provisions of the permit and all Iaws and ordinances applicable thereto will be complied with.
I further agree to save San Franecisco and its officials and em}ﬂloyees harmless from all costs and
damages which may accrue from use or occupancy of the sidewalk. street or subsidewalk space or from
anything else in connection with the work included in the permit. The foregoing covenant shall be bind-
g upon the owner of said praperty, the applicant, their heirs, successors and assignees.

(24) Owner¥alente, Marini, Perata.fo .. ... (Phone. 81 1~-3184.... . _ )
(For Contact by Bureau)

L Address, ¢ 233 Jrege Street . San Francisco N
o Bydd’a@ .., «CZ/(/;.«Z—L/.-L Address.. 2. &/ 5 f/—fzagzélf //

Owner's Authorized Agent to be Owner's Authorized Architect, Engineer or General Cantractor

ppr—
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L B Wntein .'[nk—-l‘:]e Twaﬂop!c,s LR
AT S il CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO s
,/’ B}PARTMENT OF. i‘unuc wop.xs AT R 1 GENT.RAL J?ERMIT BUREAU: 5
BLDG.‘FORM ‘ P I Lol

BUILDIM
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-"4391 THRD Bommms VAT A3 A,

.frsaz'ﬁ;*riulzl,'- I AR APPLIGA‘I‘ION FOR PERMI’I‘
o L 10 EREG’I‘ SIGN
; : Mi%,‘ }_3 3953;

Pate 19

Ju,atmu i lzeneby mmle o the Dcpmmcm of Puhlm ok of the Cty and Conty of S Pranghen T

I
ik for ycrmismn to bulld n aecordanes with the plany and ﬂpmﬂcmmrm nu}mutieﬂ hr';ewuh und ﬁeamling t{: the
- doscrlptiur: xmd for ﬂ:e put‘pose hevelnaftor sot forth s Tk

i  ELECIRIC SIGN (3x ' I\QN-I‘.DECTRIO st ;:;
(1} Laentmﬁ.,...hﬁhﬂ. Hi,gsinn ‘it. -_:j T o e o
"43) ilﬂm!ﬂun e % 33 5“09 s _:' M Numhm'ufstm'iﬂﬁ in }m!lﬁ ng. ...2....

(5] '.L‘ypa nfbuitﬂing Effi EI" 6 o5 s
S Tadicate ™ - -

ffodo.-r--v 'ingle--ﬁ.saa,.heriﬁgn@ayv e

Anehos XLt b ,215@._7...._3 ........... _mm, L

Qn Ft,

. FL(JT PLAN AND 'PL!;VA‘Z[‘IQN ;
_ Indlme ﬁxmat]y the lueuthn uf nign l:uxizunm]ly and m't;lmlly,

fl‘cx install one’ smgle i‘ace sign ::anaiating of 3 sections o
- to be placed at an elevation of 207 facing the rear . -
: ggﬁg‘g&lﬁm nmwing znawing Lypiﬂal d.nstalla.zign i A

i (8) J)mwmgs in c!uphc:ate showmg mathads of attnchments muh 'be subnntte& w1ﬂ1 thm apPll@ﬂﬁ‘m

(ﬁ) Whaya 1op. guy wite 14 yequired, wrichox With 1/2" dis, t]u uugh ‘lmlt (mimmum), to the quuetmuI fzame of i
‘ the buﬂding below the patuper wal] .

: "(101 No portion of Duflding o stietirs, or aeaffo!dmg used (lurmg comtmetion ta iJe cIoser thun 6’0" m nny e

wire u:mtaming ™mors tl:m 760 ’volta Sec See. 335, Calif, Penal G‘ode, i

1) 1} GU“'“‘"'“"" '4 MMl ;4301 T‘:;%NDWTE« N-E«QH- Pm\%/%g »gngg'géaﬁ :
Y T : eicia
 Olitomta I‘I‘“"‘“’“ Nﬂ °2?'?(° 4 e NN FRANCISCU” Hﬁr‘“ﬂﬁLIFUHNM"“'E'?""f" £

Son Frangisco Roglswatmn Nﬂ (‘ f "’5 : -
O N A R R A e
: (12) I}ngincmr or Am!uteef ISR T e it . QahfornmeonsoNn o
A&dreﬂa : e pE i L TR ‘F’JmheNo e
(1‘3) 1 hereby cemfy and t:gree tlmt :f a permw i lasueﬂ i‘m the constmctmn descrlhEd in this nppheatmn, all the

_ provisions of the permit, snd ull the lows end ordinances Ippilc'nble thereto will he complied with, T further

- ngroe Yo save San Teeneiseo mid it ofeluls snd omployoos Iuensios from all eosts aud (amges which moy
‘.7 acorue from nse o peeupancy of the sidawull, strect or sidewall ypaco o from suything slte in eonnéetlon -
: il the work included in the permif. The fore elng eovenant shall be hmdmg upon the owner of Bmd .
- property, the applieant, their hieirs, successora g amgnees ot G

: m; Dyner.. SAEENES., Iﬁﬁriné. f’%‘ﬁ#ﬁ" T

Ad&r“ﬂau A&ﬁ’&n ﬁi‘ﬁ”inn‘“az!‘ taridihine 5.1 ae iy L F"" ._ -‘ ﬂﬁ]m !»hg.‘mm 417] "“ % nnﬁa;lil LR P EPRS 22l m ):

 woNDERUITE Wi PRODUGTS 00, s ‘}“ }B‘”‘W v ”‘“:Lr % % G
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IMPORTANT NORCES
Mlmhwmwwdhmwnqrmm'ﬁmﬁum
Building Parmit authorizing such thorge. See Sac. 103, 1048, 1048.1, 1G4.C, 507
|.su»mmngc.aws—, 104, San Francives Housing Coda
 partion of Building or structure or scatfolding used during consiruction, fo be dater
u"e‘ oy wite contaising more thon 730 volu See Sec. 388, Colifornia

Pyrsiant o Sex. 307 4.3, Son Fronciaco Building Ceds, #ha bullding permir shall be
‘ﬁﬂuﬂn b, The owner B respanuble for opprovaed plans and application baing
auﬂdﬁ--o e

" Grade nat ay thown on drawings acompanying Y opplicotion ore ouumed 1 be
~ coerenr. I aoval grode Lot ore ot the «ome s thewn revived dramings thowing
mmm tum and Hiy together with complete details of retaining watls ane
*_ woll fortings tequirsd must be whmmed to This bureau tor soproved,

" ANT STWPULA TON REGUIRED MEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE AFFEMED

| BUMDING NOT TO 8F OCCUTED UNTIL CERTIICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION 1%
~POSTED ON THE BUILTING 08 PERMIT OF OCCUPANCY GRANTED, WHEN i QUIRED
mu OF THIS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE

- ANSWER 15 “YES™ TO ANY OF ABOVE GUESTIONS {195 (18) mnq;zuu1m
THIS IS NOT A BUILDENG PERMIT mwouwun!s‘!mouma

5 IBSVED.
hm:&wmwvhﬂuudmumMmhuﬂmmMm
ol wlecrrienl wites or sgquipmant

D aacrerect (mE
[0 AGENT witH POWER OF ATTORNEY

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

| HERERY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERANT IS ISSUED FOR 1346 CONSTRUCTION
DESCRIBED ™ THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMIT AND ALL LAWS
AND ORDNANCES THERETO WHIL 88 COMPLIED WITH.

NOTICE TO APPLICANT

in conformity with the proviiars of Sedion 3800 of the Lobor Cade of the Siate of
Califarnia, the npplcont shall have on file, or fle with the Central Permit Buraou, sither
Certificate Nor ) o () devignare d below er thall mdicare tam 1Y) ar (V) or (V1) below
whishever m apolicable Check one of the lellowing methads af campliance:

L Certificate of Consent o Seftinsure issued by the Duweder
of Indystrial Relosan.

Certificate o Workmon's Compensaton inwdranes msged by
on gdmeed mnwurer

An exoct copy o dupheate of {f) cernfied by the Directar or il
cortified by tha imsurns.

Tha coet of the work o be perinrmed & §100 or e

| certviy that m the pacformandte of the work for whch thi Permit is.
msnd, | vholl not smploy any penion in any manser w0 o3 fo become
‘s comp. lows of Cokit . | hovhar
ol d. nhmwlmﬂm
nlq-u»ﬂ\drwhmﬁmmwhomdhtmcﬁ
ol Colifarnia and fo to comply Forthwah with the prevision of
Section 15300 of the Lobor Code. thot the Parmit herein opphed for
wholl be deemed revoied.

| cartity on the ownar jor the ogent of the owner) that = the
m-elﬁnwkhdhhhhuanmlﬂ%
© contractor who complies with the work ot
California and who how on filte, wwﬂmmh(‘amdkm
Boreay ot
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APPUCANT'S CERTIRCATION
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OWNER OR LESSEE JOB LOCATION APP, NO.
Valente, Marina, Peralta 4840 Mission St. 7701742
OWNER OR LESSEE'S ADDRESS BLOCK - LOT HOUSE NO.
Same
- es'?glmno cost DATE
APPLICATION
2 2,000, _2=23=77
rem:r 15SUED PERMIT N INSPECTOR
UL 76 L ~eeyy "SRy
= . — BLDG. OCCUPANCY p—_ NUMBER OF
- ERECT/ALTER TYPE COOE DESCRIPTION STORIES FAM.
' B N 2 = =
CONTRACTOR ADDYESS
ARCHITECT ADDRESS
“ENGINEER ADDRESS
i — DEPARTIENT OF PUBLIC_WORKS
BUILDING INSPECTION JOB CARD ) i O e N e
OWNER OR LESSEE JOB LOCATION APP. NO.
(see above) 4840 Mission St. 7701742
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APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT |-~ CITY AND COUNTY oF SAN ] NI
ADDITIONS ALTERATIONS OR REPAIRS - S I7 8
~ APPLICATION IS HEREBY MADE TO'THE DEPARTMENT OF | | ?
> FORM 3 A, OTHER AGENCIES REVIEW REQUIRED BUILDING INSPECTION OF SAN FRANCISCO FOR |
i 2 PERMISSION TO BUILD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE | "8z
- PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND |-, ~ = @i -
- FOB!\_:_":‘?/ OVER-THE-COUNTER |SSUANCE ACCORDING TO THE DES g i e
e & - NUMBEROF PLAN SETS o — 2B
DATE FILED F‘I.NG FEE AECERT ]ﬁm’G (1?STHEEI' ADDFESS\C;’;;D: "f N = % E
6299 \\ FEE Hexe Mison v e 2@
PERMIT NO. ISSUED (24) ESTIMATED COST QF JO8 (2B) AEVISED COST: d
28, e " NP [ — L
INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY ALL APPLICANTS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING BUILDING
{4A) TYPE OF CONSTR. (52;:%30(; E.ﬂ;:]ggeg: {7A) PRESENT USE: . (54} NO. OF
“]’H lgngmcvrnz mf:cELuzs: i FU ERA.L—- H’OME UNITS:
DESCRIPTION OF BUILDING AFTER PROPOSED ALTERATION i ‘E % ! i . i
(4) TYPE OF CONETR. | (5) NO, OF (&) NO. OF 7) PROPOSED USE (LEGAL USE] {81 OCCUP, CLAS . 8y NC. OF
- (e, 2, FoReRaL Hre AB W A
O e er conetuetes ves 00" sis s T ves e aren YES gj“” TR B YES Of,
CR ALTERED? NO (“N(S’YRUCW? NO O FERFORMED? NO PERFORMED? NO d
‘ [ (14 GENERAL CONTRACTOR _ ADDRESS K P PHONE ) CALIF. UC. NO. EXPIRATION DATE
(15)GWNER-LE55EE(CF!0$6LETDNE: ADDRESS F) 7 BTRC & PHONE (FOR GC;NTACTB.Y DEPT)

steml Tadsr_ ' Apdp Mgl iy P-g06C ] -

{16} Wni'E IN DESCRIPTION OF ALL WOAK TO BE PERFCAMED UNDER THIS APPLICATION (REFERENCE TO PLANS IS NOT SUFFICIENT)
[

‘aals-uo ezm.dé Hawplexp Mcesaalz _aagHoF MUM BRONT poesnf Alreestrold .

RS

ADD}TIONAL INFORMATION

et b S ——e————rp— E =

(17) DOES THIS ALTERATION YES Q (LBYIF (17) IS YES, STATE (19) DOES TH!S ALTERATION YES O 120) (F (19) IS YES, STATE

CREATE ADDITIONAL HEIGHT NEW HEIGHT AT . - CREATE NECK OR HORIZ. Lo NEW GROUND
. OR STORY TO BUILDING? NO _CENTER LINE OF FRONT ET. EXTENSION TO BUILDING? NO FLOOR AREA 3 Q. 7T,
21) WILL SIDEWALK OVER [ (22) WILL BUILDING R {23} ANY OTHER EX(STING BLDA. (24) DOES THIS ALTERATION

SUB-SIDEWALK SPACE 8E ¥ES'Q| °" extend sevono 5 YES Q| on1orr (F ves, sHow JYES O™ construre a cHance YES O}

HEFAIRED OR ALTERED? ./ NO M[ PROPERTYLINE? NO ®@ ° ONPLOTPLAN . NO Q] OF OCCuPaNGY? NO 3T
(25) AMGHITECT O ENGINEER (DESIGN@ CONSTRUCTION 0) - ADDRESS 3 "f 33 CAUFGERTFGATENG.

lpNINg EclZALEs, satiTeadls - . oF & xmaﬂrzzf—i W FeAlkesce, A c-azz

(26) CONSTRUCTION LENDER (ENTEA NAME AND BRANGH DESIGNATION IF ANY, ADDFlESS . :

IF THERE IS NO KNCWN CONSTRUCTION LENDER, ENTER "UNKNOWN').

IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT

No change shall be made in the character of tha oceupancy or use without first obtaining a Building ©  HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE: The permittes(s) by acceplance of the permit, agrea(s) to indemnity
Fem’hl authorizing such change. Ses San, Francisco Building Code and San Francisco Housing * and hold hamiess the Cily and County of San Francisco from and against any and all claims,
demands and actions for damages resulting from operationg under lhis permit, regardiess of
negligence of the City and County of San Francisco, and 1o assuma the delense of the Cuy and
County of San Francisco against all such claims, demands or actions. =

In conformity with the provisions of Section 3800 of the Labor Code of the State of Califomia, the
applicant shall have coverage under (1), or {ll) designated below or shall indicata itam {ill), or (IV),
or (V). whichever is applicable. If however item (V) Is checked item (V) muﬁt_be checked ¢ as we!i

No pomon of bullding or structure or scatfolding used during conStriiction, to be closer than 60" to
any wire containing more than 750 velts. See Sec. 385, California Penal Code.

Pursuant to San Francisco 'Building Cods, the building permit shall be posted on the job, The
owner s responsible for approved plans and application being kept at bullding sile.

Grade Yines as shown on drawifgs i lication are d to.be-correct. if - . Mark the appropriate method of compliance belew.' - = T = TR
** actual grade lines are not the same as shown™ revw's'éa drawmgs showing corract grade lines, cuts decla i . N

and fills together with complete detalls of retaining walls and wall footings required must be  heréby affitm under penally of perjury ane oftheiullowmgr Fations? -

submitted 1o this depariment for approval, { ) L 1 have and wil mantaln a cerffficate of consent 1o self-insure for workers'

ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED 5 campansatian, as provided by Section 3700 of the Lak‘:or Code, for the parfurmaﬂ:e of

the work far which this pemnit is |sau9d T
BUILDING NOT TO BE OCCUPIED UNTIL CERTIFICATE OF FINAL COMPLETION IS POSTED )

ON THE BUILDING OR PERMIT OF GCGUPANGY GRANTED, WHEN REQUIRED. | have and will maintain workers compensaﬂon insurance, as requirad by Saction

3700 of the Labor Gode, for the performancs of the work for which this pearmit is

APPROVAL OF TriS APPLICATION DOES NOT CONSTITUTE AN APPROVAL FOR THE issued. My warkers’ compensaticn in§urance carrier and palicy numbar are:
ELECTRICAL WIRING OR PLUMBING INSTALLATIONS. A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR THE 5 2
WIRING AND PLUMBING MUST BE OBTAINED. SEPARATE PERMITS ARE REQUIRED IF Carrier - 5 - —_— .-
ANSWER 1S "YES* TO ANY OF ABOVE QUESTIONS (10} (11) {12) (13) {22) OR (24). Policy Mumb 2w
umber A
TTHIS IS NOT A BUILDING PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL A BUILDING 2 7 ™~
. PERMIT |5455u5 { ) . The costol the work to bo done is $100 or less.
In dwellings all [naulanng materials must have a clearance of not loss than two inches from all { ) V. |ceriy that in the performance of the work for which this permit is issued, | shall not
electrical wires Drequtpmsnt g -~ employ any person in any> manner, s, as to-bacome subject-to~thes T WOTKBIS, f
. —— -——compensation laws of California. | futther ackmwledga that | understand that in the ¢
_ CHECK APPROPRIATE | 5 e o SR event that [sndlid basome subject 1o the workers' compensation provisians of the
— OWNER ARCHITECT 5~ Labor Code of California and fail to comply. ferthwith with the provisions of Seotion~ |
g S i R S J 3693 ot Laor G, ha the péri herein appliad for shall be Geemed revoked. -s.
P (' V.| certrh; as Ihs owner (ur the .sgenl Ior rhs owner) thal in the performanca of the' wark -
0 CONTRACTOR QO ENGINEER E B g R for which this permit is Issu?% | will employ a contractor wha compliss wwﬂ} the
3 & % workers' compensation laws of California and who, prior to the comméncement of any
APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION, work, will file a compeled copy of this form with the Central Permit Bureau. 5

| KEREBY CERTIFY AND AGREE THAT IF A PERMIT IS ISSUED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION -
DESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF THE PERMIT AND ALL LAWS

Al ORDINANCES THERETO WILL BE CCMPLIED WITH. =
s : ottt o R M/ & .?‘i 97

8003-03 (REV. 1/86) . . : Slgnature of Am’cam or. Aqénl Nata ad




T

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

* For -plumbing 1r£spechon‘ sche.iufmqwaf% 558

AdOO 1vioid40

"U“ —)“ r I' l P"'ZG&L,JI‘& .electrical inspectisn schedulmq call|55§ 6030

apphcation.is” approved,wwthout site’ l‘nSpechon. de.aile ATSRET
or elactrical plan le\new dnd-does not oongtm.lia an' i,
oval of the building. Work authorized. must be. done in £

SEP 2% 1993

= 3
DATE ==

REASON: '

CEVFL ENGINtER {JFPT OF: BLDG WSPECTION

s b et e Y

. ;-aup . |
!’ " 7 eirickacordancs with all applicable codes. Any slechical & oS ;:'J i
L\ pluyibing work hall require appropriate S AT : NOTIFIED MR.
P - - BUILDING INJPECTOR. DEPT. OF BLDG. INSP.” ) L
3 "APPROVED; ,éZ/ M(/oyﬁf ,,sas./rf/c, /’-«é o,fy DATE:
I, " S
: o ! B iy et LUR TR REASON: -
SURTI I T e i GAT ownPu 570 »e%«/f/ .
; Attt e BTITUTE pag g 2
= . dac uNDgn 7;-\ ;—w ~
i N ‘”.“*
S i M 1 |
=k 2
: c
- = S T
| o T Y <
= s o
; APPROVED B . B DATE: a
v f SR T -
. . - * REASON: €
- = 2
N . ¢
| v R/ R o T = !,_‘j =
‘*—' e i FEE oy c
. . ¥ 3 A Rl R 1. b
- sofy w9 o Lt J}@TIFIED MR, =
- BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION 8 PUBLIC SAFETY g th
. APPROVED: = T . 3 . DATE: 2
: e . REASON;: z
- Taoenad T
- ) [id
. ’ §
L __i ) e ! .-:T‘_ - . _ Ll b
. T =
' = T.T"'— I ".»{:_; £ 5 ;
) - NOTIFIED MR T
Fog— : e e
i c
2
o
=z
=
3
f
C
<
Q
z
z
o
1
. 3
C
¢
n
14
u
z
g

L BeM e

APPROVED: - 5 DATE:
. AEASON: -
: NOTIFIED MR,
- - . BUREAU OF ENGJNEEHJT‘\IG ) g -
L
APPROVED:, B e 5 I Y DATE: iy s
. REASON:
e NOTIFIED MR.
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH )
. ) DATE: _
' REASON:
o s e oo B e | NOTIEEDMR. L ...
RAEDEVELOPMENT AGENCY D AN e Wt T o
DATE =
'REASON:,

L NOTIFIED MR, ~ 7 -

1l

{ agree to comply with all conditions or stipufations of the varous bureaus or departents noted an this apphication, and attached
- statements of condjtions or stipulations, which are hereby made a part of this applscahun .

le— . 7Y~ - CWNER'S AUTHGRIZED AGENT

- e Ta
- .- Number of attachments D
. & s N
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4 e
B | / b / 3 ) APPLICATION FILING FEE- 305804
OlD EPAT T M r 5 . &t PLAN CHECKING RECEIPT P

o BUILDING INSPECTION, ! ' i

-_2 - ~RECEIVED OF BUIDING APPLICATION NUMBERS .

M{ﬂ—ﬂﬁfc Ma&mﬁ@ta e 9?/3/7(/

FULLPLANCHECK [ * SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

é / 7 f/@ ’,/ 7 ,7 AL / 76 2 | AN O CENTRAL pen@rr. BUREAU

=
1
!"E FEE FOR APPLICATION FILING AND CHECKlNG PLANS, PRESCRIBED BY ‘SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING. uOD\:
‘ % ] ES'HMATED GOSTOFJOB -] EXPEDITER mﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ%&Fm_ﬂm—_ FILING FEE 7223 E{S?uog‘é‘;:gogmm .
a. . W mgt Q
o R
< 387, Lo lso, | LT T
= i
g FIRE FEE 7289 SURCHARGE ) CITY AND COUNTY OF
| =
I fas]

ot

&f 089 mm__ “+

i o S s,
(& L . ¥ - t' )_JJ \.j—.! o - - —\""_:* ’a
! { ; N M
! i f‘," [ Arplicamian s PCSD ROUTING SLIP . D ExpreEss O OTHER \\f 4
' Q Gj 15477 C( QResidential M Commercial O Major/SSS | - ;
' STATION PLAN DATE DATE DATE DATE REVISED BACK cﬁéc\k “ .

CHECKER LOG-IN START HOLD APPR'D COST

et | @7 181199 Yul94)9112/94] 9249 |
T JDED / ([{L{fL .

*'. DATE HOUR ..

[ 1=
v CH
: \.-\ = ;’E“
i \“FUTQRE 7 DPH Cry
\, ROUTING _ f X y

i
. Ty w/n/cd 75’ /0] B A

% :’ - Ly — = - = = = ¥ o losmricate] il Z-T'”‘,—,T_:.—:""‘*—-é\--
] = —

“ iga};gs gom;zor. SLIP ANO;IEE comz.é.amrs . _

| ot ision <1 S R b

! STATON | DCP CNT- [ PAD- | PAD- | PAD- [ PAD- | SSS/ [FRE [DAD | B | B R |~
- PC CE |lrcC STR | mEcu [ MAI | Para PCD | I S P | DVfP

f PET CED v IB

e :

SE; ' Al N | TN
| 'A_;iﬂ- QU ' i}) CQ T CI%) - (J’
s B Y, vl [
APPR'D kFS [mm,lﬁ}'?fﬂH rh
= Yo el [PIRTTURE] | TR b

CHECK APPLICABLE : (O EXPRESS (¥ PARALLEL 0O ONESTOP O BLDG.ENLARGE O SITEPE QOTHER "
1 )

COMMENT.;Q mse 77 ' ey
!

G

:: Y e ) 4 : ]

w
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1\;\';-1 FRAMCISC o* A i ‘ SEERC samERT R

4" : T 1)
Appl.# __S19]3| 7%
\ Address _A a4 Mtf—ﬂai =

5

AdOO TVIPi3H0
o]
=
=
5
o

o LICI-;NSED CONTRACTOR’S smTﬁMENr

7 - | RS -
] Licensed Contractors Declaration ' .

" Pursuant to the Business and Professions Code Sec. 7031.5, I hereby affirm under penalty of perjury
that [ am licensed under the provisions of Chapter 9 (commencing with Sec. 7000) of Division 3 of the
Business and Professions Code, and that my license is in full force and effect.

& License Number License Class :

Fu - !-xplrmon D..ue =P T memE Cd’g"t il T -

PRINT
-SIGNATURE®

‘ Owner-Builder Declaration

I hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that I am exempt from the Contractor’s License Law,
Business and Professions Code (Sec. 7031.5). (Mark the appropriate box below.)

L, as owner of the property, or my employees with wages as their sole compensation, -
will do the work, and the structure is not intended or offered for.sale (Sec, 7044) I

further acknowledge that 1 understand and agree that in the event that any work is
commenced contrary to the representations contained herein, that the Permit

/ herein applied for shall be deemed suspended.

e —

S s ayowner of the-property, am exdlusively contracting with licensed contractors to
construct this project (Sec. 7044). 13RIy thiaratthe tmessuch: contractors are se.iected, [
will have them file a ¢opy of this form (Licensed Contractor's Declaration) prior to the
commencement of any work. [ further acknowledge that I understand and agree

that, in the event that said contractors fail to file a copy of the Declaration with the

Central Permit Bureau, that the Permit herein applied for shall be deemed suspended.

1am exempt under Business and Professions Code Sec.

Reszison

\/ Architect (PRINT) _DAMID wlintSa] \
Date {220 A9 Agent (PRINT)
Owner (PRINT)

e g (SIGNATURE) ;
NOTICE: “Any violation of the Bua. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5 by any permit applicant shall be subject to 2
. civil pcrwlty of not more than five hundred dollars ($500)." Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5.

———
—

= ——r e
e e i e P

REV., {PB !/‘)5 ‘ ' 4 ‘7“7" “,)/’?"“"’”‘“‘“_“'“"“" S

B
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BUILDIMG IMGPECTION )
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‘1
s

*7 T AE0DTVIOIHO
/
I

CERTIFICATION OF AUTHORIZED AGENT

I hereby certify that for the purpose of filing an application for a building or other permit
with the Central Permit Bureau, or completion of any form related to the S.E. building -
Code, or to City and County ordinances and regulanons or to state laws add codes, lam
the agent.of the owner and anFauthorized:to. s1gn -all:documeénts connected.with_ thls_,_,w - B ksl
‘application. or permit. ) '

P

Rl L

_ 1 declare under penalty of perjury that the forégoing is true and correct.

ot lda o

| Applicant's Signature

OAVID N Shand
Type or Print Name

l% ' 41551 Jaes Leers
ot e

e S seompee Sem—reees.e - Identification. .
(Dnvers Lic. No., etc)

e e T e i S TS __-J_....s__._u__

Owner/Lessee

t->9-99

Date

=, waisie 5P, e smens o caoen

R i e o P D T e SO S i . o=
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; SE
QFamFrANcizco . . . 23
a2 - CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCOGS)
g r ‘) ' l / o ﬁpﬁff?{:w” ||D"7'|'F |||'|d EORION m
> ' | T £ 1_md¥> : ll(3[%1?:;..El\.fIQLI{I%QN PERMIT r‘g i
H J @ Y 0 Oy Ly B
QIDEPARTMENT OF ieee JION LH’ALEWEGB ION TO A
O\ BUILDIIG TEPECTION DEMOLISH N ACCORDANCE WITH THE PLANS AND Lo B
oo R H T SPECIFICATIONS SUBMITTED HEREWITH AND FOR THE : g =
=< T REVIEWED BY FIRE OEP =
, — &
- [ ] m
FIRE DEPTINSPE&EKE 1 S

P g
4840 Mission Street i 3=
el H S 5
_ . . » ST, i § %
. "W oo Misgion Street sl ; =
1 (=]
O +r {’/r/ ‘f’ LUT i EB
v 268 .. S ;o Onondaga Avenue st 5 -
[CATE FiLED EE l'lE ND NEAREST CROSS STREET ; o =
%/fu f 67 i CH
FERRITT NO. / |ssusn f ALOCK Lot i Dl
1 H
6959 019
BUILDING DESCRIPTION .
SiE FRONT REAR AVE. DEFTH f;s;‘sos’zénsuﬁr:%as?:m ‘ NORTH |
LOT: 103 T 8l & 268 FT. | 9F BunniG: /D\% FT. Onond STREET
MAX_HT. WILL STREET TYPE OF BUILDING BAAGHD # ondaga SR
OF BLDG. SPACE BE USED YES 9
25 gy |owmessme 7| TTT-N/V-N
Presentimon  YES % gﬁ;%u;ggﬁu YES X ::(JE:ER 2 FooR. n1215 s0
PREMISES? NO PROPERTY LINE? NO D) 1] 4REA Koy 3
LAST OCCUFANCY CODE USE OF BULDING. E e \ \ ~ g g
A-3/5-3 Mortuary/Parking € E =l
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF FIAS BLDG BEEN mlg g ﬂ
DWELUNG GUEST BASEMENTS gvEnLANOMsak  YES O ]
UNTS APTS a ROOMS 1 STATUS? NO [
REGURZD AnD YES (1 |maowe YES T} {IF YES, SHOW
ATTACHED EXEMPT ZJ |O4-07? NO W ON PLOT PLAN)
o P, v g @ .8
PIPES? NO W) NO of & m
GENERAL CONTRAGTOR ADDRESS E] El' =
To Be Selected STREET i
CALIFORNIA LICENSE NUMBER CLASS EXPIRATION DATE TELEPHONE —| | SOUTH | [—~
ARCHITECT OR ENGINEER ADDRESS
CALFORNIA CERTIFICATE HUMBER TELEPHONE NOTE: THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT REQUIRES, BY LAW,
PRIOR NOTIFICATION OF ALL DEMOLITIONS
OWNERTS NAME anoress o4 MIssTiom ST UNDER PENALTY OF FINE.
i - SF, CA 94112
Valgate Haciad Ferata § Bo PHONE 771-6000 EXT. 217 FOR DETAILS.
TELEPHONE
415-333-0161
UTILITY DISCONNECTION ELECTRIC: B61:8000 X 324 PT & T: 553-3056 ATET
TELEPHONE NUMBERS: PG & E: 781-4214 X 3786 WATER: 558-3186 CABLE: B00-295-2396
IMPORTANT NOTICES NOTICE TO APPLICANT
Demoiition work shall ba performed in accordance with the San Francisco Building Coda and cther  HOLD HARMLESS CLAUSE: The permiriee(s) by acceptance of the permit, agree(s) o indemnity
applicable ardinances, and hald harmiess the City and County of San Francisco fram and against any and all ciaims,

5 3 ; : demands and actions for d: o) i, I !
No portion of building or structure or scaffolding used during construction. to be cioser than 60 lo negligence ol "?e Ic:; an;i éﬂﬁ;‘f;g:“ﬁ}i«gggs ::éa::)o?ss‘:lr::rthlglzam ulrallf?:fglleyssnn?i

Bny wira containing more than 750 voits. Sse Sec. 385, Calfornia Penal Code. County of San Francisco against all such claims, demands or actions.
Pursuant ta the San Francisco Building Coda, the demolition permil shall be pasted on thejob. The | conformil

5. : % 5 t e ty with (he provisions of Section 3800 of the Labor Code of the Stata of California, the
ownar is tespongible for approved plans and appiicalion being kept at building site applicant shall have coverage under (), or ) designated below or shall indicate tem (lli), or (IV},
All debris o be iemoved lrom the sireet, sidewalk and lol. Premises 1o be lekt in a saniary  Of {V), whichever is applicable. if however ilem (V) is checked item (IV) musi be checked as well,
condtion and complying with the Building Coda. Marx the appropriale msthod of compliance below:
It domolition involves abandonmen of side sewer, applicant must obtain a side sewer permil. Side | heraby atfiim under penalty of perjury ane of the tollowing declarations:

il bk %

Bewar il then be blocked. () Il | bave and will mantain a cerificate of consenl to selfinsure for workers'
Applications for demalition of Historic Landmarks will be referred to the Landmark Commission compensalion, &s provided by Section 3700 of tha Labor Code. for the perormanca

ANY STIPULATION REQUIRED HEREIN OR BY CODE MAY BE APPEALED. ofthe woriioy WiichNs R iz eled

| have and will maintain workers' compansation insurance, as required by Section

THIS 1S NOT A DEMOUTION PERMIT. NO WORK SHALL BE STARTED UNTIL 15 DAYS " G700 ol th, Labor Code: K oe
performance of the work tor which this permit is
AFTER THE PERMIT HAS BEEN ISSUED issued. My workers' compansalion insurance carrier and policy number are:
o b
Carrier -; v

CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX Policy Number ~

) OWNER Q) ARCHITECT CJ ENGINEER [ ) It The costof the work 16 be done is $100 or less.

[ LESSEE A AGENT WITH POWER OF ATTORNEY

(%) V. Icenify that in the perdormance of the work for which this parmit i issued, } shall not
CICONTRACTOR  (JATTORNEY IN FACT ’ employ any person in any mannar 5o as 1o become subject lo the workars'
compensation laws of California, | further acknowledge that | understand that in the
avent thal | should become subject to the workers' compensation provisions ol the
Labor Code of California and fail to comply forthwith with the prowisions ot Section
b 3800 ot the Laber Code, that tha permit herein applied lor shall be deemed revoked.
APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION
#<) V. |cenily as the owner (or Ihe agent for the owner} that in the parformance of the work
I CERTIFY. THAT | HAVE READ THIS APPLICATION AND STATE THAT THE ABOVE for which this permit is issued, ! will emplay a contractor who complies with the
INFORMATION 1S CORRECT. | AGREE THAT IF A PERMIT IS ISSUED FOR THE DEMOLITION e

: THE PEFt . 11 workers' compensation laws of California and who. prior ta the commencemant ol any

DESCRIBED IN THIS APPLICATION, ALL THE PROVISIONS OF MIT \D ALL LAWS s . waork, will Tile a compleled copy of this form with the Central Permit Buraau.

AND CRD|NANCES THERETO WILL BE COMPLIED WITH. /\\ /\J

)
; 3 4 Vi Siddalure u"NJBlu:a.nl or Agefit Date

e, T
030443

. 500305 (REV. BjO0) .

1 v
¥




SANM
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FRRANMC

CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS

DFF/HH\’FI'T

UUJ__)!J 16 INGPEC

/\dOO VIDId440

l S5C0O
APPF!OVED g : ; . DATE: _
: R . :
Vb HISTORIC LANDMARK? YES : L “ REASON: .,
. E/jo - ;
S - b Z i ’M] w#
crioT ¥ "'@Lﬂ.LM” /J' ﬁQY 13 n u/m
/ h T : ' - NOTIFIED MR.
; = k] i )
ioef 3 2, . ¥
| f Q\ bl fgmes of d//?{m: —
CITY PLANNI! s p L1Ru ":g v b ’
= ﬁ { = !_ ‘, REASON:
APPROVED: - ) .
o - - i
3 i e TR ‘
5
/ " NOTIFIED MR.
s
i | DATE:
] oemoLmon FROGRAM REQUIRED. REASON:
BUILRING NOT TYPE V OR IS MORE
THAN 2 STORIES, OR MORE THAN
25 FEET IN HEIGHT.
& BUILDING INSPECTQR, DEPT. OF BLDG. INSPECTION
APPROVED: NOTIFIED MR.
DATE:
b REASON:
"NOTIFIED MR,
D :’SPEC[ALINS'F‘ECHON REQUIRéD ; ]
CIVIL ENGINEER, DEPT, OF BLDG, INSPECTION DATE:
7 REASON:
APPROVED: :
s . NOTIFIED MA.
6 DATE:
‘ REASON:
NOTIFIED MR,
5 DATE:
_BUFIEAU OF ENGINEERING REASON:

~ ONISS3O0Hd DNIHNA GAIJILON SNOSHId TV 4O S3WYN GNY S3LVA 3LON « NOILD3S dTOH

APPROVED:

REVIEWED BY FIRE DEPT.

R
RE DEPT INSPEGTIONS. .+ -
\,OT RFQUIRED . 4 .

NOTIFIED MR.

DATE:
REASON:

‘NOTIFIED MR.

Rt hDF Gtr-03

FIRE PREVENTION INSPECTOR, DEPT. OF BUILDING INSPECTION

DATE: _
REASON:

NOTIFIED MR.

\R-Gart 07

1 agrea ta comply with all conditions or stipulalions of the various bureaus or departments noted on this application, and ahached
stalaments of conditions or stipulations, which are nereby made a pan 61 this applicalion. .

OWNER OR OWNER'S AUTHORIZED AGENT el
(TO BE AUTHORIZED ARCHITECT, ENGINEER. OR CONTFI.ACTOFI)

3
e
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DEPARTMENT OF
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51
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BUILDIMG IMNSPECTION.

AdOD TVIDIdd0

r.

vt

'_ -
§ PERAE = OoNTROL SLIP

" APDRESS:¢ _ AE€0 - MisSiom 7(*"
fmor e Tam: cﬂgﬂ w [
= 1 5

DATE. p‘?ﬁ

R win

APPLICATION # PP&I ROUTING S DAC
" - o . . . B
K /_) :? h_/ / (Po 9 [0 Residentia O commercial Major YES NO
l 1 L »
o STATION PLAN DATE DATE DATE DATE REVISED BACK CHECK
)y CHECK LOG-IN START HOLD - APPRVD COST
DATE HOUR
N Architectural _Prec o / f;//}/. n/«:,égj /Q/,,/,;&
I { H
Structural .

FUTURE -
ROUTING

| COMMENT
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PLAN CHECKING RECEIPT

339474 |

BUILDING APPLICATION NUMBERS .
|

Lip().60

PLAN GHECK FEE REVENUE 7228

E [ﬂ) M/{E\ LL) (hey

2 !

g FEE FOR APPLUCATION FILJJ\JG AND CHECKIN
TSTIMATED COST OF JOB | EXPEDITER

3 \D REVENUE 7899

2| e

=

[++]
FIRE FEE 7299 DCP FEE 7081

NEW CONST. ALTERATION

G PLANS, PRESCRIBED BY SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE
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9:936% (2/§09 |
FILING FEE 7223 DEMOLTION Q'(‘()) l

T | #iTf
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O

[

FULL PLAN CHECK
174 PLAN CHECK
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CITY AND COUNTY OF
SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU
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SAM FRAMC

DEFARTMENT OF

. CITY AND COUNTY oF SAN FRANCISCO CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
- APPLICATION COMPLETENESS CONTROL SHEET

WAIVER 4 # \ o .
This permit application is accepledas;complete for purpose of initial filing. The Department may find it necessary 1o request other ]
informalion afer furthgr analysis of hejapplication prior to comrpleling ils review. Olher planning approvals or environmental documentalion

“¥|  may ba required lor the project lo be Bl Al this time, the folfowing addilional application of aclions have been idenlilied as necessary.

MISION ¥

AdOD TIVIDIdH0

BUILDIMG 5P ECHIGATPN : -y ‘
U :)i S ASSESSOR'S BLOCKMLOT Olq ZONING Rh l'_/NC"?) i E‘O—X

*3u0 $SD#

=) %‘g ALTERATIONS (Form 3 & 8)
- . | »t2
— . (o]
T) LANDMARK NO. HIST DIST Q1213 GRS § é z ADDITIONS = 181z
3 3 = 5
O As. O HT PaGE O car RN HEEH R e - ERH
e 2152 2] 8|1 2{8|3| 323 2= 23 (1318
P n -
ONCU OLCU O OT LN CONSY. DIST 3393% =2is{S] &8 §| g2 2|23
etz 2" 218 2R ¢ 2 =13
PAEVIOUS ACTIONS MMQ ol ._g., 5 § 3la = wimlalal el ale
gl& :ggigﬂmmOmmDDIg
NSR # o & AEIHHEHEI R HEIEHEHE
A HEHE R HEEEEEBEHEHE
a 21Meld | = 5 ~1 5 m
CODE VIOLATIONS O YES [J NO 3lz SEIEHHE AL =[° |3
Tje & & 2z 5
=1 (o] ] = B 2 3
COMPLAINT # Ble 2|8 & SEEE: h
T ’..T.’ [e] =1 T -—
1. Requited for residantial g 3 3 = BIS g
gf;‘f‘ﬁgm“”ﬁﬁ‘* REQUIRED INFORMATION: & z Ed e
flets  exeluding = *
Bemal Heighls S,U.D. DESCRIPTION . =
1A.Required i the :
proposed warkisto | SEC. 311: MAP, LIST, LABELS, - | 1 {11ttt TA[1A}1
increasedwslﬁngunilts] AFFIDAVIT
of change of use, SITE SURVEY (SIGNED BY
2. iFlur;uir?d rgrlbu_ndir;gs SURVEYOR OR CIVIL ENGA.)
:n,y.”'d'”"a Psticly > |LOCATION OF PROPOSED
3. Roquied when ha | < | WORK W/N THE LOT
R wokis In an £ & [ ADJACENT FAONT WALLS
R district and Increases 5 {FULL WIDTH-ADJ. LOTS)
l‘f‘n'us'.‘”’“;‘o;,“’p‘,’:;’"r.j_ Z | ADJACENT REAR WALLS
enable  datermining (FULL WIDTH-ADJ. LOTS)
compliante lo  open FLOOR PLAN(S) OF
space requirements, FLOOR(S) OF WORK
4. Requied  when the FLOOR PLAN(S) OF
Proposed work is in tha OTHER FLOOR(S)
garage level and it a5
could reduce the | 7 RO
number ol parking = OF PLAN
spaces. < | GARAGE (EXISTING &
5. Requied when e | — | PROPOSED PRKG. SPACES)
adGion ls atleast 20% | & ' ANDSCAPING (SHOW TREE:
o the gross flor area PLANTER & UTIL. LINES)
an;"fd:'fm";gpﬁ’f{; SIGN (CANOPY OR AWNING)
work iminated plarers SHOW LOCATION OF OTHER
. and siroet Lges. N @
6. Required when work is b3 FRONT
Visible from the street or =] Ak
6A Required 10 evaluate E A5
fink between addition o
and bullding. P LATERAL .

7. Required whan the Hnk
batween he exisling SECTIONS
use afid the propased
work is weak and
unclear, DETALS

8. Il proposed work is
rersoling.

8A.Requited for all building
€xpansions except deck
and slairy.

B8.M mechanical equipment
s localed on the roof.

9. Depends on the
localion of 1he
impmvemeﬁis. S0 as o
malch’

10.When thars is more

BLDGS. ON THE SAME
SIDE OF THE STREET
8LDGS. ON THE FACING
SIDE OF THE STREET
FRONT FACADE OF THE
SUBJECT BUILDING
i REAR FACADE OF THE
| suBJEST BUNDING
AEAR VIEW OF THE
[hanonnDulkdingon the ADJACENT BUILDINGS
oL, "
1110 H affects the root tine, | SECTION 101,1
(PROPOSITION M) FINDINGS

PHOTOGRAPHS

12.Required H the buiiding

is a Landmark or CPC RESOLUTION, VZ DECISION
Architeciurally BPA DECISION J
S;Gn*rmﬂ'ﬂ' or e Ype | BUILDING/FIRE DEPT(s), 13
ol work tequires

extensive allerations. DETERMINATION

13 Required if the building OTHER
Is damaged by fire.

CHECK LIST LEGENDS: Required Required in circumstances v/: Infcrmation submjtted X: Information not requited anrnrmalionrequiled
REMARKS: MM D@\MIN \N/\&Mﬂ\\l@]’ B}n[

. L1 r
ACCEPTED GTN DATE 6‘), NOT ACCEPTED DATE
= PLANNER ; PLANNER

ATTACH THIS FORM TO THE BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION

o
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.. | DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

Y ]
r]f_)Jéity & County of San Francisco
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103-2414

Permit Application #: ;?068/ 08/ (2 / 1809
Job Address: “~ $4/0 m ISIOR
Block/Lot Number: (/QSC} ,/@’ 9

DEMOLITION AFFIDAVIT

" I declare under penalty of perjury that every party who has a recorded mortgage or recorded deed
of trust on the property that is the subject of the application has been notified of the filing of

this application as per San Francisco Building Code Section 106.3.2.3.

Signature: 23 MQ ZA'/ / 27)
2 Print Name: xifs{‘g CAHH&S’

Date: 2 ,/ a/ox




SAN FRANCILZCO

e W’L

o)

.

o 1 "DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

S 1} foF . < T jl‘i'ty & County of San Francisco _

Qv 7RITD11 660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103- 2414

< | =T CENTRAL PERMIT BUREAU Appl.# _ 9003 S os/ >/
=2 1660 MISSION STREET - Address _ A K90 (i mmb

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103

LICENSED CONTRACTOR’S STATEMENT

Licensed Contractor’s Declaration

Pursuant to the Business and Professions Code Sec. 7031.5, I hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that I am
licensed under the provisions of Chapter 9 (commencing with Sec. 7000) of Division 3 of the Business and
Professions Code, and that my license is in full force and effect.

License Number ' License Class

Expiration Date Contractor

PRINT

SIGNATURE
Owner-Builder Declaration
[ hereby affirm under penalty of perjury that I am exempt from the Contractor’s License Law, Busmess and
Professions Code (Sec. 7031.5). (Mark the appropriate box below).

1, as owner of the property, or my employees with wages as their sole compensation, will do the
work, and the structure is not intended or offered for sale (Sec. 7044). I further acknowledge that
I understand and agree that in the event that any work is commenced contrary to the representations
contained herein, that the Permit herein applied for shall be deerned suspended.
X architect, agent

I, as owner of the property, am exclusively contracting with licensed contractors to construct this
project (Sec. 7044). I certify that at the time such contractors are selected, I will have them file a
copy of this form (Licensed Contractor’s Declaration) prior to the commencement of any work. I
further acknowledge that I understand and agree that, in the event that said contractors fail to file a
copy of the Declaration with the Central Permit Bureau, that the Permit herein applied for shall be
deemed suspended.
I am exempt under Business and Professions Code Sec.

Reason
" Architect (PRINT)
pae _ R ) 13/43 Agent (PRINT) bism C/a)
- — Ovmer(PRINT)

: (SIGNATURE) Diﬂ’ffv __g/éffb()

"NOTICE: “Any violation of the Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5 by any permit applicant shall be subject to a civil
penalty of not more than five hundred dollars ($500).” Bus. & Prof. Code Sec. 7031.5. | Revised 09/05/01



SAM FRAMCISCO

' PEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

City and County of San Francisco
94660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103-2414

AdOD VIDI440

|c:IC?

CERTIFICATION OF AUTHORIZED AGENT

I hereby certify that for the purpose of filing an application for a building or other permit
with the Central Permit Bureau, or completion of any form related to the San Francisco
Building Code, or to City and County ordinances and regulations, or to state laws and
codes, I am the agent of the owner and am authorized to sign all documcnts connected

with this application or permit.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the forégoing is true and correct:

Applicant’s Signature

DCSTA @o\‘i IS

Type or Print Name

ESKINNNC,
Identification
{Drivers License Number, etc.)

%[MQ_MMQM@@ o
roperty Owner/Lessee ’

& /1a /o=

Date

CPB-37/85
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SAMNLFRANMCIZEO

-°""'->'\ DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

T

r‘ ?} City & -(-'o:ml_\ of San Francisco ) . )
, LO6O Mission Street, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, California 94103-2414

o e

crtified Mail NOTICE OF DIRECTOR'S HEARING

June 10, 2003 PROPERTY ADDRESS: 4840 Mission Strect

BLOCK: 6959 LOT: 019

PROPERTY OWNER: Mission Properties
OWNER(S): INSPF:CTOR: Jerry Sullivan (415-558-6059)

&l f-crz‘- s I;Lf/‘- LA 2
Mission Properties "‘? / i ~—
4840 Mission Street wile g, T - i
San Francisco, CA 94112 . o . -

| s saf

Date and Time of Hearing: July 9, 2003, 9:00 AM. o

At 1660 Mission Street, Room 2001, San Franciscol CA 94103
TO OWNERS, LESSEES AND OTHER PERSONS WITH A RECORDED INTEREST:

Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 16B oflhlc San Francisco Building Code, 1hie above referenced propert:
been inventoried as an Unreinforced Masonry Building (UMB), Risk level 4. Tablc 16B-A (14-A of Chapter 14

SFBC), the UMB Program Implementation Schedule prlt’:scribes that each owner of a Risk level 4 UMB should have
an application for 2 building permit or for demolition by February 15, 2003. Furthermore, the program schedule
stipulates that the application for a permit must be issued by February 15, 2004 and that construction under the perm

completed by February 15, 2006. To date, our records ndicate that you have not met these deadlines.

Failure to meet these time lines are a violation of the Building Code. Once a violation of the Building Coc
found, the Director of Building Inspection is authorized to conduct administrative hearings 1o compe! abatement of
violation, Inthis instance, at the Director's Hearing, an order of abatement determining that the building is a public nuisz
as a result of this failure will be issued and recorded agalinst title.

Should you fail 1o appear at the hearing on the above date or fail to comply with the decision of the Director,
Permit of Occupancy and/or Certificate of Occupancy fori the property may be revoked. Ifan Order of Abatement is iss.
by the Director, you will be charged all administrative costs incurred by the Department in enforcing your obligatior
satisfy all requirements of the UMB ordinance. Also, if the UMB is residential rental property, six months from the ¢
of the Director’s hearing, the Department will notify the Franchise Tax Board, and you will be prohibited from deduct

depreciation, interest, and taxes of this property from your income taxes from the calendar year i whicli the hiearing is he

Finally, should the Department refer your case to|the City Attorney for prosecution, civil penalties in the amo:
of $500.00 per day will accrue for each day each violation exists. These will be collected from you in a civil laws
brought against you by the City.
Very truly yours,

ﬁrank Y. Chiu, Director
Department of Building Inspection

ra %
By: Yah Yan Chew, S. E. Manager
Major & UMB Plan Check Division

L)

Kl4hrg.frm @soyot oo . i
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47| O d!ity & County of San Francisco
1211660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103-2414

. AdOQ VIDIdHO

CANCELLATION OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATION

Valente Marini Perata & Co. DATE: 6/7/2006

4840 Mission Street APPLI¢ATION NO: 2003/0812/1809

San Francisco, CA 94112 JOB ADDRESS: 4840 Mission Street
PLANREVIEWER: RKC/Jeff Ma
CANCEL DATE: 6/28/2006

Dear Applicant:

In accordance with Section 106.3.7 of the San Francisco Building Code, you are hereby notified that
the above referenced application will be canceled on the cancel date shown above, unless all
corrections and/or submittals have been satisfactorily made and approved by the plan reviewer byor
on the cancel date. Revised plans must be submitted to 2nd Floor, 1660 Mission Street, at least five
(5) working days prior to the cancel date. However, v..}rhen you wait until then, you run the risk that
revised plans may not be adequate or acceptable; in which case, the application will be canceled on
cancel date without further notice.

A one time extension of 60 days, atany point during the approval procedure, may be granted by the
Director upon written request by the applicant with a payment of $32.80 (non-refundable) made
payable to the Department of Building Inspection.

If you have any questions regarding this notice, please call the clerk in Plan Check Services Division
at (415) 558-6133. :

Very truly yours,

I\l/Ianager

Plan Check Services Division
ce: S.E. Silveira

31 Twelve Qak Hill
San Rafael, CA 94903

BY: CERTIFIED MAIL WITH RETURN CARD




4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA
Historic Resource Evaluation

Appendix D: Historic Drawings

Note: Copies of the 1959 blueprints obtained from the property
owner by the project architect are pending.
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4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA
Historic Resource Evaluation

Appendix E: Historic Images

Architectural
Resources Group




Architectural Resources Group

Historic Resource Evaluation
Draft - January 2017

4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, California
Appendix E. Historic Images
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Composite aerial photographs of San F-rancisco from 1938 that show the subject property (see the arrow)
with the original building and a rear garden. (David Rumsey Map Collection, amended by author)
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4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, California Draft - January 2017
Appendix E. Historic Images

Detail from the composite aerial photographs of San Francisco from 1938 that shows the subject property
(see arrow) (David Rumsey Map Collection, amended by author)
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View north on Mission Street from the intersection with France Street, 1939; the Valente, Martini, Perata
& Co. sign is located on the far left (see arrow) (OpenSFHistory, wnp14.1549.jpg, use permission required,
amended by author)
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Photograph of the addition under construction, 1959 (Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.)

Photograph of the addition under construction, September 1959 (Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.)
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4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, California Draft - January 2017
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Advertisement in the 1925 San Francisco City Directory, page 211 (Internet Archive)

Advertisement in the 1951 San Francisco City Directory, page 53 (Internet Archive)
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PART [: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description

The subject property at 4840 Mission Street, known as the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co. funeral
home, contains three adjacent through-lots extending between Mission Street and Alemany
Boulevard in the Outer Mission neighborhood of San Francisco. Along Mission Street, the closest
intersections are with Onondaga Avenue to the north and with France Avenue to the south. The
property is located within the Excelsior Outer Mission Neighborhood Commercial District, an
RH-1 (Residential, House, One Family) Zoning District, and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

The only building on the subject property is a funeral parlor located on the northernmost of the
three adjacent lots.? This building occupies the east half of its lot and fronts onto Mission Street.
The west half of this lot and the entirety of the two adjacent lots to the south contain a continuous
surface parking and vehicle maneuvering area associated with the funeral parlor. Although the
lots extend back to Alemany Boulevard, access from this direction is blocked by a chain-link
fence.

The subject building at 4840 Mission Street was built in two main phases. The initial section was
constructed in 1926 to the designs of architect John A. Porporato. As originally built, it was a
two-story Spanish Colonial Revival-style building with stucco cladding, a tile roof, and a

! In addition to the three adjacent lots referenced above, the project that precipitated this review
also includes a fourth adjacent lot to the south (6959/031), which contains a supermarket and
parking area constructed in 1980. Because the built elements on this fourth lot are less than forty-
five years old and are not related functionally to the age-eligible building at 4840 Mission Street,
they are not evaluated for potential historic significance in the current report.

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
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symmetrical front (Mission Street) fagade featuring a central entry portico and five vertical bays
of arched windows. To the rear, the building stepped down to a single story and then stepped
up again to a single story over a raised basement. The second phase of construction occurred in
1959. It was designed by architect Otto G. Hintermann, engineered by Hyman Rosenthal, and
constructed by the DeMartini Brothers contracting firm. In this renovation, the building was
extended to the south and east with a two-story addition and was given a new facade designed in
a Midcentury Modern style. The building’s current appearance dates largely to this 1959
renovation.

Above a base of Roman brick veneer, the primary east (Mission Street) facade is clad in square
porcelain enamel panels set in a stack bond pattern. A projecting wood belt course runs across
this facade, separating the first and the second stories. At the first story, the east facade contains
seven masonry openings, which are grouped toward the north end of the facade. The third
opening from the north contains a recessed building entry consisting of a marble stair leading to
a pair of hollow metal doors. Each of the remaining six openings contains an eight pane
aluminum window with a two-pane hopper sash at the bottom, a four-pane awning sash at the
center, and two fixed lights at the top. The second-story windows, framed by a projecting
porcelain enamel-clad border, are identical to the first-story windows except in the location over
the building entry, where they take the form of a pair of smaller, narrow, four-pane windows. A
neon sign projects from above the wood belt course in between the first and second windows
from the south. With the windows grouped toward the north end of the facade, the south end of
the east facade consists largely of a blank section of wall, on which building signage (“Valente
Marini Perata & Co. Funeral Directors”) has been painted. At the extreme south end of the
eastern facade, there is another pair of hollow metal doors leading to a one-story vestibule that
runs along the south facade (see below). The projecting wooden beltcourse passes over these
doors and extends beyond the corner of the building, where it forms part of a canopy that spans a
driveway and is supported at the opposite end by a brick wall.

The secondary south fagade, which fronts onto a driveway that connects to the parking area,
features a one-story vestibule consisting of a brick base, large fixed aluminum-frame windows,
and a flat roof. At the right (east) end of the fagade, this vestibule features a projecting canopy
(see above). At the center, the vestibule features a porte-cochere. Toward the left (west) end, the
vestibule steps down with the slope of the lot. Behind the one-story vestibule, the second story of
the south facade features two groups of ribbon windows framed by projecting borders and
glazed with opaque glass block. At the right (east) end of the facade, a short section of the
primary fagade’s porcelain enamel cladding turns the corner and features painted wall signage.
Otherwise, the south facade features only utilitarian features such as louvers and drain pipes.

The tertiary west (rear) fagade clearly displays both of the subject building'’s two major phases of
construction. At the left (north) end, the 1926 design is legible in the arched wooden windows
and the tile roof parapet, while the right (south) end features the aluminum windows used in the
1959 renovation. The south end also features a neon building sign. The tertiary north facade,
which fronts onto a narrow alley, dates mostly to the original 1926 design, featuring a porte-
cochere, arched wood windows, wood entry doors, and stucco scored to resemble ashlar
masonry. Elements of the north facade that were altered in the 1959 renovation include the

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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addition and removal of windows and the application of a short section of the modernist
cladding that wraps around the corner from the primary facade.

Site features on the subject property include the parking lot, a concrete wall separating the
parking lot from the driveway running along the south side of the building, masonry walls
separating the parking lot from the sidewalk, and a neon sign installed on top of a post in the
parking area.

In addition to the two major phases of construction, major exterior alterations to the subject
building include the construction of the neon sign currently located in the parking lot (1937), the
installation of the neon sign on the west facade (1961), and the replacement of the wall separating
the parking lot from the sidewalk (1977). Various window replacements have occurred on the
tertiary facades at unknown dates.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey

The subject property is considered a “Category B” property (Properties Requiring Further
Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department's California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to its age (constructed in 1926,
extensively renovated in 1959). It is not listed on any local, state, or national registries. In the
draft Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District Historic Resource
Survey (Historic Resource Survey), the Planning Department identified the subject building as
one of thirty-two buildings in the Neighborhood Commercial District that “are of unusually
expressive design, appear to retain a high level of physical integrity, and/or are of a rare property
type,” and therefore require follow-up evaluation to determine their individual significance and
integrity. Referring specifically to the subject building, the survey states that “this building is an
outstanding example of its type and period [Midcentury Modern] and it appears to have
significant associations with the Italian-American community and [is] a significant Italian-
American owned enterprise ... It should be considered for landmark designation under Article 10
of the Planning Code.” In a separate section addressing follow-up work necessary to identify
historic districts within the Neighborhood Commercial District, the survey states that “[a] larger
cluster for prioritization could include all of the individually-identified Midcentury Modern
buildings from c. 1935 to ¢. 1965.” Such a cluster would include the subject building. Aside from
the Historic Resource Survey, the subject property is not included on any other historic resource
surveys.

Neighborhood Context and Description

In the vicinity of the subject building, Mission Street serves as the border between two different
officially recognized neighborhoods: to the west, encompassing the subject building, is the Outer
Mission neighborhood; to the east is the Excelsior neighborhood. Approximately three blocks to
the south, Mission Street also divides the Outer Mission and Crocker Amazon neighborhoods. In
addition to—and in some ways eclipsing—its role as a border, however, Mission Street between
Interstate 280 to the north and the San Francisco-San Mateo county line to the south forms a
continuous commercial corridor that runs through a residential area composed mostly of single-

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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family homes.2 For zoning purposes, the Planning Department has identified this corridor as the
Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD). Notable commercial
streets that intersect with Mission Street in this area and extend the boundaries of the NCD
include Ocean and Geneva Avenues.

Mission Street is one of San Francisco’s oldest roadways. Within the confines of the NCD,
Mission Street follows the path of El Camino Real, the historic route that connected the missions
and presidios of the Spanish colony of Alta California in the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries. During this period, the subsequent Mexican period (1821-1846), and the early
American period, the area surrounding the subject property was mainly agricultural, initially
supporting large ranches and later smaller produce farms. The first major spur to neighborhood
development was the construction in the 1860s of the San Francisco and San Jose Railroad, which
ran to the west of the subject site, following a course similar to that of Interstate 280 today.
Anticipating future growth, real estate speculators and homestead associations bought large
tracts of land next to this rail line and subdivided them into lots. One such developer was H.S.
Brown, who in 1863 bought a large tract on the west side of Mission Street that included the site
of the subject property. A tract on the opposite side of Mission Street was purchased and platted
by the Excelsior Homestead Association in 1869. In 1894 the Market Street Railway extended its
electric streetcar line to the intersection of Mission Street and China (now Excelsior) Avenue.
Another rail line—the Ocean Shore Electric Railway, running along the path of the future
Alemany Boulevard —was completed by 1908. The 1906 earthquake and the resultant demand
for housing provided another spur to the area’s growth. The establishment of Balboa Park (1908)
and McLaren Park (1927) further enhanced the area’s desirability as a residential neighborhood.

In spite of these various stimuli, as late as 1920 the west side of Mission Street remained sparsely
developed with vegetable farms, open fields, and a few scattered rows of houses. Mission Street
itself contained long stretches of undeveloped land between houses and commercial
establishments. To the east of Mission Street, on the other hand, more intensive residential
development had started to fill the blocks out with long rows of houses designed in vernacular
and Spanish Colonial Revival Styles. The area’s remaining open spaces dwindled and contracted
as residential and commercial development continued through the mid twentieth century.
Toward the end of this period, changing architectural tastes resulted in the construction of a
cluster of Midcentury Modern commercial buildings on and around Mission Street.

The Outer Mission and Excelsior neighborhoods have historically hosted a large Italian American
population. In fact, the Italian presence pre-dates the area’s development into residential
neighborhoods and extends back to the late nineteenth century, when the surrounding lands
were divided into vegetable farms cultivated by Italian immigrants. Into the 1960s, the Italian-
American population maintained and reinforced its identity in the area through the creation of
numerous businesses and institutions with a distinctly Italian-American identity. When this
population started to relocate to the suburbs in the 1970s, residents of Latino and Filipino

2 Mission Street continues as a commercial corridor after it crosses into San Mateo County. The
scope of this review is limited to properties and neighborhoods located within the City and
County of 5an Francisco.
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heritage moved in. Reflecting this demographic shift, new businesses opened and existing
institutions accommodated their practices to serve the needs of this new population.

Known historic resources close to the subject property include the following:

* 3545 Onondaga Avenue (aka Alemany Emergency Hospital and Health Center), San
Francisco City Landmark No. 272, designated 2016. These two buildings were determined
to be significant under National Register of Historic Places Criteria A (events) and C
(architecture). Built in 1933, these are the last buildings constructed as part of San
Francisco’s emergency hospital system. Designed by master architect Charles H. Sawyer,
they embody the distinctive characteristics of Spanish Baroque and Spanish Colonial Revival
style architecture. - Additionally, their interiors contain two significant frescoes painted in
1934 by the noted artist Bernard Zakheim.

* 1000 Cayuga Avenue (aka Balboa High School), San Francisco City Landmark No. 205,
designated 1995. Balboa High School was built in phases between 1927 and 1931. It was
designed in a Spanish Colonial Revival style by an assortment of architects that included
John Reid, Jr, Samuel Lightner Hyman, A. Appelton Associates, Bakewell and Weihe
Architects Associates. The designation case report states that the school “represents San
Francisco’s ‘golden age’ of school construction ... and is the most prominent and visible
school building extant in the southern quadrant of the city.”

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation

Step A: Significance

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is “listed in, or determined to
be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” The fact that a resource is not
listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not
included in a local register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining
whether the resource may qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.

Individual Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
a California Register under one or more of the | Register Historic District/Context under one or

following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Event: D Yes No | Criterion 1 - Event: D Yes& No
Criterion 2 - Persons: l:] Yes|X| No | Criterion 2 - Persons: |:| Yes&] No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: IX] YesD No | Criterion 3 - Architecture: |:| Yes|Z| No

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: D Yes |Z| No | Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: D Yes |Z] No

Period of Significance: 1959 Period of Significance:
|:| Contributor D Non-Contributor
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To assist in the evaluation of the properties associated with the proposed project, the Project
Sponsor has submitted a consultant report:

o Architectural Resources Group, 4840 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA, Historic Resource
Evaluation — Part 1 (January 2017) (ARG Part 1 report)

Below is a brief evaluation of the subject building’s historical significance per the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility criteria. This summary is based upon the
Architectural Resources Group (ARG) Part 1 report, which finds that the subject building is
eligible for individual listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3. Staff concurs with the findings of
this report and refers the reader to it for a more thorough evaluation of individual significance.
Planning staff also finds that that the subject building is not located in an eligible historic district.

Criterion 1: Property 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.

To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic
events or trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Staff concurs
with ARG that the subject building is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register
individually or as a contributor to a potential historic district under Criterion 1.

4840 Mission Street was constructed in 1926 and assumed its current appearance largely as the
result of a major expansion and renovation in 1959. Although the Valente, Marini, Perata & Co.
funeral parlor is associated with San Francisco’s historic Italian-American community, it is
neither the oldest nor the longest continuously operating Italian-American business in San
Francisco3 By the time the funeral parlor was constructed in its current location in 1926, the
Outer Mission/Excelsior area was long established as a prominent Italian-American
neighborhood supporting numerous Italian-American enterprises and institutions, such as
Corpus Christi Church (original building constructed in 1898). Furthermore, the building’s
current appearance essentially dates to 1959, which further distances it from the Italian American
community’s historic roots. Therefore the subject building does not possess the specific
associations with the development of the Italian American community—both throughout San
Francisco and more specifically within the Excelsior/Outer Mission neighborhood —necessary to
support a finding of individual significance under Criterion 1.

As noted, the Excelsior/Outer Mission neighborhood does have historical associations with the
Ttalian-American community. ~ However, the neighborhood has undergone dramatic
demographic changes that have reduced the size of the Italian-American community relative to
other groups. Although several institutions with clear ties to the Italian-American community do
remain in the neighborhood (e.g., the Sons of Italy Hall & Cultural Center, 5051 Mission St.; the
Ttalian-American Social Club, 21-25 Russia St.), they are too geographically dispersed to cohere
into a historic district eligible under Criterion 1.

3 Older continuously operating Italian-American businesses in San Francisco include Ghirardelli
Chocolate Company (established 1852) and Fior d’Italia restaurant (established 1886).
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Therefore the subject building does not appear eligible for listing in the CRHR either individually
or as a contributor to a potential historic district under Criterion 1.

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

Planning staff concurs with ARG’s report that the subject building does not appear eligible for
listing in the CRHR under Criterion 2. Although founding partner Frank Marini was a
prominent philanthropist and community leader, he died seven years before the subject building
assumed its current appearance in 1959.4 Records show that none of the other owners and
operators of the funeral parlor was important in our local, regional, or national past. Therefore,
4840 Mission Street is not eligible under Criterion 2.

Criterion 3: Property 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.
Planning Staff concurs with ARG’s conclusion that the subject building at 4840 Mission Street is
eligible for individual listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 as an outstanding intact example of a
large-scale Midcentury Modern commercial building in San Francisco. Planning staff also finds
that the subject building is not located in a CRHR-eligible historic district.

As noted in the HRE, the San Francisco Modern Architecture and Landscape Design 1935-1970 Historic
Context Statement provides the following guidance for evaluating the individual significance
under Criterion 3 of Midcentury Modern commercial properties:

In order to meet local and state registration requirements under Criterion 3 (architecture)
as an individual resource, a commercial property would need to retain many of its
character-defining features. Storefronts, even more so than residential or other
commercial buildings, are subject to continuous alterations in order to appear up-to-date
and as such there are relatively few storefronts that retain the full expression of
Midcentury Modern style.5

According to this evaluative framework, the subject building appears eligible for individual
listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 due to its full expression of Midcentury Modern design,
which remains essentially unaltered since the time of its construction in 1959. Intact features of
the subject building that embody the Midcentury Modern style include its “flat roof, porcelain
enamel panels forming a geometric grid across the facade, roman brick veneer water table,
aluminum sash windows and doors, clean lines, and minimal exterior detailing largely limited to
the sweeping belt course across the east facade and the projecting boxes enframing windows at
the second story.”¢

* Frank Marini is the namesake of Marini Plaza, a small park adjacent to Washington Square Park
in the North Beach neighborhood. A bust of Marini was installed in the Plaza in 1954.

5193-194.
¢ ARG Part 1 Report, 27.
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The finding of individual eligibility under Criterion 3 derives from the subject building’s full
embodiment of the Midcentury Modern style, and not from its status as the work of Otto G.
Hintermann, who is not a recognized master architect. This finding also does not relate to the
subject building’s original design by architect John A. Porporato in the Spanish Colonial Revival
style. Porporato is not a recognized master architect and the majority of the subject building’s
exterior features dating to this original phase of construction have been removed.

The Planning Department conducted additional analysis to determine if the subject building
contributes to a potential historic district. The specific direction of the initial district analysis was
suggested by one of the recommendations in the Neighborhood Commercial District (NCD)
Historic Resource Survey, which states that “[a] larger cluster for [prioritized district analysis]
could include all of the individually-identified Midcentury Modern buildings from c. 1935 to c.
1965.”7

In examining this cluster, Planning staff finds that the Midcentury Modern buildings identified in
the survey are too geographically dispersed to form a coherent historic district. This remains true
even if one incorporates some of the less distinguished Midcentury Modern buildings on and
around Mission Street that were not identified in the survey. Between the Midcentury Modern
buildings, Mission Street in this area contains long stretches of commercial frontage that have
been constructed in a wide range of architectural styles over a protracted period of time and
display varying degrees of integrity.

In addition to the district analysis recommended by the Historic Resource Survey, Planning staff
conducted additional analysis to determine if the area contains a district comprising a wider
range of architectural styles. After examining a number of different permutations—a district
comprising all representatives of the area’s modern styles (Art Deco, Streamline Moderne,
Midcentury Modern, New Formalist), a district comprising all of the architecturally distinct
buildings identified in the NCD Historic Resource Survey (the modern buildings plus those
designed in such styles as Beaux Arts, Renaissance Revival, Storybook, Mission Revival, etc.)—
staff finds that no historic district eligible under Criterion 3 exists in the area. Under the
evaluative framework that focuses on modern architecture, the architecturally notable buildings
remain too widely dispersed to support the identification of a historic district. This issue persists
under the more inclusive framework that takes in buildings of all historically significant
architectural styles, with the added consideration that any such district would be too broadly
defined to clearly represent any coherent architectural theme.

In conclusion, the subject building is eligible for individual listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3,
but is not located in an eligible historic district.

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.®

731

8 Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary
Archeological Review process.
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Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not
significant under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction
types when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare
construction type.

Step B: Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the
California Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as
“the authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that
existed during the property’s period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate
significant aspects of its past. All seven qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past
time and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step
A:

Location: & Retains D Lacks Setting: |Z Retains |:| Lacks
Association: & Retains |:| Lacks Feeling: Retains I:l Lacks
Design: |Z Retains [:l Lacks Materials: Retains D Lacks

Workmanship: DX Retains [] Lacks

4840 Mission Street retains a high degree of integrity, having undergone no major alterations
since the 1959 renovation and expansion that resulted in the building’s current appearance.
Overall, 4840 Mission Street conveys its significance as a historic resource that is individually
eligible for listing in the CRHR under Criterion 3 due to its full expression of the Midcentury
Modern architectural style.

Step C: Character Defining Features

If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the
character-defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essential
physical features that enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts
to the resource. These essential features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it
was significant, and without which a property can no longer be identified as being associated with its
significance.

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following:
* Box form and overall massing

s Two-story height

¢ Horizontal orientation

¢ Orientation toward Mission Street and lack of setback from the sidewalk
* Flat roof with varying heights and parapet walls

e Combination brick and reinforced concrete construction

* Large square porcelain enamel panels and brick veneer cladding

* Fenestration dating to the 1959 remodel, including aluminum sash and glass block windows
* Projecting boxes enframing windows

e Aluminum frame glazed doors
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« Signage, including attached, projecting, and freestanding neon signs and painted signs
e Wood-clad belt course and awning on the east facade

s Porte-cochere on the south facade

e Enclosed walkway along the south facade

o Low tapered wall separating the driveway from the parking lot

e Landscaped beds along the east facade and the tapered wall

CEQA Historic Resource Determination
|Z| Historical Resource Present
X Individually-eligible Resource
[_] Contributor to an eligible Historic District
[ ] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

[ ] No Historical Resource Present

PART |; PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Dl owe 28/} 8

M. Pilar LaValley, Acting PFincipal Preservation Planner

Signature:

PART Il: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project [X] Demolition [] Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: 02/07/2018

Project Description

The proposal is to demolish the existing historic resource, the adjacent non-historic supermarket
building, and the buildings’ affiliated parking lots and construct, in two phases, two new mixed-
use buildings totaling approximately 715,800 gsf in size. The two new buildings would range
from 69 to 85 feet in height (79 to 89 feet including rooftop appurtenances) and would include 428
dwelling units (comprising 175 below-market-rate units and 253 market-rate units), a
replacement grocery story, a health center, other ground-floor retail and neighborhood services,
and below-grade parking.

Project Evaluation

If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed
project would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that
may reduce or avoid impacts.

Subject Property/Historic Resource:
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[ ] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as
proposed.

The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:
[] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible
historic district or context as proposed.

[] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible
historic district or context as proposed.

Project Impacts

Demolition

The proposed project will have a significant impact on the individually eligible historic resource
at 4840 Mission Street, which will be demolished. Demolition would remove all character-
defining features of the individually eligible building and would materially impair its ability
convey its historic significance.

New Construction

Staff finds that the construction of the proposed Project would not affect offsite historic resources,
including the City Landmarks at 35-45 Onondaga Avenue and 1000 Cayuga Avenue, and the
buildings individually identified in the NCD Historic Resource Survey. Although the design and
scale of the project will not be compatible in massing or details with nearby historic resources, the
physical separation between new construction and such resources reduces the potential for direct
or indirect impacts. The proposed project may alter the setting of some of these nearby individual
buildings. However, the overall integrity of these resources will not be affected by the project.

PART IIl: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: ; 11}5//2 / Z /\ Date: 3/5}// al

M Pilar LaValley, Acting P@l Preservation Planner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
Elizabeth White, Environmental Planner

SAN FRANCISCO 11
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2016-012545ENV
March 8, 2018 4840 Mission Street

Figure 1. 4840 Mission Street. Screenshot of 2017 Google Streetview.
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