BOARD OF APPEALS, CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Appeal of Appeal No. 14-153
PAUL D. SCOTT,

Appellant(s)

V8.

S L

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR,

Respondent

NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT on August 29, 2014, the above named appellant(s) fited an appeal with the
Board of Appeals of the City and County of San Francisco from the decision or order of the above named
department(s), commission, or officer.

The substance or effect of the decision or order appealed from is the ISSUANCE on August 14, 2014,
to Paul D. Scott, Letter of Determination (regarding whether the non-conforming restaurant use once located at the
subject property [Julius' Castle] has been abandoned) at 1531 Montgomery Street/ 302 Greenwich Street.

FOR HEARING ON November 05, 2014

Address of Appellant(s}): Address of Other Parties:
Paul D. Scott, Appellant Paul D. Scott, Subject Property Owner
Pier 9, Suite 100 Pier 9, Suite 100

San Francisco, CA 94111 San Francisco, CA 94111
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Date Filed:
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 9 2014

BOARD OF APPEALS # [Y-] _f =

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF APPEAL

I/ We, Paul D. Scott, hereby appeal the following departmental action: ISSUANCE of Letter of Determination by

the Zoning Administrator which was issued or became effective on: August 14, 2014, to: Paul D. Scott ISubject
property Owner, for the property located at: 1531 Montgomery Street/ 302 Greenwich Street.

BRIEFING SCHEDULE:

The Appellant may, but is not required to, submit a one page (double-spaced) supplementary statement with this
Preliminary Statement of Appeal. No exhibits or other submissions are allowed at this time.

Appellant's Brief is due on or before: October 16, 2014, {no later than three (3) Thursdays prior to the hearing
date), up to 12 pages in length, double-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with an original and 10 copies delivered to
the Board office by 4:30 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same day.

Ceo,
Resnﬁmd Other @; Briefs are due on or before: October 30, 2014, {no later than one (1) Thursday

priokio’hearing date), upTo 12 pages in length, doubled-spaced, with unlimited exhibits, with an original and 10
copies delivered to the Board office by 4:30 p.m., and with additional copies delivered to the other parties the same
day.

Only photographs and drawings may be submitted by the parties at hearing.

Hearing Date: Wednesday, November 05, 2014, 5:00 p.m., City Hall, Room 416, One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place.

All parties to this appeal must adhere to the briefing schedule above, however if the hearing date is changed, the
briefing schedule MAY also be changed. Written notice will be provided of any change to the briefing schedule.

In order to have their documents sent to the Board members prior to hearing, members of the public should submit
an original and 10 copies of all documents of support/oppaosition no later than one (1) Thursday prior to hearing date
by 4:30 p.m. Please note that names and contact information included in submittals from members of the public will
become part of the public record. Submittals from members of the public may be made anonymously.

Please note that in addition to the parties' briefs, any materials that the Board receives relevant to this appeal,
including letters of support/opposition from members of the public, are distributed to Board members prior to hearing.
All such materials are available for inspection at the Board's office. You may also request a copy of the packet of
materials that are provided to Board members at a cost of 10 cents per page, per S.F. Admin. Code Ch. 67.28.

If you have any questions please call the Board of Appeals at 415-575-6880

The reasons for this appeal are as follows:

see attached.
™~

v Appellant orwwlfle One):

w  Signature:

Print Name:V PQAJ\ wk S Cﬂx




JULIUS" CASTLE

1541 MONTGOMERY STREET

August 29, 2014

APPEAL #M

Board of Appeals
1650 Mission Street, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  Appeal of Letter of Determination regarding Julius’ Castle
1541 Montgomery Street/302 Greenwich Street; Lots 0079/004 and 0079/005

Dear Board of Appeals Members;

I write to notify the Board of Appeals that T would like to appeal the August 14, 2014
Letter of Determination by the Zoning Administrator concluding that the nonconforming
restaurant use of the landmark restaurant Julius Castle has been abandoned. I believe that the
determination represents an error in interpretation of the Planning Code and/or an abuse of
discretion by the Zoning Administrator. I was advised by the administrative staff of the Board of
Appeals that I will have an opportunity to submit a brief outlining in detail my reasoning as to
why the determination is mistaken. I will therefore submit such briefing on the schedule we are

provided by the Board.

Paul D. Scott !

.
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SAN FRANCGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Letter of Determination

1650 Mission 1.
Suile 400
San Francisco,
August 14, 2014 CAD:103-2:7¢
AUG 2 9 014 Rugeotian
L2 [(-1 - ’S ? 415.558.6378
Picr 9, The Embarcadero, Suite 100 # b . :
ranci 2
San Francisco CA 94111 415.558.5400
Site Address: 1531 Montgomery Street/302 Greenwich Street 1’: :E’;;fl';:k .
Assessor's Block/Lot: 0079/004 and 0079/805 (2 lots) 15 5686377
Zoning District: RH-3 - Residential House, Three Family District
Staff Contact: Kelly H. Wong, (415) 575-9100 or kelly . wong@sfoov.org

Pear Mr. Scott:

This letter is in response to your request for a Letter of Determination regarding the property at 1531
NMontgomery Street/302 Greenwich Street. This parcel is located in the RH-3 (Residential House, Three
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Constructed in 1923, the subject building is
City Landmark No. 121 (Julius” Castle) as designated under Article 10 of the Planning Code. The request
is to determine if the nonconforming restaurant use ence located at this property has been abandoned.

Nonconforming Use

Per Planning Code Section 209 (et. seq.) restaurant uses are not permitted within the RH-3 Zoning
District. As such, use of the subject property as a restaurant would be considered a “nonconforming use”
as defined in Planning Code Section 180.

Planning Code Section 183 states that whenever a nonconforming use has been changed to a conforming
use, or discontinued to a period of three years, or whenever there is otherwise a clear intent on-the part of
the owner to abandon a noncenforming use, such use shall not be reestablished and the use of the
nroperty thereafter shall be in conformity with the limitations of the Planing Code.

Background

Based on your letter, Julius’ Castle operated as a restaurant through 2006, when it was sold to a new
owner (James Payne) who performed work without benefit of permit. Planning Department records
show that a complaint was filed an January 16, 2007 for wark executed without benefit of permit and
consequently, after a site visit the Department issued a Notice of Viclation on May 17, 2007. Based on
available records, use of the property as a restaurant terminated around this time (2007).

(On December 17, 2008, a Ceortificate of Appropriateness (COA) (Case No. 2007.0653A) was issued with
cenditons of approval to the former owner, James Payne for abating the violation. On January 29, 2009,
Builaing Permit Application No. 2009.0129.1093 was submitted for work outlined in the COA; however,
the former property owner did not pursue the building permit and abandoned the project. The COA
subsequently expired on December 17, 2011 (threc years after issuance).

vrarv siplatuing.org



Paul Scoit August 14, 2014
Picr 9, The Fmbarcadero, Suite 100 Letter of Determination
San Francisco CA 94171 1531 Montgomery Streel/302 Greenw ich Street

As described in your letter, Mr Payne appears to have listed the property for sale in February 2010 and
enicred bankruptcy in September 2011, in April 2012, you purchased the property from Mr. Payne and
submitted an updated COA application on September 19, 2012. On October 16, 2013, the Ilistoric
Preservation Commission issued a new Certificate of Appropriateness (Motion No. 0213, Case No.
2012.1197A) with a revised scope of work. In the case report, staff indicated that the project required a
rear yard variance (to legalize portions of the building) and a Conditional Use Authorization (to restore
the previous nonconforming restaurant use which had been discontinued for more than period of three
years.

Landmark Status

As noted previously, the subject property i designated as City Landmark No. 121. Per Planning Code
Seciion 209.9(2), any use permiticd as a principal or conditional use on the ground floor of the NC-1
“oning District is allowed in a structure on a landmark site with a Conditional Use Authorization
provided that the use 1) conforms to the provisions of Section 303 (Conditional Uses) and 2) is essential
to the feasibility of retaining and preserving the landmark. Restaurant uses are permitted on the ground
Hoor uf the NC-1 Zoning District; therefore, a Conditional Use Authorization maybe sought to allovy
restoration of a restaurant use at the subject property.

Determination

Based on the above information, I hercby find that the nonconforming restaurani use at this landmark
property (which has been clused since 2007) has been discontinued for a period of at least three years.
While the previous owner did list the property for sale in February 2010, thev did not 1) operate a
restaurant at this location during this time or 2) take sufficient actions with regards to active permits that
were necessary to correct violations for illeguf construction they performed on the landmark property.
As noted previously, a restaurant use may be restored to the subject landmark property pursuant to the
requitements of Planning Code Section 209.9(c).

APPEAL: If you believe this determination represents an error in interpretation of the Planning Code or
abuse in discretion by the Zoning Administrator, an appeal may be filed with the Board of Appeals
within 15 days of the date of this letter. For information regarding the appeals process, please contact the
Board of Appeals located at 1650 Mission Street, Roum 304, San Francisco, or call (115) 575-6880,

Sincerely,

/% *‘>/

Scoti F, Sanchez # , L{’ [ ._; j

Zoning Administrator

cu Kelly I{. Wong, Planner
Property Owner
Neighborhood Groups
BBN Requestor (if any)

LM RALGLGL
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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BOARD OF A

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 0CT 16201
BOARD OF APPEALS ¢ Il}' | $3
) Appeal No. 14-153 L
)
PAUL D. SCOTT, )} APPELLANT’S BRIEF RE AUGUST 14, 2014
}  LETTER OF DETERMINATION RE:
Appellant, ) 1531 MONTGOMERY STREET/
) 302 GREENWICH STREET
v )
)}  Lots 0079/004 and 0079/005
SAN FRANCISCO ZONING )
ADMINISTRATOR, ) Hearing Date: 11/5/14; 5:00 p.m.
)
Respondent. } Location: Room #416, City Hall
)
)

INTRODUCTION

The subject of this appeal is an August 14, 2014 letter of determination by San
Francisco’s Zoning Adininistrator that the landmark restaurant Julius Castle has lost its
conditional use authorization to operate as a restaurant. The Zoning Administrator’s decision is
in error and an abuse of discretion, because the restaurant use at this location has never been
abandoned. The operation of the restaurant has been discontinued for a substantial period of
time due to permit issues with the City of San Francisco that ultimately drove the prior owner
mnto bankruptcy. Appellant has had the building for two and a half years, and some of the permit
issues posed by the City remain outstanding even today, despite diligent efforts by the current
owner to restore the building and return the restaurant to operation. 1t would thus not only be
ncorrect as a matter of law, it would be unfair to the current owner and adverse to the best
interests of the residents of San Francisco to conclude that Julius Castle was no longer authorized

to operate as a restaurant.
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Background
Julius® Castle was built in 1922 by Louis Mastropasqua for restaurateur Julius Roz. In

1980, Julius Castle was awarded landmark status as a restaurant by the City of San Francisco.

In the final case report supporting a landmark designation for the structure, the
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board commented on the fact that Julius Castle is “[oJne of
SF’s oldest restaurants in SF with continuing name and location.” |See Exhibit C — Landmark
Documentation - 1980 at p. 5}. In its Statement of Significance, the report went on to describe
Julius’ Castle as “A favorite with celebrities in entertainment, politics and business, the
restaurant is a living slice from the history of the local talian and restaurant communities” [See
Exhibit C at p. 5].

Historical accounts of the Castle echo these comments regarding the significance of the
restaurant as an institution in San Francisco on Telegraph Hill.

Around the time of its construction, Monigomery Street was little more than a dirt trail

wide enough for one vehicle. Because the sireet was so narrow, a turntable was installed

in 1931 at the dead-end in front of the castle and an employee turned cars around and
parked them.

During Prohibition, Julius' Castle became a speakeasy for the carriage trade. Iis patrons

watched the Bay Bridge being constructed and completed in 1936. Regulars witnessed

the apparition of Treasure Island as it was dredged from the botiom of the bay for the

World’s Fair of 1939-1940. They also saw the wartime fleet moving in and out during

World War 1.

When Julius Roz died in 1943, the property passed through several owners, though it

always retained its name. It had been a popular celebrity hangout for local politicians

(Table 34 was the mayor's 1able), musicians such as Huey Lewis and Hollywood actors,

including Robert Redford, Cary Grant, Sean Connery, Marlon Brando and Ginger

Rogers. Even famed Mount Everest climber Sir Edmund Hillary was a patron.

- Catherine Accardi, Castle on the Hill, The Semaphore, Issue #196, Fall 2011.
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The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Preservation also reinforce the practical
importance of this rich history, for maintaining a property’s historic use is the very first criterion
used to determine whether a proposed change to that property complies with the secretary of
Interior’s Guidelines.

[hitp://www nps.gov/bistory/hps/TPS/standgutde/preserve/preserve _standards.htm]

Recent History

Julius’ Castle was operated successfully as a restaurant up through 2006, when the owner
at the time Jefirey Pollack sold the building to James Payne. Mr. Payne reportedly made certain
changes to the building in 2006 without the necessary permits and leased the building to new
restaurant operators in or around May 2007. [See Exhibit M — “A Happy Ending for Julius’
Castle?” Preservation Magazine, June 8, 2009]. The City thereafter issued a notice of violation
for work executed without a permit on or about May 17, 2007 [See Exhibit N — Notice of
Violation|, and the new operators subsequently ceased operating the resiaurant in approximately
November 2007. [See Exhibit M, “A Happy Ending for Julius’ Cast'lé?”].

After the issuance of the Notice of Violation, Mr. Payne took some steps to solve the
permit issue, obtaining a COA in 2008 on the understanding that he was seeking to continue
operating the building as a restaurant. [See Exhibit D — 2008 COA Documents, page 13, 18].
Once he had the COA, Mr. Payne applied for a building permit on or about January 29, 2009, but
the permit was never granted, reportedly due to additional issues being presented by the City
regarding the location of the building relative to its property lines. [See Exhibit O — January 29,
2009 Permit Record; Exhibit P — October 16, 2014 Email by Mr. Reza Khoshnevisan regarding

January 29, 2009 Permit Application].
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No later than June of 2009, Mr. Payne took steps to attempt to lease the building to a new
restaurant operator, posting a commercial lease listing on Loopnet. [See Exhibit M at p. 2].
But Mr. Payne was unable to navigate the planning hurdles he faced before running into financial
trouble. The City’s property tax records show Julius Castle going into default in June 2009.
[See Exhibit E — Payne Tax Bill]. Presumably due to these concerns, Payne listed the property
for sale in approximately February 2010 [See Exhibit G — SocketSite Listing], again making it
clear that the intention was for the property 1o be operated as a restaurant, by marketing it as a
commercial property with a "destination restaurant."” [See Exhibit H — Sales Brochure}. Given
the difficult economic circumstances at the time, however, Mr. Payne's effort to sell the property
was not immediately successful, and he fell yet further behind on his financial obligations. [See
Exhibit F — Sterling Bank Claim (referencing cessation in mortgage payments on Julius Castle
after June 201¢]. Mr. Payne then ultimately filed for bankruptcy in or around September 2011
before he was able to sell the property. [See Exhibit I - Payne Bankruptcy Filing]

Appellant purchased the property from Mr. Payne in the bankruptcy proceeding in April
2012 and thereafier worked to resolve outstanding property tax and other Habilities related to the
property. Appeliant submitted plans in September 2012 for a new COA with the stated objective
of restoring the building to use as a restaurant. [See Exhibit A, 2012 COA Application]. The
COA was initially granted by the Historic Preservation Commission in October 2013 with
certain details relating to a fence on the property being finalized by the end of November 2013.
[See Exhibit J, COA Motion Adopted by HPC.10.16.13}

To complicate matters, in October 2013, roofers performing approved work on the main
deck of the property started a fire that burned down a parapet wall on the perimeter of the back

deck. Various additional plans were then submitied to the Planning Department in December
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2013 and January and February 2014, all with the clear understanding that the intention was to
continue to operate the building as a restaurant.

In the course of the permutting process, Planning Department staff responsible for
reviewing the COA apphication made a comment in their case report that, “The proposed project
also requires a Conditional Use Permit for a proposed restaurant use since the previous
nonconforming use as a restaurant in the RH-3 zoning district has been discontinued for a
continuous period of three years.” [See Exhibit B— COA Case Report.10.16.13 at 3; Exhibit L —
NOPDR #6 at p. 2]. This comment led to Appellant’s request for a letter of determination by the
Zoning Administrator.

Other issues have now been raised by Planning regarding the location of the building
relative to its property lines, notwithstanding the fact that it was designated as a landmark by the
City in 1980 on its current footprint. [See Exhibit L]. Appellant is still working with City
officials to try and resolve the latter concerns.

Relevant Planning Code Provision

Section 183 of the Planning Code provides in pertinent part as follows:

‘Whenever a nonconforming use has been changed to a conforming use, or discontinued

for a continuous period of three years, or whenever there is otherwise evident a clear

ntent on the part of the owner to abandon a nonconforming use, such use shall not after
being so changed, discontinued or abandoned be reestablished, and the use of the
property thereafter shall be in conformity with the use limitations of this Code for the

distnct in which the property is located.

The Zoning Administrator’s Determination

In his letter of determination, the Zoning Administrator stated the following conclusions
regarding the question of whether the restaurant use at Julius Castle had been abandoned:

“While the previous owner did list the property for sale in February 2010, they did not
1) operate a restaurani at this location during this time or 2) take sufficient actions with
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regards to active permits that were necessary to correct violations for illegal construction
they performed on the landmark property.”

The fundamental flaw 1n the Zoning Administrator’s reasoning, however, is that 1) Mr.
Payne was unable to operate the restaurant until the various code violations were addressed; and
2) he was unable to rectify the code violations, as the difficulties involved in getting the
necessary permits along with severe economic circumstances led to him going into bankruptcy
and selling the subject building. All the while, however, Mr. Payne kept the restaurant
equipment in place and attempted to lease and sell the property as a restaurant. Such conduct
plainly does not constitute abandonment of the restaurant use.

Indeed, the circumstances of this case are similar to the circumstances addressed by San
Francisco's Zoning Administrator in connection with Planning Commission Motion No. 10962,
{“Basta Pasta”). [See Exhibit K — Letter of Determination re Basta Pasta]. The relevant facts of
that case were described in the Letter of Determnation as follows:

[Basta Pasta] began experiencing a sertous decline in bustness in 1999 and 2000, and [the

owner] placed the restaurant business on the market, reducing the price several times

during 2000, and eventually closed the restaurant in January 2001 awaiting conditional
use approval for amplified music to attract more business to the restaurant. [The owner}
abandoned this proposal due to neighborhood opposition, and decided to continue

marketing the restaurant business for sale or lease. ... In April 2004, the entire property|
including the restaurant business and equipment, was listed for sale as one single unit.

[Exhibit K at p. 1].

Under the above-described circumstances, where the butlding had not been operated as a
restaurant for more than three years, the Zoning Administrator made the following observations
in reaching the conclusion that Basta Pasta’s conditional use permit had not been abandoned:

First, the restaurant fumishings and equipment have been kept in place. Second, the
business and the property have been consistently marketed as a unit, either for sale or
lease. If the restaurant fumnishings and equipment had been removed, leaving the
building empty in anticipation of a new tenant, or if the owner had not continually
marketed the business and property as a unit, it would have been clear that the restaurant
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use had ceased to continue, and after a period of 18 months of such discontinuance of the

use, the current conditional use authorization would have no longer been valid. To

consider a use abandoned because it was unable to be leased in light of consistent
efforts to rent the space, would damage the City’s ability to recover from
economically troubled times. In light of the difficult economic conditions following the
collapse of the dot com industry, and the ensuing loss of numerous restaurants throughout
the city, along with the owners’ continual efforts to market the restaurant business, the
restaurant furnishings and equipment, and property as a unit, it is determined that the use

has not been abandoned, and has in essence continued to be actively marketed as a

restaurant.

{See Exhibit K at p. 2].

In the instant case involving Julius’ Castle, it is equally clear that the restaurant use has
never been abandoned. The past and current owners have simply been unable to operate the
restaurant due to obstacles imposed by the City and/or economic circumstances.

Indeed, the circumstances of this case are all the more compelling for not declaring the
restaurant use abandoned. Julius® Castle was one of the earliest structures on Telegraph Hill.
The building remains, as it has for almost a century, first and foremost a restaurant. Residences
were built up around the location of the restaurant. The property was sold with all of the
restaurant equipment in place and that equipment remains in place today. In the face of this
history and the owners’ consistent efforts to operate the restaurant, it would be contrary to
common sense and established precedent to declare that use now abandoned.

Moreover, it 1s not sufficient to say that Appellant can start over and apply for a new
conditional use permit when the existing use has not been abandoned. There is no basis in law
for imposing the expense, uncertainty, and delay of having to go through that process on

Appellant, particularly given that over two and a half years have already passed from the date

that Appellant purchased Julius Castle in a good faith attempt to restore it as a landmark. Such
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efforts should be encouraged and facilitated by the City of San Frnacisco, not unnecessarily
impeded.

Conclusion

Based on the foregoing, Appellant respectfully requests that the decision of the Zoning
Administrator be reversed and that Julius Castle’s conditional use authorization to operate as a

restaurant not be deemed abandoned.

Dated: October, 16, 2014

Respectfully submitted,

By:
Paul D. Scott, Esq. /
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APPENDIX

Exhibit A - COA Application 2012

Exhibit B - COA Case Report 10.16.13

Exhibit C - Landmark Documentation -1980

Exhibit D - 2008 CoA Documents with highlights

Exhibit D - 2008 COA Documents

Exhibit E - Payne Property Tax Bill

Exhibit F - Sterling Bank Claim Declaration

Exhibit G - SocketSite Listing

Exhibit H - Sales Brochure

Exhibit I - Payne Bankruptcy Filing

Exhibit J - COA Motion Adopted by HPC Commission.10.16.13

Exhibit K - Letter of Determination re Basta Pasta

Exhibit L - NOPDR #6

Exhibit M - Article - A Happy Ending for Julius Castle

Exhibit N - Notice of Violation May 17, 2007

Exhibit O — January 29, 2009 Permit Record

Exhibit P — October 16, 2014 Email by Mr. Reza Khoshnevisan
Re: January 29, 2009 Permit Application
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APPLICATION FOR

Certificate of Appropriateness

1. Owner/Apphcant Information

e

o

; e DRAM IR = i H_ l I IS A L, ,.:..;—.:- r..... .J....:\‘._:-.;:.._‘_"s..J
Paul D.Scott
; T e R S TBERHONE: ool
Pier9 Suite 100, The Ernabarcadero (415 ) 254482
San Francisco, CA 94111 - EMAIL: | FFRE, R AT
paul@julluscastle com
w‘._ CEaf o ity TR = AR R
Smmhhuve[z
BEPUIGANTS ADDRESS: — i< ofmer. . ..o : LA TEERRONE | oL oD L I e
( )
BN o T e TR e g
| CONTAGTIFOR PROUECTINRORMATION, . Ex — A e L
Smaskbmm
CONTACTEERSONSADRRESS: <72~ " | TP TELEPHONE (T oo R T T o
{ )
PEMALE < e T e T iR LT
2. Location and Classification
QUECE.'C. S iIL A e N TR K L AARCORE T T
302 Greenwich Street 941 33
FORGEEBTRERTS, = & . LR T = NS P R

Montgomery and Greenwich

Ty, | ZONINGISTRICE <110 o

RH-3

40)(

- HESHIBULKIISTRICT,. - 7~ T2

Frid

127 - Julius' Castle

{HISTORIGDISTRIGE: . & . - .0
Telegraph Hill - NB Residential

A
iy i d e

3. Project Description

Please check all that apply

New Construction [] Addition(s) [

Additions to Bullding:  Rear (]

Building Permit Application No,

Front [J

Alterations [

Height (3

PLANNING 04 46 2002

Demolition [3t

Other

Side Yard O

Deate Filed:




4. Project Summary Table

HEphealicn b
rtificate of Appropriateness

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

4562 (restaurant)

-78 (restaurant)

14562 (restaurant)

r78

4892

FROECT TOTALE:

1

HaiGERORRIIEIT ) 120"

42'0"

D

42'0"

3

0

3

in this table;

Please provide a narrative project description, and describe any additional project features that are not inciuded

The property has substantial deferred maintenance, and the prior owner performed work on the property
without obtaining the necessary permits. The non-permitted work is described in the attached plans. The
proposed project will include the repairs necessary to address the deferred maintenance and also the removal
of part of the non-permitted addition to reveal an original roof line feature on the front facade of the building.




SAN F

Findings of Compliance with Preservation Standards

i

1 Is the property being used as it was historically? X ] 0O
Does the new use have minimal impact on distinctive materials, features, X 0 .

2 . . ”
spaces, and spatial relationship?
Is the historic character of the property being maintained due to minimal X 0 0

B changes of the above listed characteristics?
Are the design changes creating a false sense of history of historical

4 development, possible from features or elements taken from other historical [ [ 4 Il
properties?

5 Are there elements of the property that were not inilially significant but have 0] = 0
acquired their own historical significance?

6 iHave the elements referenced in Finding 5 been retained and preserved? 1 ]

7 Have distinctive materials, features, finishes, and consiruction techniques or = O A
examples of fine craftsmanship that characterize the property been preserved?

8 Are all deteriorating historic features being repaired per the Secretary of the = 0 0
Interior Standards?

9 Are there historic features that have deteriorated and need to be replaced? =R O 0D

10 Do the replacement features match in design, color, texture, and, where ® 0 0
possible, materials?

11 Are any specified chemical or physical treatments being undertaken on historic O 0 =
materials using the gentlest means possible? =

12 | Are all archeological resources being protected and preserved in place? = N 0O
Do ali new additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction preserve

13 | historic materials, features, and spaiial relationships that are characteristictothe | X O O
property?
Are afl new additions differentiated from the old, but still compatible with the

14 | historic materials, features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing to protect [ ] D
the integrity of the property and its environment?
If any new addition and adjacent new construction are removed one day in the

15 | future, will the forms and integrity of the historic property and environment be (1] O 4
preserved?

Please summarize how your project meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standard's for the Treatment of Hisloric

Properties, in particular the Guddelines for Rehabilitation and will retain character-defining features of the building

and/or district:
Theplaristouse theproperty asarestaurant asitwas used historically—The historic characterof the property—

will be retained and preserved. A historic feature of the building visible fram Montgomery Street will be

revealed.. Conjectural elements in the form of inexpensive doors added by the prior owner will be replaced

wﬁrﬁﬂoﬁmlmppmpmmﬂmmaewﬂomeﬁmmmﬁmaﬁunrwﬂwﬁepamf—

PLANNING 0418 2012




Appicaioion

Priority General Plan Policies Findings

Proposition M was adopted by the voters on November 4, 1986. It requires that the City shall find that proposed
projects and demolitions are consistent with eight priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the City Planning
Code. These eight policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or inconsistent with each policy.
Each statement should refer to specific circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have
a response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT, EXPLAIN WHY IT DOES NOT.

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future apportunities for resident
employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

Julius Castle was built.in 1922 and.operated as 2 restaurant through 2006.when it was sold to the prior.owner.Jt-
was one of the oldest restaurants in San Francisco. After the prior owner modified the building without 2
permit, and was instructed to make alierations to the bullding per a COA, the restaurant was not fully reopened
for busi I the o L into bank The osi 11 | oroiect

and reopen the historic restaurant.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order 1o preserve the cuitural
and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

(] LHOQDONELT OISO Wi

neighborhood.

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced:

Not-Applicable,

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni transi service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;

- astle Restaurant w edde Muni tra ASUTES W p taken 1o 3 he

impact of automobile traffic on the neighborhood, such as valet parking, with no use of local parking spaces by

Valeremployees. The project Sponsor 15 also open 1o discussing possible measures that might be taken with The”
he City to facil ffic calming,




5. That a diverse economic base be mairtained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from displacemeant
due to commercial office developmeant, and that future ocpportunities for resident employment and ownership n
these sectors be enhanced;

This project is not a commercial office development. It will enhance future opportunities for employment of

residents

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to prbtect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

Regular maintenance and operation of the building will leave it in better condition to withstand damage in an
earthquake.

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

This project helps to restore and preserve a historic landmark.

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

This project will not materially impact any parks or open space or their access to sunlight.

PLANNING 04 15 S0MZ
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Estimated Construction Costs
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Certn“ cate of Appropnateness

TN T

A 2 (Restaurant}

Wood Frame

Demwolition area of 78 sq. feet

e
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$100,000.00
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)a,“.gl",q, !IE.,I,IEM Nﬂ._ H" e E L I TL - I B R R Tronté tare 3t o acken bE Lo THEFIPRE /37 LN O Tl A L TR

Stan Teng, Al.A.
T T T s U A T P S S
$5947.00

Applicant’'s Affidavit

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

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

Sigature: ] oate: 0)/ |7/ | 2
I

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

Owner [/ Authorized Agent {circle ong)
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SAN FRANCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Appropriateness Case Report

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2013
Filing Date: September 19, 2012
Case No.: 2012.1197A

Project Address: 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street
Historic Landmark: No. 121 - Julius’ Castle

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential — House, Three Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0079/004 & 005

Applicant: Paul D. Scott

Pier 9, Suite 100 The Embarcadero
San Francisco, CA 94111

Staff Contact Kelly H. Wong - (415) 575-9100
kelly wong@sfgov.org
Reviewed By Tim Frye - (415) 558-6822

tim frye@sfgov.org

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

302 GREENWICH STREET / 1531 MONTGOMERY STREET is located on the north side of Greenwich
Street at the end of Montgomery Street {Assessor’s Block 0079; Lots 004 & 005). The subject building is
City Landmark #121, Julius’ Castle, constructed in 1923 and expanded in 1928 by Architect L.
Mastropasqua. The two-story wood-frame building is located on Telegraph Hill about 150 feet
downslope from Coit Tower. It is located within the RH-3 (Residential - House, Three Family) Zoning
District with an 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Julius” Castle is one of San Francisco’s oldest continuously operated restaurants in its original location.
Its design relies heavily from a number of popular stylistic movements at the time, including Storybook
and Roadside architecture; while its design motifs are primarily derived from the Gothic Revival and
Arts & Crafts Styles. The prominent character-defining-features include its corner turret and crenellated
parapet, painted wood shingle cladding, and large-scale painted signage visible from the waterfront. The
historic apartment structure’s character-defining features include its gable roof from, projecting eaves,
extended rafters, and recessed apartment stairs with arched openings.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A previous Certificate of Appropriateness was reviewed and approved by the Historic Preservation
Commission (HPC} at its December 17, 2008 hearing (see attached Certificate of Appropriateness Case
No. 2007.06553A) which addressed work cited within a Notice of Violation issued May 17, 2007 for work
executed without benefit of permit, a Certificate of Appropriateness, or Zoning Administrator approval,
The work assoctated with the Notice of Violation requires approval for the expansion of a detached
structure located at the rear of the building, the expansion of the historic Arts & Crafts style apartment

156 vhasiw St
anda 200
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2012.1197A
October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street

structure, replacement of exterior doors and window, and replacement of a redwood fence with a new
concrete wall. The previous C of A has since expired.

This cu

rrent project proposes to address the work completed without benefit of permit, as well as

additional exterior restoration work of the landmark building and property. The scope of work is limited
to the building exterior and includes the restoration of several exterior elements, the removal of the
expansion of the historic apartment structure and changing the openings at the detached structure to be
compatible with the property. Specifically, the proposal includes:

DR |

PLANMING DEPASITEINT

Restore Original Roofline at Main Building. Restore original roofline over the staircase at the
southern elevation of the main building, which is highly visible from Montgomery Street and the
Greenwich Steps by removing portions of the expansion that was executed without benefit of
permit. The proposed roofline will restore the original Arts and Crafts/Gothic Revival
articulation of the asymmetrical roof. Details will match the existing in material, profile, and
finish.

Replace Non-Historic Wood Windows and Doors at Detached Building. Replace existing non-
historic windows and doors at the detached building and its expansion to doors and windows
that are compatible with the landmark property.

Restore Redwood Fence. Restore the redwood fence and gate at the entrance from the
Greenwich Steps to match the aesthetic of the building by removing the existing non-historic
concrete wall and wrought iron gate.

Replace Non-Historic Wood Doors. Replace select doors with new wood doors compatible with
the character of the landmark property.

Repair Exterior Wood Shingles. Replace select areas of painted exterior wood shingles with
new shingles to match existing in material, pattern, and finish.

Restore Crenellated Wood Parapet. Restore original wood crenellations, wood parapet cap, and
wood paneled moidings beyond repair with new elements that match existing in material,
design, profile, and finish.

Repair the Third Floor Deck. Repair the existing third floor deck by removing existing non-
historic tiles, replacing existing waterproofing, repairing existing deck floor framing, and
installing new tiles compatible with the landmark property.

Restore Exterior Stairway. Clean and repair existing fabric awning. Refinish existing wrought
iron handrail and gate. Clean the existing brick stairway wall and leave the brick exposed.
Install new wood compatible door.

Paint Exterior. Paint exterior of building including shingles, crenellated parapet, metal handrails
and gates, and entrance canopy to colors that are historically accurate based on a historic paint



Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2(12.1197A
October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street

analysis conducted by a professional architectural conservator. Painting will also be performed
with compatible materials and in a manner that are appropriate for the landmark property.

Please see photographs and plans for details.

UPDATE:
The Project Sponsor is proposing to return the subject building back to ils condition prior fo the above-ciled work,
except for a small addition to the detached building at the northwest corner of the property.

OTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED

None.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS

The proposed project requires rear yard variance from the Zoning Administrator for the expansion
within the required rear yard setback because the Project Sponsor is proposing not to remove the
improvements at this location. The proposed project also requires a Conditional Use Permit for a
proposed restaurant use since the previous nonconforming use as a restaurant in the RH-3 zoning district
has been discontinued for a continuous period of three years.

APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS

ARTICLE 18

Pursuant to Section 1006.2 of the Planning Code, unless exempt from the Certificate of Appropriateness
requirements or delegated to Planning Department Preservation staff through the Administrative
Certificate Appropriateness process, the Historic Preservation Commission is required to review any
applications for the construction, alteration, removal, or demolition of any designated Landmark for
which a City permit is required. Section 1006.6 states that in evaluating a request for a Certificate of
Appropriateness for an individual landmark or a contributing building within a landmark district, the
Historic Preservation Commission must find that the proposed work is in compliance with the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, as well as the designating Ordinance and
any applicable guidelines, local interpretations, bulletins, related appendices, or other policies.

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS

Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features that convey its historical, cultural,
or architectural values. The Rehabilitation Standards provide, in relevant part(s):

Standard 1: A property will be used as jt was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal
change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The proposed work does not include a change of use. The subject building was constructed as a
restaurant building, and will remain so. The proposed project is limited to the exterior of the

building and property.
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2012.1197A
October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street

Standard 2:

Standard 5:

Standard 6:

Standard 9:

R s LR L

PLANMING DEPRITEGRT

The historic 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.

The proposed scope of work will focus on remuving existing non-historic elements and additions
executed without benefit of permit, as well as restoring the exterior of the building and property.
The project includes restoring the original roofline over the staircase at the southern elevation of
the main building by removing & non-historic addition, replacing non-historic door and window
openings at the detached building with new door and window openings compatible with the
landmark property, replacing select non-historic doors with new doors that are in character with
the properly, and removing the non-historic concrete wall and wrought iron gate and replacing it
with a redwood fence and gate. The exterior restoration scope of work will mainly be repair and
calls for replacement only where necessary. As outlined in the scope of work, architectural
clemenis that can be repaired will be repaired, and only those areas that are structurally unsound
or in an advanced state of repair will be replaced with substitute materials and/or elements.
Exterior restoration work includes repairing wood shingles, the crenellated wood parapel, the
exterior stairway, and painting the exterior of the building.

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

The distinctive finishes and features of the landmark structure will be retained and preserved.
New features introduced are sensitive and compatible to the landmark building and property and
will also be differentiated from the existing in order fo mainiain clarity between what was original
and what was added during this profect. Staff has reviewed the proposed drawings of proposed
replacement elements and confirmed that as outlined in the scope of work, distinctive features
such as the crenellaled parapet, wood shingles, windows, doors, wall, and roof eave will be

preserved.

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

When possible, deteriorated features will be preserved through repair techniques such as cleaning,
re-firishing, and Dutchman vepair. Only where necessary will materials be replaced in like
materials or with appropriate substitute materials, and refinished to maich existing adjacent
elements.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction wilt not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.
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The expansion at the southern elevation of the main building that was executed without benefit of
pernmit will be partially removed to restore the original roofline over the staircase. The expansion
at the east end of the detached building which was also executed without benefit of permit will
remain but the existing doors and windows will be veplaced with new wood doors and windows.
The new work will be differentinied from the old and will be compatible with the historic
materials, features, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing of the landmark property.

Standard 1: 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 would be unimpaired.

The expansion at the east end of the detached building, if rehabilitated with new windows and
doors, will not impact the essentinl form and integrity of the landmark property and its
environment if removed in the future.

PUBLIC/NEIGHBORHOOD INPUT

The Project Sponsor met with the Telegraph Hill Dwellers Planning & Zoning Committee on July 12,
2012, March 6, 2013, and September 12, 2013. The Department has received no public input on the project
at the date of this report.

ISSUES & OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

The previous Project Sponsor filed a Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) Application (Case No.
2007.0653A) on June 27, 2007 and received approval by the HPC on December 17, 2008 (see attached
decision documents — case report including motion) to restore the existing landmark property back to its
original condition prior to the work executed without benefit of permit including restoring the original
roofline over the staircase at the southern elevation of the building, removing the expansion of the
detached building and restoring the door and window openings on the north elevation, restoring the
crenellated wood parapet to its original configuration before the expansion at the detached building,
replacing the wrought iron gate and concrete wall with a simple redwood fence and gate, and replacing
all doors and windows installed with high-quality materials compatible with the landmark property.

The property has since been purchased by a new owner. The current Project Sponsor (also the new
owner) filed a C of A (Case No. 2012.1197A) on September 19, 2012 to address portions of the scope of
work outlined in the previous C of A application with the additional restoration scope of work including
the replacement of windows and doors at the detached building, repair of exterior wood siding,
restoration of existing crenellated wood parapets, repair of the third floor deck, restoration of the exterior
stairway, and painting of the building exterior.

STAFF ANAYLSIS

Staff has determined that the proposed work with some stipulated conditions will be in conformance
with the requirements of Article 10 and the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. Proposed
work in conjunction with stipulated conditions will not adversely affect the landmark structure.

aiy ERAmGEnT
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Exterior Roof and Wall Alteration & Repair. Staff finds that the historic character of the property will
be retained and preserved by the careful repair and limited replacement of historic elements. Although
the proposed removal of the southern end of the main building is only a portion of the expansion that
was executed without permit, Staff has determined that the proposed removal will restore the original
roofline over the staircase at the southern elevation of the building. Additionally, Staff has reviewed a
wall and roof assembly details and determined that the restoration is appropriate. A condition of
approval has been included to address the alteration to the wall and roof areas.

Window and Doors. Staff has reviewed the proposed window and door details and determined that the
replacement of windows and doors at the detached building, as well as replacement of select doors are
compatible with the existing landmark. A condition of approval has been included to address the new
‘windows and doors, as well as the infill at walls.

Crenellated Parapet. Staff has reviewed the proposed details for the crenellated wood parapet and
determined that repair and/or select replacement will match existing elements in material, design, profile,
and finish. A condition of approval has been included to address the work to the repair to parapets
including paneled moldings and the transition between the parapet and roof deck.

Third Floor Deck. Staff has reviewed the detail for the third floor roof deck and determined that the
proposed deck replacement is appropriate for addressing waterproofing issues. A condition of approval
has been included to address the selection of new floor tiles.

Redwood Fence. Staff has reviewed the general concept of a redwood fence and determined that the
proposed removal of existing concrete wall and wrought iron fence and replacement with a simple
redwood fence and gate is aesthetically compatible with the landmark property. The new redwood fence
will have a 4-inch maximum curb as required to retain the southern edge of the property. A condition of
approval has been included to address the work at the redwood fence.

Exterior Stairway. Staff has reviewed the treatment of the existing exterior stairway including the
cleaning and repair of existing awning, repainting of existing wrought iron handrail and gate, the
cleaning of existing brick wall and the installation of a new wood door in character of the property and
determined that the approach will restore the building to its original character. Two options have been
provided for the finish of the brick stair wall. Option 1 is maintaining the existing brick wall finish as is
and Option 2 is to apply a stucco finish over the brick wall. The Project Sponsor proposes to apply a
stucco coating over the existing brick veneer wall. Staff recommends that existing brick be left exposed
since this stairway was not part of the original building, is differentiated with the historically scored
stucco finish at the base of the landmark building, and is more compatible with the surrounding
Greenwich Steps and adjacent retaining wall which abuts it. A condition of approval has been included
to address the work to the brick wall and new door.

Painting. Staff has reviewed the proposed painting of the building exterior including shingles,

crenellated parapet, and entrance canopy and determined that painting is compatible with the landmark
property. A condition of approval has been included to address the painting work.

L B
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS

The Planning Department has determined that the proposed project is exemptfexcluded from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One-Minor Alteration of
Existing facility) because the project is a minor alteration of an existing structure and meets the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION

Planning Department staff recommends APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS of the proposed project as it
appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation. Staff recommends the following
conditions of approval:

» That all work to abate the outstanding violation must be completed as part of this approval including
removal of a portion of the expansion at the southern elevation of the main building to restore the
original roofline, replacement of windows and doors at the detached building, the replacement of
non-historic doors throughout the property, and the removal of the existing non-historic concrete
wall and wrought iron gate and the installation of a new redwood fence and gate.

= That if it is determined that more than 50% replacement of the total exterior shingles, crenellated
parapet, or any other character-defining features listed in the current scope of work is required, then
a full conditions assessment be conducted and submitted for review and approval by the HPC a
regularly scheduled hearing.

=  That the brick surface at the exterior stair wall to remain unfinished without any coatings to preserve
the character of the landmark property.

= Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, dimensioned elevations, details, and sections
where required showing all profiles and dimensions for all new proposed replacement elements as
well as existing conditions including crenetlated wood parapets including moldings at parapet wall,
roof details at southern end of main building where the expansion is to be removed, new door for
exterior brick stair wall, infill wall details at detached building where new windows and doors will
be installed, and new redwood fence and gate details will be forwarded for review and approval by
Planning Department Preservation Staff.

= Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, dimensioned elevations showing specific locations
where repairs and/or replacement work will be performed based on a conditions assessment will be
forwarded for review and approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff

= Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, specifications for exterior wood restoration, brick
cleaning and restoration, cement plaster restoration, decorative metal restoration, exterior floor tile,
exterior wood shingles, and exterior painting including restoration will be forwarded for review and
approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff.

*  Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, a paint analysis report detailing the historic paint
colors conducted by a professional architectural conservator, as well as the proposed paint colors and
samples for the building exterior will be forwarded for review and approval by Planning Department
Preservation Staff.
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2012.1197A
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*  Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, samples of the new third floor deck tiles, redwood
fence, glazing and finish for new wood doors and windows, and finish for new hardware will be
forwarded for review and approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff.

* Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, mock-ups of each of the following for review and
approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff: 1) Repaired crenellated wood parapet, 2)
Repaired wood shingle, and 3} New redwood fence.

ATTACHMENTS

Drzaft Motion

Parcel Map

Sanborm Map

Aerial Photos

Zoning Map

Site Photos

Previous Certificate of Appropriateness (2007.0663A) Decision Documents, Hearing Date: December 17,
2008

Certificate of Appropriateness Application {Current)

Sponsor Packet

Drawings

KW-G:AKelyl02_ProjectsiCOAI302 Greenwich Sireetif?_ 302 Greenwich_Case Report. doc
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SAN FRANCISCO
CITY FLANNING COMMISSION
RESCLUTION NO. 8592

WHEREAS, A proposal %to designate Julius® Castle at 302 - 304
Greenwich Street as a Landmark pursuant to the provisions of
Article 10 of the City Plamming Code was initiated by the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Boerd on Februsry 20, 1980, and said JAdvisory
Board, after due consideration, has recommended approval of this
oroposal; and

WHEREAS, The City Planning Commigsion, after due notice given,
held a public hearing on May 15, 1980 to consider the proposed
designation and the report of said Advisory Board; and

VHEREAS, The Commission believes that the proposed Landmark
has a special charascter and speciel historical, architectural end
aesthetic interest and walue; and that the proposed designation would
be in furtherance of and in conformance with the purposes and
standards of the gaid Article 10;

THEREFORE EE IT RESOIVED, First, the proposal to designate the
aforcuwentioned structure, Julius' Castle ak 302 - %04 Greenwich Street,
as o Lendme¥xk pursuant to Article 10 of the City Plaoning Code is
hereby AFPROVED, tho precise location and boundaries of the Landmark
site being those of Lots 4 & 5 in Assessor's Block 79;

Second, That the special character and special historical,
architectural and aesthetic interest and velue of the ssid Landmark
Justifying .its designotion are set forth in the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board Resolution No. 193 as adopted on-
Fobruary 20, 1980, which Hesclution is incorporated herein and made
a part thereof as though fully set forth;

Third, That the said Landmark should be preserved generally
in all of its particular cxterior feabtures as existing on the date
hereof and as described and depicted in the photographs, case report
glg.oois:her material on file in the Department of City Planning Doclket
Al |

AWD BE IT FURTEER BESOLVED, That the Commission hereby directs
its Secretary to transmit the propossl for designetion, with a copy
of this Resolution, to the Board of Supervisors for sppropriate action.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the
City Plonning Commission at its reguiar meeting of May 15, 1980.

Lee Woods, Jr.

Secretary
AYES: Commissioners .Bierman, Dearman, FKarssick, Nakashima,
Rogenblatt, Starbuclk.
NOES: None.

ABBERT: Commigsgioner Sklar.
PASSED: May 15, 1980.
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LANDMARKS PHESERVATTION ADVISORY BOARD
of the
SAN FRAWCISCO
CITY PIANNING COMMISSION
RESCTUTION NO. 193

WHEEEAS, A proposal to designate the Julius' Castle, 302-304
Greenwich Street as a Landmerk pursuant to the provisions of Article
10 of the City Planning Code has been heard and considered by the Lemd-
marks Preservation Advisory Board; and

WHEREAS, The Advigory Board believes that the proposal Lemdmsrk
has a special characber and special historical, architectural and
aesthetic interest and value; and thet the proposed designation would
be in furtherance of and in conformence with the purposes and stan—
dards of said Article 10;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That this Advisory Bosrd does hereby
initiate the designation of Julius' Castle, 302-304 Greenwich Street as
a Lendmark pursuent to the provisions of Article 10 of the City Plan-
ning Code and recommends to the City Planning Commission that this
designation proposal be AFFROVED:

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That

1) the precise location and boundaries of the landmark site are to
encompass Lots 4 and 5 in Assessor's Block 79 on which the
Juiiua' Gastle, 302-304 Greenwich Street is located, and

2) the description of

a) the special character or special historical, architectural or
aesthetic interest or velue are described and depicted in the
photographs and other materisle on file in the Department of
City Planning in Docket No. IMBO.5 and as more fully set forth
in the Landmarks Preservetion Advisory Board's case report
zl':ligled "Final Case Report, Julius! Castle, February 20, 1980,%

b) the particular features existing ms of this datewhich should be
preserved are those shown on the said pbobtographs and describec
in said case report and in other material on file in the De-
rartment of Oity Plamming in Docket No. IMB0.5.

AND BE I FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board hereby directs its
Becretary to report this action and to submit a copy of this Rescolution
to the Planning Gommission for further action in accordence with the
said Article 10.
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BAN FRANCISCO
CITY PLANNING COFMISSION
HESOLUTION RO. 8592

WHEREAS, A propossl to designate Julius' Castle at 302 - 304
Greenwich Btreet as a Londmark pursuant to the provisions of
Article 10 of the City Plamming Code was initiated by the Landmarks
Preservetion Advisory Board on TFebruary 20, 1980, and said Advisory
Board, after due consideration, heg recommended spproval of thisg
proposal; and :

WHEREAS, The City FPlanning Commission, after due notice given,
held a public hearing on May 15, 1980 to consider the proposed
designation and the report of said Advisory Board; and

VHEBREAS, The Commission believes that the proposed Lamdmark
has a special character and special historical, architectural and
aesthetic interest and value; end that the proposed designation would
we in furtherance of and in conformence with the purposes and
standerds of the said Article 10;

THEREFORE EE IT RESOLVED, First, the proposal to degignate the
aforcumentionsd structure, Julius' Castle at 302 -~ 304 Greenwich Btreet,
as a Landmerk pursuant to Article 10 of the City Flanning Code is
hereby 2D, the precise location and boundaries of the Iandmark
site being those of Iots 4 & 5 in Assessor's Block 79;

Second, That the special character and special historical,
architectural and aesthetic interest and value of the said Iandmark
Justifying its dosignation are set forth in the Lomdmarks
Preservation Advisory Board Resclution No. 193 as adepted on:
Februexry 20, 1980, which Resolution is incorporated herein and made
a pert thereof as though fully set forth:

Third, That the smid Landmark should be preserved generally
in all of its particuler oxterior features as existing on the date
heroof and as described and depicted in the photographs, case report
end other material on file in the Department of City Plamning Docket
IAMEO- 5;

AND EE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Yhat the Commission hereby directs
its Sgcretary to transmit the propesal for designation, with a copy
of thia Resolution, to the Board of Supervisors for mppropriate action.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was ADOPTED by the
City Flenning Commission at its reguler meeting of Msy 15, 1980.

Lee Woods, Jr.

Secretary
AYES: Commissioners Bierman, Deoarman, Earasiclk, Nakashima,
Rosenblatt, Sterbuck.
HOES: None.

ABSENRT : Commissioner Bklar.
PASSED: May 15, 1980.
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DESIGIATING Julius' Castle AS A LANDMARK
PURSUANT TO ARTLCLE 10 OF THE CITY FLANNING CODE. .

Be it Ordnined by che Paopls of the (icy aod Cownty of Son Franeigde:
Saccloa 1, ‘The Board of u._u-nsronr herahy finds thak
Juliun'"Cantle located at 302404 Greeovich St. o being Lot 445
ia Asseseor’s Bleck 79 , hos a spactal charactor and special bisrorieal,
avchitectursl sad seschatic Antsrest and value, and that ite ._.-»wz.nbn.

83 a Landmark will ke in furtherence of oud in conformance with the purposes
of Arriele 10 of tha City Planning Code and the standards set forth thersfn.

(n) Desigrarion. Pursusnt to Sectdon 1004 of the City Planning Code,
Chapter I, Part II of the 5an Prancisco Hunicipal Code,

Sulius® Oastle 1 herehy dapignated ma a Landosrk, this
derigoacion heving bean duly spproved by R=salueisn NHo. mu.mm of tho nnn«.. . .
Planning Covaiselon, vhich Sesolutdim 18 on file wich tho Clork of the
Baard of Subervisots under Fila No. P@-Saw/a), . )

(%) Ragpired Poce. The descripeions of the losation and bowndaries
of the Landmark afee} of the choracterdstics of the Landmnrk which juscify
its designation; and of the particular faatures chot shduld ba vno.onncnn._ an
ingladed in the asfd Racolution, axe hesoby i P d berain and made o

part bareof as though fully set foxth.

APPACYED AS TO FolM: RECOMHENDED:
CIURCE ADNDST GETY PLANNING COMMISSTON
CITY ATIOBGET

s Wt o g T O T
pr st (U S TS

" Passed for Secont Reading

Hosrd of Bupexvisors, San Fraveises
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o i e

Reagd Sacond Time and Finally Fassed
Board of fiupervizare, Ban Frantisco
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heredy that the foregolng ‘erdinance .Mu
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LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD

100 LARKIN STREET + CIVIC CENTER = S5AN FRANCISCO - 94102
FINAL CASE REPORT, JULIUS'CASTLE FEBRUARY 20, 1980

BUILDING MAME Julius' Castle ) -OUNER : Albert & Loretta Pollack

SUTLDING ADDRSSS 302-304 Greenwich BLOCK AND LOT: 79/4 & 5 zonmme -3

- BACKGROURD Restgurant with
Original occupant/use: ppartment above,

3 Current occupant/use: Same

No, of gtories: 2 plus bagement.

Exterior Materials: Painted shingles.

Window Type: Bay, pieture, Gothle,casementg

Interfora: Notable view & rosewcod panels.

CRITERIA
r - -:'_
A. Arvehitecture _ : i £
Style: Carpenter Gothic/Axts & Crafts. SSSESEESLENNEEE e B - : ":%'

Type of Construction: Frame. -’ .
Date of Construction: 1923 & 1928
Design Quality: Unique . )
Architect/Builder ¢ L. Mastropasqua.

B. Higtory
.!,_'3 bpief narrative massocieting. the
buzlding w;th persons, events and/for
patterns of sipnific 5
Created and run for over%ey)ms by
Ttalian immigraat Julius Roz, a coiorful
local figure. Shape recalls wooden castle
builr in 1882-4 farther up Greenwlch,
destroyed 1903. One of 5F's cldest res-
taurants with. continuing name & location.
Slice of wistory of Itglianm & restaurant
cozmmities. Celebrity place.
T C. Environment S e
(relation fo gurroundings in taras of cintinuily, seiting and/or importence
. ! A visvel lemdmirk.” ‘Wifh:the tower, the mdeveloped
hillgide around aid the painted name, Julius's Castle is notable on the Embarcadero
from Montgomery almost to’ Unfon. Contributes a whimsical note. Appropriate to
in bulk and land coverage.

{cite alterations, if any, end current physical condition)
1928 addition blepds with the rest. Fafuting of originaily natural shingles con~ . .
tributes to visuval landmark quality. Swiss-chelet-style ballustrades replaced by, L
solid shingled walls. Lean—-tos added. Needs replacement shingles, paint. i

RATINIGS

MR AL

DCP INVEKRTORY ; X ~
I ORY  HERITAGE HERE TODAY LPAB VOTE 7-0  STATR LAMDH:R® ao
CPC VOTE RAT?*L LANDI-RK 0O
FAT'L REGISTER eligible
Sftmu;;;fn OF SIGNIFICANCE it '
iﬁtereati:g :1 ::;?cial character or special hi@ica}., erchitectural or aestietic
_A unique building, Julius's Castle is a well-known visual landmark on the wortheast
€1iff of Telegraph. H11l. Italian architect Lounis Mastropasqua planned it to echo
Laymen's wooden ‘castle which had stood vearby 1882-1903, and to reflect the Arcts and
Crafts movement in which he had been active. A favorite with celebrities In emtertaint
ment, politics aud business, the restaurant Is a living slice from the hiatory of the-
local Italian and reatauranlt:omunit:las.

P & t. o

_ PREPARED py Anne Bloomfield..

.. Y85 ™ ADDRESS 2229 Webstiri's. j e
e Tk o Tan, AR B TORN Tt w235

BIBLIOGRAPHY! list origioal soircess. -

; .t Dﬂ-bnglf’gf this. X
R I LT i L B
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SQURCES: David P. Myrick, San Francisco's Tel h Hill (Berkeley, 1972),
7, 40-51, 63, 67-68, B4, B6~B8B, %237, 109-13, 196-97.
Jerry Flamm, Good Life in Hard Times {(SF, e¢. 1978), 37~-58. )

Bullding Pernit records for 300-304 Greenwich, especially # 114973
of 20 March 1923 and # 170468 of 24 July 1928,

"Some Recent Work by L. Mastropasqua, Italian Arvchitect,"
Architect and Engineer, xviii/fi (Aug. 1809}, 89-92.

Davis' Commercial Encyclopedia of the Pacific Southwest (Berkeley, 1911), 221.
"Julius's Castle", menu/postcard (at CHS), hand dated "1928",

Edith Shefton and Eiizabeth Field, Let's Have Fun in San Francisco
{5¥, 1939), 60.

City and Telephene directories.

interviews with: Mrs. Ruth Cuneo, Robert Bertini, Mario Ciampi,
George Cruny, Mrs. Balfour Douglas, David Myrick,
Alan Palmer, Disna Parker.
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STATEMENT
OF SIGNI-
FICANCE:

QUALITY
RATIRG:

HISTORY :

M 302-304 Greenwich
: OTHER: Albert &knoretta

/l r Pollae

' ' LOCATION :

302-304 Greenvrich,
northwest cormer of
Montgomery, being lots
4 & 5 in Assesgor's
Block T9.

o

A unique building, Julius' Cestle is a well-known visual lendmerk
on the northeast eliff of Telegraph Hill. Tialian erchitect
Louis Masiropasoua plarmed it to echo Layman's wooden casile
which had stoed nearby 1882-1903, and to reflect the Arts end
Crafts movement in which he had been active. A favorite with
celebrities in entertainment, politics and business, the
restaurant is a living slice from the history of the jocal
Itelian end restaurant communities.

1-B7-2 on the 1976 Architectiural Survey, DOP; its construction
date excludes it from Here Today. .

Julius' Castle was bwilt in 1923 and 1928 as a restaurant with
apariment above. In 1923 restaurenteur Julius Rosz hired archi-
tect Louis Masiropasqua to design and supervise construction of
the tower and the part of the uilding 4o its west and south,
twe stories witk basemeni. Inm 1928 Roz, without architect,
engineer or contractor, exitended only the restaurant story to
the north of the tower.

While Juljus' Castle is mot on the very top of Telegraph Bill, it
is only ahout 150 feet away from the Coit Tawer Parking lot where
angther towered and battlemenied wooden castle used to serve re—
freshments and views in the nimeteanth century. BReal estate man
Frederick 0. Laymen built the "Geyman” castle in 1882, emlarging
it in 1884, as an zttraction for husiness on his short-livea
Telegraph Hill cable car line. The castle made the cover of
Harper's Weekly on 23 May 1886, es background for one of the
medieval-atyle sword contests on horseback staged by Duncen Ross,
the casile's lessee at the time. After that novelly wore off,
various operators tried the cmstle's observatory-and-refreshments
business, but transportation was a problem and the castle stood
enpiy, labeled "lLaymen's Folly." REarly in 1903 it was opened
2gain by the Emile Vincent family, only to be finally desiroyed
by fire in July of the seme year. In his ballad of *Prelygratt
Hill" {composed same time before Sunset published it in May 1904),
Wallace Irwin wrote:

Sure Melygraft Hill has s castle from Wales
Which was built by a local ereator.
He made 1t av hed-slats wid hammer and neils
Like a scene in a. stylish the-ay-ter.
There's rais in th' castle o' Telygrafi Hill,
But it frowne wid an air of its own
FPor it's runnin th' bloof that owld Teljygraft Hill
Is a sthrong howld of morther and shtome.

As both Julius Roz snd Louis ¥astropasqua had arrived in San Fran-—
cisco from Italy in 1802, just in fime to apprecisie this earlier
castle, they must have hed it in mind in their 1923 congitruction.
Zach of the castles focused on a hexggonnl tower with similer
bettlements. Each had living quarters for the proprietor upstairs,
and public rooms downstairs where the view was appreciated mnd
food served, The umique-in-San Francisco style and the isolated

'hilly site have made sach castle a visual focus from the flatlang

end waterfront northeast of Telegraph Hill. Julius' Castle
differs from its predecessor in being smaller, send successful. -
Perhaps the castle idea was also. suggested by Roz! customers at e
former restaurant, Harry and Mary Lafler, who encouraged Roz to
tuilé a restaurant near them on the hill,
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. Juli cectile - 2,

Jis building site at the northwect corner of Greenwich and
Lontgomery had housed l.ichasol Crowleg‘s two=-siory, flss—Trons
arocery ctore at leasi ac early ac 1886, befora cuerryinz denirayed
@ row of houces o its north on Liontromery. Later the John 3.
mini fumily built their home here, oa a lurpge concrete foundniion
wihich remained after the houze w2u destroyed by fire probrbly
about 1918, TPhot yeor the Hinic sold the cite to L.ary Freaces
S%mith, who resoldé it to Julius Roz, the cale recorded 17 JSan. T823.
Ypz loct no time, Bastropasqua's Buildin; Terait Aonlicziion
#114573 ic dated 20 liarch 1923, ané sjuliunc' Cestle" oppearn zzong
the restaurnnt listinze of the April 1921 ohonz bank, izouch
probrbly it had not yet onened. It did open later ith-3 yezr,

onin 1923 feod rorvice dote vlncss duliur' Cactlie tnonz ti< dczen
ov two oldect SP rectaursnte oporating with vots theoir prezent
namos enil locotions., Clder, of cour:e, are Jdnck'z, the Poar Eo:i
g=fe, Jown'e Grill 2and Heye's Cycler loure oa Folk. "lkile th:
Foodle Doz, Saw's,Tadicch's and Fior é*Itolin are all  alder I3
rectoursni identitiesn, their locatinnc have chansged; Juliuc!
Castleta hoe nox.

The originsl Laftiropargun building coverad 2 Tpace only atout B
fezt wide b¥ {2& feet deep, the lotter dimencion boing exactly,
the depth of ihiz leg of Roz' I-zhaped Lot 5. In TNovesber 19:%
he was able to buy Lot 4 to the north, which with Lot 5 ccapletes
a 623-foot sguare. On 24 July 1928 2oz himself filed Zudliing
Permit Apolication F170468 to "extend dining room on tze norik
side,” to the beck of Lot 4. Obviouczly tais site offers excel-
lent viswe for the clientele, in addition 1o extending the cox-
meveial area; the originel 32x36-foot space for both kitcren znd
customers must hnve limited profitc geverely. The 1923 azalica-
tion shows no architect, engineer or contractor, but only "day
1abor.® Presumebly Julius ROz decigned, hired workmen, and

superviged construciion himself.

Originel architect Louis Hasiropasqua w2t a native of Drescis,
neaw lilon. Borm in 1870, after schooling in Brezein he zttended
tne Univerzity 2t Naples and graduated in 1899 froz trne {Italizn)
koyal Polytechnic School, copecizlisiag in ¢ivil enzinesring a=i
architecture. For three years he ctudied architectura and art

in Japan ond China, traveling and obzerving also in Indis, Javsz
and Africa. ¢m his return in 1902, he ctopped over in Sam Fraa-
cizco opd, though he kmew no Englich, stayed. The bulkx of his
worx wac in the Italiazn community, btut he cuieicly pickzd up t-e
lgnguage aad was able to profit by the builling boon that followed
tha 1906 fire. According to Architect and Bnzineer he designai
Szn Pranciscce's firct reinforted concrete siructure to go up zfter
the catactrophe, the Nunziate pasia factory at 415 Broadwey nsar
Montgomery. His work ineluded many residences, ané buildinges for
‘he Taccheri funeral company at 1548 Stockton, the Domestic Leun-
dry on South Van Ness betlwveen 16t and 17th snd, by hezrsay,
ceveral other restaurants. Hembers of his wife's fomily ine
Cungos scy he designed for ther the Canecsa Building at 708 Ksat-
gomery (1906) ani various income residential holdings, including
% costle-like one on liarboro Street in Redwood City. He =was zn
artist as well 2= an architect, and leading cartoonist for iths
Ttalian paper La Yita Italiesna. His nephew Robert Bertini rezom-
bers Mastropasqua hoa o well-eouipped bascement wrorkshop where he
er=fted beautiful items in wood eng/for iron; 50 he ceems to hive
aporoachel the aulti-skilled, mult-culture~knowing ideal of i:ie
Arts and Crafic movement. In 1909 Architect and Bngincer putliche
three of hiz Arts—and-Crafts desims. repiiect werio Ciompi be-
lieves ae did = nunver of garapes in the 19202, work for whicz his
engineering cducation purticularly suited him, As late a2s 1G:2
i’zctropucqua was practising, as alwuys, at 580 vizshington.

In the early days there were hordly any other buildings nser
Julius* Castle, cxcept the Laflers' "Compound," at the southwast
cormer of Hontzomery and Greenwich, which has been rerlaced.
Before the 1931 construction of the Hontgomery Sircet cormichaz,
customers driving to the restaurant had 1o iurn their cars around
on a turntadble rather like those uced for cable cears. The ras-
taurant's long-time car hop Victor Merrill used %o jump on a us—
tomer's running board at Grant, guide him up the hill, ma2nipulate
the turhtable end drive back down to park for him. At the ccmer
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of Union and Iontgomery there uszed to be & hund-chaved Sipn 2oimtin
to the Cartle.

Pood in the early dayrs had a distinctly Italizmn leaning, as it Zses
today. A Prohibition-era menu--seven courcec for tso dollarc—-
included thes nixed hores d'oeuvre found now in so many Places, rai-
and-whi $e-and-green togliarini, 2nd banana fritters. This rane sem
boasted it wns "one of the most beautiful spots in creation, ans
while eating our exceillent dinnors, patrons will enjoy a2 marveleus
panorans.” A 1939 city guide enthused:

florth the price of a box seat at the Opera, for the in-
comparcble view of the Ezsibay, Treasure Isiend and . . .
But Julius hos such nore than thir to offer. To teste
his fish sauce supreme, higs tegliarini and his banena
couffle is to have a glimpse of an epicurs's heaven.

later the place wou knovm for its Smorgasbord-stiyle lunches, but
2lwzys wita mosily Itelian food. And the sizff wused to be z2nout

9% Italion-Americans.

dJulius' Cecstlc hzs had links with a number of other Sen Frensises
restaurants. Roz himself had been a walier when he first came to
town, then he menaged the Dante Restaurant at 536 Broadway,

later one at 671 Union, and at some time Begin's on Colugbus. In
the late 1920s he had a partner named Villiam C. Qlsen, who simul-
taneously wac a pariner in J.J. Olsen & Sons' resteuraunt at 246
Market. After Roz died in 1943, the Castle was tzken over by Bmile
Brosio who, about five years later, founded the meodest Montelzir at
550 Green, where the Isle of Cepri had been ond the Hew Pisa is now.
Brosio slro taught at City College's hotel/restcurant school. A%
the Castle Brosio made a2 partner of bucbhoy-turned bartender Steve
Pedrusci, and then of waiter John Gambertoglic, who fogether carriet
on ofter Hrosio left, lnown for their lunches. Leo Loreze, “he
€Casile's chef for 20 years, still works g little at hic family's
concern, the Columbus on Broadway. The poariners sold Julius' Castle
in the winter of 1968-69, a2nd the preseni restauront ovmere ook
over ahout cix months later, first hiring lLodesto Lanzone wkas hed
been ot Vneosi’c ond weni on to found hic ovm Hodesto's in Shirar-
delli Scuore. The current menagesent huc roots in Bl kKetndor, Plue
Foz oné Lot Gallos. The owmer of the proverty har hod comections
witk The Chndows, ta: Leopurd, Tommy®s Joynt, the 0ld ‘Taldor? and
others, and he is past president of the S.PF. Restourant Zssociation.

Orisinzl ovzoy Juliur Eoz »mo a colorful loe:) fisure. Zorn in
Turin in noerthern Itely 2kout 1863, he eczan to San Praaci-ec in 1907
24 wortked in various restaurants, mocily in the Jlorth Beech arez.
He —oz eonnented with Telegraph Hill's Bohazia through nic frierdis
and euntoaerc Harry ond Mary Lafler, tha former sn artis: ani ne—g-
nnarmon, tho ormed <hut v enlled “The Compound® just ceross the
etrest. %hic wan five cottnges or racclks of celvoged lu~ber where
artisis lived and noet feorge Tterling came to vigit. ASter he
tuilt Juliur' Gastle, Bez lived in the anartment upotairs, with :is
wife, daushter end two doge from whom he wir incewzrable. Eaz @ig
cvnrytiiing in the restzurpaat: huyer, chef ond maiire 4*. El-er
Gavzlle of Lucca’s told Jerry Flamm about him:

I'1l never {orget him driving dowm Union Street in Yorex
Bench in = (yellow) Chrycler Imperiovl coavertible . . .
He h:d a big, ermel-hair polo coat on and wore a ha*, Npg
alvny: hnad the converiible's ton dowmn and two beoutiful
collie dogs in the rumble =zeat, thich hud it oy wind-
chicld and ride windous to keep the vwind off the dogs.

. . ‘het 2 mamificent sightl

A hideaway '#ith good food, ambiance, view and decor, Julius' ZSgrile
har attroactied colebritier in polities, businesz and jourmalica,

After movies like Dark Vietory {1947) nnd House on Telegronk '[ill
{1959) were shot in The ncléﬁgorhooﬁ. the Totler using scde culics'
Cantle fooinge, entertainers came to tha regtaurent too.

‘tae Ddepartzant of Uity Planning'e 1976 Survey clascifies Juliusg®
Cartle's ciyle as "iiccellaneous Zxotice.™ Its main component sivtles

LA

are Gothic hevival #nd Arte-ond-Craftc,
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StructurcLly the wing is weo? frinmr over bconcrete frundatisg,
The tower ir contilevered ond propped over the hillside. "elle zre
white-pointed shingles in eltemmeting browd and narrow rewr. Dus to
the hill'e shope the concrete bnsement conlains only the compresz:zor
roos, storage, wine cellar in the former garage, a2nd a lozsiz leci-
ing to the regstaurant abeve. On the main floor are both the kitzhen
ané the bBj-ceat restaurant, with £ total floor area for toth of far-
hzpe 1,600 sguare feet. The apzriment is above the original
Mactropasqua builéing, with a deck over RBoz' 1928 additica.

The corner tower ic the mozt notable element in the compesition,
visible on the Bmbarcadero most of the way from Liontgome=y to UnZon.
It gives rire the the nome and recalls the earlier castils neerby.

The hexagenal tower with its crenelzted battlements and rcochicolztion
seems to be guarding its hillside, an sppearance belied by huze win-—
dowe on the restaurcnt level a2nd somewhat smaller ones ztove. Is's
obviously e play casile, in the spirit of the Hanzel z2nd Sretel
Fairyland houses of the 1920s in Berkeley znd Carmel. Ozher Fairy-
1znd or Gothic Revival elements are the crenelation of the upver bal-
conies and decks, a battlementied half-tower at the north end, a jair
of pointed-arch windows on the ezst wall south of the to-er, and
painted-cyer narrow lancet windows on the tower itself.

Viewed from the auio turnaround the Masiropasqua pert of the building
is lzrgely Arts and Crafts in style. The apartment ebove is asyn-
metrically placed o bug the hill. Iis gently gable-ended, over-
hanging eaves with extended rafteres and simple struts are typical of
that movement, as are the shingles and the fact that no i30 openings
maich. A round-headed recess zdmits to the apartment; four shoud-
dered openings, all of different sizes, pierce the shingled wall
mesking the apartment stairs. The restaurant interior is lined =ith
beautiful rosewood arranged in patchworked panels. Naturzl-colorzd
vood wae en Aris end Crafts specieltiy, =nd Roz is said ic have pur-
chaszed these panels from the 1915 Panamwa Pacific Exposition.

Originzally Julius' Castle locked more Aris-and-Craftis thzm it does
now. The shingles were unpzinted, the restaourant windows had verti-
¢al mullions, and the brleony reilings were flat cut-out ballustrades
in Swiss-chalet sityle. A phote c. 1330 shows a huge "Julius" sim
apparently on a slice of redwood burl, end the shingles zre alrezdy
discrenably white, indicating both ¢olor snd painted neme mey dzze
from the 1528 addition. Hidden by the tower, the name is vicible
only from the weterfront, not to ihe neighbors. The addition hexr-
monizes well with Laeiropnsqua'’s castle and its north tower reinor-
cee the theme, Some of the later and less fortunate chevres rel:zte
to repairs after fires in 1930, 1945, 1955 ond perhncpe 1¢563.

ZONING AND The nroperty ic zoned EH-3; the restaurant ic permiited 25 2 ligited
SURICUNDING Hon-Conforming Use (NCU) exempt from termination date w:der Sec=ion

LARD ULE:

' BISLYIO-
GIAYHY

186 of the Planning Code. Height limit is 40 feet; subject builfing
ie 12 feet high. The property ic surrounded on ithree sides by city
lond: Fioneer Park snd the Greenwich and Hontgomery righi-of-zays.
Apartment buildingc are on the fourth side. IMlost notiable in the sur-
roundings is the steepness of the hill: Greenwiech is sters in bo-a
directions, &nd Kontgomery is entirely cut off. To the south the hil
£plits Lontzomery into two levels, each bordered by evarizenis. Taere
fors Julius' Casile ¢commandz o cweeping view cuct 2ad norin, ané it
ic in turn notably vicible froa the Eabarcadero.

Pevid F. Iyrick, Son Francisco's ‘Felegraph Hill (Berkeler, 1072), 7,
40—51- 63, 6]"68- BI! 85‘031 IUE-—U!, IG-""I ] 195"97-

Jerry Plemm, Good Life in Hord Times (SF¥, c. 1976}, 57-Si.

Building Perii racord:s fux 300-304 Greenwich, esnecially #i1497: of
20 Tigren 1923 and F170458 of 24 July 1928,

wione fecant *forlk: by L. Uostropacqua, Iialtian Arcihitect,” Architact
and “ngineer xviii/l (Rug. 19095. 89-92. e —

Daviz' Commercial 3meyclopedin of the Pocific Southwest {Per¥eler,

- y €2L.

n"Juliug® Cacstle® menu/posicard {at CHS), hend dated "1925°.

interviewss wita: lrc. Ruta Cuneo, Robert Bertini, Bario Ciempi, Z2org
Cruny, lirc. Balfour Douglas, David [iyrick, Alan Palmer, Diaza

Parker.

PEEPA.YION: snne Bloomfield, 2229 ‘febster, LF 64115, 922-1063; Jon-Teb 198C.




CASTLE ON THE HILL

By Catherine Accardi
asele “{from Larin casrellum) a eype of fortified
structure built and irhabited in Europe during
the Middle Ages by European nobiling”

Rarely does one find a castde cdinging o 2 hill in the
reater of an urban area. Julins Castle, at 302 Greenwich
St where it mzers Strees, is the exceprion.
The carde, while certainly well buile (although not quite
“fortified”), was the residence and busi) blist
ment of 4 beloved San Francisco “noble™ by the name
of Julius Roz. fulins’ Casde was a leading San Francisco
restaurans for more than 87 years, and is San Francizco
landmark No. 121, designared as such on Oct. 5, 1980.

The Hislory

Se, how did chis whan casde come to be! v all
began with permir No. 114873 (dared March
20, 1923), when Roz, 2 Jocal falian cescaurateur, began
wotk on the cade-dike structure perched on one of
Telegraph Hills many precipices. In 1886, the sice had
been the location of Michael Crowley’s rwo-story gro-
cery store, Later, the John Mini family builr their home
there only to have it destroped around 1918 by fire. In
1924, lexs than a year afier construction on the Castle
began, fopd seevice war under way, eveablishing Jaling'
Cautle 28 among the oldest San Francisco restanrancs ar
ies eriginal location with its ariginal name.

With Reds collsboratien, civil engineer and archi-
tect Lo M:s:mpmqm deugm:d this amazing srrac-
rnare thar combis Y such at pointed
a'dl‘a L) ‘nd 1 1, .l [N I on
the upper bal:unlﬂ. all mixed vnrh Gothic Revival and
Arts-and-Crafts i interior wood |
was eepuredly parchased by Roz from the curs 1515
Panama Pacific International Exposition. The wonds
“Jubius’ Castle;” on redwood on the fronc, were added by
Rozin 1928.

At the dme. Montgomery Strect was lirde more
than a dirc rrail wide enough for one vehicle. Beeause
the street was so narrow, 2 mmtable was installed in
1931 at the dead-end in franc of dhe castde and an
employee turned cars around and patked them,

During Prohibsition, Julins’ Castle became 2 speak-
tasy for the carrhage trade. Ies patrons watched the
Bay Bridge being constructed and complered in 1936,
Regulars witnessed the apparicon of Treasure Iland
a8 it was dredged from the bottom of che bay for the
World’s Fair of 1939-40. They also saw the wartme
Beet moving in and out during World War 11,

When Julins Roz died in 1943, che property passed
through several owners, though it Zhways rerined its
name. I had been a popular celebrity hangout for focal
politicians (Table 34 was the mayor’s vable), mnsici

climber Sir Edmond Hillary was a patron.

With help from che Telegraph Hill Dwellers, the
properey eamed landmark stams
in 1980, jusc prior co purchase §
by San Franciscan Joffrey Pollack. /8
The Yocst restaurant mogul would
become che casde’s Jongest-run.
ning propriecor, owning and oper- )
ating it for 26 years. The Pollacks |9
sold the property 1o Jim Payne in |- .
2006. He refurbished dhe interior,
made several interior alveracions ¢
and reopened i 2007, only w Uy
cloge in 2008. Now it remaing,
dosed and seemingly abandoned
after operzting a8 a tescaurnt for

.Iu!‘u.l Casfle lu!ow Coit Tower on |he aosl:lnpc of T Tihgruph Hﬂl

Coumten San Fosacoco Hisron Rotet, S Ham Lictar.
have a glimypse of an epicurcs heaven.”

He was friends with nuany other local business
persons and  eesidents, includ-
ing Hany Lafler, an artise and
newspaperman and eumer of the

daughter and two dogs, from which
bse was inacparable. Elmer Gavello,
of Luscca’s restaurant, describes see-

such as Huey Lewis and Hollywood acror, including
Roberr Redford, Cary Grane, Sean Connery, Marlon
Brando and Ginger Rogers. Even famed Mouar Everest

more thar 80 years. ing Roz with his dops, "T'll never
Mr. Julius Roz Strees in North Beach in a pellow
Jutius Roz was besn in Turin. {g : Chrysler Imperial convertible...
Ialy, around IBS&Helnw_ed in (RIS + He always had che converbles
San Francisco in 1902, B0 Louis Moshopasg top down and twe beauriful cob-
various North Beach Conery L lie dopx in the rumble sear, which
as 3 bus boy and waiter Lates he had it own windshicld and side

mmydwdummdmgdum wind the wi "
ac 536 Broadway. At Jubiay Castle, he was sl ¢ “:'u;u':.“’ wikdioff theitiogs. Mgy

:hmg;mrhemm:nnbumdnfudmah:d.hlm
ciry guide comments on Res oooking:™To taste his fish
sauee supreme, his raplisying and his banana soufBé is o

The Architect, Louis Mastropasqua

Lonia Munvpaupumbemianda.hﬂﬁ
. near Milan, in 1870, graduaring in 1899

] fmmﬁelulhnﬂnyal Pnlywdmx&hod.
lizing in civi] engi and archi-

&
Aad 1-

rectuore. He
md:ninjap:n,cl:iuandkﬁmbzﬁn
his arrival 2r San Francises in 1902, He
spoke no English, but quickly lkamed
the language and cstaldished himself 25
an architect of repute in the falian com-
following the 1906 earchquake and fire.

One of Mascropasquas Rrst derigns
was dhe Nunzizw pasts factory ar 415
Broadway ncar Mnmpmry. In adds-
den, he designed a af
u,meluﬂngd!e(]miu Bovone house
{1908) at 68 Macondary. He was alao 2
noted cartgonise for che Jealian paper La
Vit Iealiana”

Hisroric records Indicate
Mastroparquas collaboration with Roz
on Iht\lmqnedmgn of the Castle was
i part inspired by Frederick O, Layman
wooden castle, which had stood nearby
atep Telegraph Hill berween 1882 and
A -'bﬂ_., 1903. Layman buik the “Geoman™ caste

Tsaun #194 » Foil 2011

continved on poge 5



Julius’ Coste commed kom poge 3

as 2 buginess venmure and cable car cerntinus of his pro-
poted ob ¥ and Known ro resid
as "Laymans Folly" the strucrure was destroyed by fiee
in 1903. As Roz and Masto, had astived in San
Francisco from [raly in 1902, they were able to ponder
the firsr "Castle™ on Telegraph Hill. Apparendy. this
gazing was inspirational, as 20 pears later Juling' Castle
was

Roze casde was well thoughe out, achieving a
unique restawrant seiting on a world famous hifl, pro-
viding i paralleled views, providing
neighbosing residencs with quice a sighe, visible from
down the street. dowa the hill, froms the waterfrong and
from passing ships.

The Landmark
Well, of course it's a landmark! The San Fi
Planning Depe’s 1976 Archi | Survey b d

2 “high quality raring” on cur neighborhood gem. The
sursey classifies Juliug® Casdel style as "Miscellancous
Exofic] with its main component styfes as Gothic Revival
and Arce-and-Crafis. It is 2 wood-frome bullding over 2
Boundation. A b ins the cong
s0r room. storage, wine cellar in a former garape and a
loggia leading to the restawramt, The main foor houses

the kitchen and the app ly 64-scar

‘The aparoment is above, The landmark reporr, availlable
for vicwing az the Szn Francisco Planning Deg

is a wealths of decaibed information regarding che Castles
architecmal merir.

In tha Medio:

The booklex, “Bobemian Eats of San Fromcisco,” by
Jack L. and Huzel Bhir Dodd describe dhe Julius Castle

bience and dining experi

“a.Should you gec lose on the way up che hill, the
small boy by che roadside will give you dizecrions as
only 2 small bey can. Many Jealian eateries display their
rationaf colors of red, green and white. Here you can eat
them in dhe formy of red, green and white cagliarini. As
you arrive, and duning your meal, Sandy wil] greet you
with a smile and il wag a5 Sandy is a collic dog. He
will atk to play with peu. Sandy has pliyed with such
celebrities as Jackie Coogan, Lon Chaney and Douglas
Fairbanks. Yes, indeed, your host Julins Roz, has received
radisgrams from ships at sea on their rerumy, asking that
reservations be made for passengers as soon afer their
ship docks as is possitde. Lunch from 12 10 2, $1.50 —
Dinner from 6 w 9, $2.007

In Films:
"The Hause on Telegraph Hill” - 195). 28k Century
Fo, Director: Robert Wise

According o film acchives, 20th Cenrury Fox
used the front of Julivs' Casde in this movie. Creative
changes 1o the strarvare were made so that ir would
loak like she enarance 1 a scasely home, These altera-
tions te the extesior were created by building a fagade
arvund the castde.

The CASTLE of JULIUS
IN SAN FRANCISCO
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Eos Asgeles, Janvary 29, 1940,
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ulius
Castle

HURENS 20D my)ps
o
ASK MR Fivgrgpy
. FeURio

World's rnouned restaunint overlocking benurifidd
San Prancices Bey . . . fowous for its fme codsine

302 Creenwich Street
TCremtr Monrgmiry}
Telephont DOugla 2-3043
%an Prancisro )1, Caltfornis

hawe 2194 = Foil 201)

Roon, SE

Coyangr

PRoPTER 100 THE e ~Honits e Trakciabes Hitl,™ CoRTLIT 30™ Cravmuny P

*The Raging Tide” (1951) Umiversal Iuternationol
Pittures, Director: George Sherman

One scene from this movie shows Shelly Winters
running our of Julius Casde. pausing on the emtrance
sreps for an emosional dialogue, City lighss are the
backdrop. in anocher scene, Winters is having brandy at
thie bar in Julius Casde ealking ro a bartender.

The Present
My contact with the property’s leasing and sales
date browgt f; news. The Casrde has
neither been leased nor sold. It continues oo sic empey,

eceupicd only by memorics,
The concern is that, although 3 regisered San
Francisco bindmack, the designation ean be mulli-

fied and demolition could ensue, acrording to 2 San
Francisco ordinance that statex that o rear down a city
lndmark, owners must prove there iz no ecoromie nse
for the preperty. I the scrucrure is vacant, not being
vsed in chree years for is intended purpost (in dhis case
a restaurant), che tandmark sarus can be woided

Nowadays, the Castde sitt empry, abandoned and
scemingly unloved. Just one more time, | wane o walk
by 302 Greenwich and imagine cwo Fisky collics run-
ning around and dhe delicious aroma of Iealian sance
mixing fn nicely with cool bay breezes.

Catherine Accardi is 8 notive San Froncirean born on
Telegraph Hill She bor been a bngstaading member
of The Telegraph Hill Diwelless and the San Franciseo
Historical Seciety. b 2010, her book “Sam Franciscou
North Beach and Telegraph Hilk™ was published by
Arradia Publishing. Hee lotest book, "Images of America-
San Francisco Landmarks,” will be released in the wineer
of 2012, $he weleones other information readers moy
have about Julius’ Castle. She may be contatted at cancat@
cemcast.net.
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. . 1650 Mission 3t
Certificate of Appropriateness Case Report = e
FAGH102:2179
Hearing Date: December 17, 2008, originally continued from October 1, 2008, Receptian
originally continued from July 16. 2008. 415 568.5378
Filing Date: June 27, 2007 Far
Case No.: 2007.0653A 415.558.6408
Project Address: 302 Greenwich Street
Zowning: RH-3 (Community Business) m’“‘gw
40-X Height and Bulk District 415558 6377
BlockiLot: 0079/005
Applicant: Reza Khoshnevisan
SIA Consulting Corporation
1256 Howard Sireet
San Francisco, CA 94103
Staff Contact Tim Frye - (415) 575-6822
tim.frye@sfgov.org
Reviewed By Mark Luellen — (415) 558-6478
mark.luellen@sfgov.org
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The subject building is City Landmark #121, Julius” Castle, constructed in 1923 and expanded in 1928. It
is located on Telegraph Hill about 150 feet downslope from Coit Tower.

Julins” Castle is one of San Francisco’s oldest continuously operated restaurants in its original location. Its
design relies heavily from a number of popular stylistic movements at the time, including Storybook and
Roadside architecture; while its design motifs are primarily derived from the Gothic Revival and Arts &
Crafts Styles. The prominent character-defining features include its corner turret and creneilated parapet,
painted wood shingle cladding, and large-scale painted signage visible from the waterfront. The historic
apartment structure’s character-defining features include its gable roof form, projecting eaves, extended
rafters, and recessed apartment stairs with arched openings.

Please refer to the attached designation report and final resolution for more information regarding the
subject building’s significance.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This case was continued from the October 1, 2008 hearing to allow the Project Sponsor more time to work
with the surrounding neighborhood and the Telegraph Hill Dwellers to find a solution for the concerns
raised by the community.



Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2007.0653A
December 17, 2008 302 Greenwich Street — Julius’ Castle

This case was continued from the July 16, 2008 hearing in order for the Project Sponsor to meet with the
Telegraph Hill Dwellers and to provide the Landmarks Board with more information regarding the
conditions at the site before construction.

The proposal includes addressing work cited within a Notice of Violation issued May 17, 2007 for work
executed without benefit of permit, a Certificate of Appropriateness, or Zoning Administrator approval.

In sum, the Notice of Violation (attached) requires approval for the expansion of a detached structure
located at the rear of the building and the expansion of the historic Arts & Crafts style apartment
structure. Other work completed without benefit includes the replacement of exterior doors in various
locations.

UPDATE:

The Project Sponsor is proposing to return the subject building back to its condition prior to the above-cited work,
except for a small addition at the rear of the restaurant.

OTHER ACTIONS REQUIRED
UPDATE:

The project no longer required a vear yard variance from the Zoning Administrator for its expansion within the
required rear yard setback because the Project Sponsor is proposing to remove the improvementis at this location.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS

The proposed project meets all other requirements of the Planning Code.

APPLICABLE PRESERVATION STANDARDS

ARTICLE 10

A Certificate of Appropriateness is required for any construction, alteration, removal, or demolition of a
designated Landmark for which a City permit is required. In appraising a proposal for a Certificate of
Appropriateness, the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board should consider the factors of
architectural style, design, arrangement, texture, materials, color, and other pertinent factors. Section
1006.7 of the Planning Code provides in relevant part as follows:

The proposed work shall be appropriate for and consistent with the effectuation of the purposes of
Article 10

Pursuant to Section 1006.2(b} of the Planning Code, the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board shall
forward their recommendation to the Planning Commission for the defermination of whether the project
qualifies for a Certificate of Appropriateness at a duly noticed public hearing.

i £
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2007.0653A
December 17, 2008 302 Greenwich Street — Julins’ Castle

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS

Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features that convey its historical, cultural,
or architectural values. In reference to the proposed project, the Rehabilitation Standards provide, in
relevant part(s):

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.

Standard 9.

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

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
would be unimpaired.

PUBLIC/NEIGHBORHOOD INPUT

The Project Sponsors met with the Telegraph Hill Dwellers Planning & Zoning Committee on August 7,
2008. Their concerns are outlined in a memorandum to the department (attached); however, the primary
issues they would like resolved are as follows:

*  Restore original roofline over the staircase at the southern elevation of the building, which is
highly visible from Montgomery 5t. and the Greenwich Steps. The proposed roofline will restore
the original Arts and Crafts/Gothic Revival articulation of the asymmetrical roof.

* Remove a portion of the rear addition and return the west wall to its prior lecation in junction
with restoring the original roofline. The restoration of the subject area will restore the original
entrance from the Greenwich Steps into the rear patio area of the property.

* Replace the existing new iron gate and new concrete wall at the entrance from the Greenwich
Steps with a simple redwood fence to match the aesthetic of the building.

= Replace all new doors and windows with appropriate high-quality materials to be approved by

the Preservation Department of the San Francisco Planning and the Landmarks Preservation
Board.

A B e
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2007.0653A
December 17, 2008 302 Greenwich Street — Julius” Castle

STAFF ANAYLSIS

Based on the requirements of Article 10, and the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, staff has determined
the following:

1. The primary or most notable perspective of the subject building is from the Embarcadero or the
Waterfront; however, the designation report and staff identify the general character-defining
features as all visible exterior elevations and architectural elements, including rooflines identified
within the case report.

Based on a staff site visit depicted in the Exhibits portion of the submittal, photos A & B illustrate that the
historic apartment stairs have been altered as part of the expansion. lIts previous (historic) condition is
best illustrated in the photograph submitted by the Project Sponsor, identified as Photo Q. Staff is
requiring that this part of the expansion be reversed back to its previous condition. The Project Sponsor
has complied and the submitted drawings reflect that revision.

Comparing the Project Sponsor’s Photos N (Before Work} & | (After Work), staff believes that the
remainder of the top-floor expansion, with the required removal of the portion over the historic
apartment entrance, meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for additions to historic building in
that the addition shall be clearly delineated, subordinate in nature to the original building, and shall not
adversely impact any historic fabric that is visible from the public rights-of-way. The rear of the subject
building is a secondary elevation and does not possess any of the character-defining features associated
with the building. The expansion of the detached structure is not visible from the public rights-of-way
and while it is mentioned within the designation report, it is the determination of staff that its alteration
as completed does not adversely impact the subject building and meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards.

2. The Project Sponsor has replaced a number of exterior doors. The replacement doors are
reflected in Photo . None of the exterior doors are visible from the public rights-of-way except
for a door at the top floor to exit the turret onto an outdoor patio that faces the waterfront and
Greenwich Street. The location of this door is best illustrated in the Project Sponsor’s Historic
Photo P.

While incompatible with the overall character-defining features of the subject building, the doors that are
not visible from the public rights-of-way do not adversely impact the Landmark’s ability to convey its
significance. The door that is visible from the public rights-of-way; however, shall be replaced with a
new door that is based on documented physical or pictorial evidence or one that is compatible with the
architectural characteristics of the building.

Staff recommends that the replacement door be similar in material and arrangement to the door depicted
in the Project Sponsor’s Photos Historic () & P. This door appears to be a wood frame door with a center
fixed lite.
LIPDATE:

SR PR 4
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Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2007.0653A
December 17, 2008 302 Greenwich Street — Julius’ Castle

Addition on Main Building: The Project Sponsor has revised the proposal to comply with the recommendation to
reverse part of the addition over the historic apartment stair back to its previous condition. The Project Sponsor is
not proposing to reduce the depth of the addition 4-feet as requested by the Telegraph Hill Dwellers. The Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards recognize that to remain viable, some buildings must change cver time. Those changes
should occur in locations and in a manner that minimizes the impact upon historic fabric. Staff believes that the
existing addition, as revised exposing the sl oping roofline of the historic apartment stair meels the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards because if is at the vear of the property; it's minimal in size; and if respects the overall massing
and rovfline of the resource (See Sheets A2.3 — A2.5).

Addition on Detached Structyre: The Telegraph Hill Dwellers recommend that the addition to the detached
structure be removed. The Project Sponsor has revised the proposal to remove the improvements at this location
and return the structure back to its original condition prior to executing the work without the benefit of permit (See
Sheets A2.3 - A2.5).

Doors & Windows: It appears from the revised drawings and details that all replacement doors shall be replaced
with a door design as recommended by staff and identified in hisioric Photo P. The plans should indicate which
doors are to be replaced and the Project Sponsor shall submil product information or a shop drawing, with
dimensions, as part of the permil sets for review and approval. 'The revisions to the windows on the detached
structure are compatible and shall not adversely impact the building, staff recommends approval as proposed.

Iron gate & Concrete Wall:  The Project Sponsor has agreed o replace the concrete wall and iron gate with a
redwood fence and gate to match the original fence.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW STATUS

The Planning Department has determined that the proposed project is exemptfexcluded from
environmental review, pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15301 (Class One - Minor Alteration of
Existing Facility).

DRAFT MOTION FOR CONSIDERATION

The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board hereby advises the Planning Commission that the
proposal, WITH CONDITIONS, and in conformance with the architectural plans dated 10/23/08 labeled
Exhibit A, on file in the docket for Case No. 2007.0653A, would qualify for a Certificate of
Appropriateness.

Conditions:
*  For the replacement doors, the Project Sponsor shall submit product information or a shop
drawing, with dimensions and showing all exterior profiles, as part of the permit sets for review

and approval.

* The expansion over the historic apartment stair shall be reversed back to its previous condition
and as outlined in the submitted plans.

1o S bl



Certificate of Appropriateness Case Number 2007.0653A
December 17, 2008 302 Greenwich Street — Julius’ Castle

Details, with dimensions, of all exterior elements to be replaced shall be included in the permit
sets for review and approval by Preservation Staff. Details should be included for eaves, rafter
tails, exterior wall cladding, and the redwood fence and gate.

Findings:

The proposal respects the character-defining features of julius’ Castle and the expansion of the
top floor possesses the consideration to design that allows the Landmark to convey its

significance.

The replacement doors and windows are based on documented pictorial evidence that consistent
with the architectural character of Julius’ Castle.

The shape, scale, massing, placement, and materiais of the expansion are compatible with Julius’
Castle;

For these reasons, the proposal shall preserve, and shall not damage or destroy the exterior
features or negatively impact the historic visual character of the Julius’ Castle.

For these reasons, the proposal shall not adversely affect the special character or special
historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value of Julius” Castle; and,

For these reasons, the proposal overall, is appropriate for and consistent with the purposes of
Article 10, meets the standards of Article 10, and the Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation.

ATTACHMENTS

Plans
Maps

Photographs

Notice of Viclation

Letter from Telegraph Hill Dwellers

Landmark Designation Report for Julius’ Castle

TF: GAPROUECTSICASES_PERMITSIGreenwich_302_2007.0653A|Greenwich_302_2007.0653A_Case Report_3.doc
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e " 1650 Mission St.
Certificate of Appropriateness Sufe 400
San francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Receplion:
Case No: 2007.0653A 415.553.6378
Fax:
Assessor's Block: Lot: 0079/005 415.553.6409
. Planning
Address of Property: 302 Greenwich Street Informalion:
415.558.6377
Date Application Filed: June 27, 2007
Historic Landmark: City Landmark # 121 - Julius’ Castle

Description of Werk Proposed: The proposal includes addressing work cited within a Notice of
Violation issued May 17, 2007 for work executed without benefit of permit, a Certificate of
Appropriateness, or Zoning Administrator approval. The Project Sponsor proposes to return the subject
building back to its condition prior to the above-cited work, except for a small addition at the rear of the
restaurant.

Action by the Landmarks Preservation Board Advisory Board on December 17, 2008; Recommendation
of no significant impact or potential detrimental effect per findings in record of the hearing. A motion to
recommend approval was passed 6-1 by the Landmarks Board.

Final Action on the Certificate of Appropriateness by the Planning Department:

The Department has reviewed the proposed work and the recommendation of the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board and has determined that the proposed work would not have a significant
impact upon, and would not be potentially detrimental to Landmark #121, Julius’ Castle. APPROVED
WITH CONDITIONS in conformance with the architectural plans dated 10/23/08 stamped Exhibit A, on
file in the docket for Case No. 2007.0653A, based upon the following findings:

Conditions of Approval:

* The allowed expansion shall be reduced to align with the stair extension and shall have a flat
roof.

* For the replacement doors, the Project Sponsor shall submit product information or a shop
drawing, with dimensions and showing all exterior profiles, as part of the permit sets for review
and approval.

= The expansion over the historic apartment stair shall be reversed back to ils previous condition
and as outlined in the submitted plans.

www sfplanning.org



CERITIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 302 Greenwich Street
Case No. 2007.0653A

=  Details, with dimensions, of all exterior elements to be replaced shall be included in the permit
sets for review and approval by Preservation Staff. Details should be included for eaves, rafter
tails, exterior wall cladding, and the redwood fence and gate.

Findings of the Department:

The proposal calls for the retention of the character-defining wood frame structure, including the wood
trusses and arches, and the essential form and massing of the structure. All replacement and restoration
work is based on thorough consideration and recommendations outlined in the Historic Structure Report
produced by an Architectural Conservator;

» The proposal complies with the following Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 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.

Standard 9.

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

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 would be unimpaired.

= The proposal respects the character-defining features of Julius’ Castie and the expansion of the
top floor possesses the consideration to design that allows the Landmark to convey its
significance.

= The replacement doors and windows are based on documented pictorial evidence that consistent
with the architectural character of Julius’ Castle.

= The shape, scale, massing, placement, and materials of the expansion are compatible with Julius’
Castle;

For these reasons, the proposal shall preserve, and shall not damage or destroy the extertor features of the

landmark;

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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CERITIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 302 Greenwich Street
Case No. 2007.0653A

For these remons, the proposal shall not adversely affect the special character or special historical,
architectural or aesthetic interest or value of the structure and site, as viewed both in themselves and in
the setting; and,

For these reasons, the proposal overall, is appropriate for and consistent with the purposes of Article 10,
meets the standards of Article 10, and the Secretary of Intertor’s Standards for Rehabilitation,

12-14- o8 PP P2
Date éﬂ_ .}ohn Rahaim

Director of Planning

Duration of this Certificate of Appropriateness: This Certificate of Appropriateness is issued pursuant
to Article 10 of the Planning Code and is valid for a period of three (3) years from the effective date of
approval by the Director of Planning. Implementation of this Certificate of Appropriateness is
accomplished by completion of construction work (verified through a job card signed by a District
Building, Inspector) after issuance of an appropriate Building Permit.

APPEAL: Any aggrieved person may appeal the action on this Certificate of Appropriateness by appeal
of the issuance of the Building Permit required to implement the proposed work. Contact the Board of
Appeals (575-6880) for instructions on filing a permit appeal.

THIS 1S NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY UNLESS
NO BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUIRED. PERMITS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING
INSPECTION (and any other appropriate agenciest MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS
STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS CHANGED.

TF: G:\PROJECTS\CASES_PERMITS\ Greenwich_302_2007 0653 A\ Greenwich_302_2007.0653A_COA.dor
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San Francisco, Ca 94103-2414

(HSVBIRLLTS P S533-040 or S54-6420

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 27, 2007
TO Reza Khoshnevisan

SIA Consulting Engineers

1300 Pacific Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94709
FROM: Application Intake Center
SUBJECT. Case Mo, 2007.0653A Account No. 20073049

302 GREENWICH ST
Filing Date 06/27/2007

On the above-iisted tiling date, you submitted an apphcation 1o the Planning Department for a project that was
given the Cass Number listed above. This memo acknowledges that the minimum information for apphcation
acceptance has been submitiad.

An appication fee of $4,643 00 was charged

Article 3 5A of the Flanming Cude states that the fee for this type of apphcation be based Lipen the estimated
construction cest as defined by the San Francisco Bulding Code I the fotal construction cost is subsequently
esumated by the Department of Buildng Inspechon to be greater than the initial estimats, then the fee for this
application will be subject to adjustment. If there Is no construction cost. a base fee 1s charged. Some types of
cases are subject lo a bifing of time and matenals expended beyond the initial fee.

The following s 2 list ot materials to be submitted with Ciy Plannmg applications. If requited matenals are missing,
your apphcation cannot be deemed complete unti alt required items are submitted.

waterial

Appheation with all Banks fiHled in Subemitted
300-foot 1adius map/adjacent owners Not Necessary
Address lapels (originah Mot Neceasary
Address labels (copy of the above) Not Necessary
Sie Plan - Submitted
Fleor Plan Submitted
Elevations Submitied
Section 303 reauirements (shown on info sheel) Not Necessary
Proposition M f-sndings Not Necessaly
Photographs  ~ - _dp.vbm'ﬂﬂd
Check payabie to Pmmng Department  #° Required ™
Aprhcation signed by owner or agent *Q.MSubmﬂtaE 3
Letter of authonzation for agent Submitted

if you have any guestions about this case. please call our information desk at 558-6377, Bam -noon or1-5 p.m,,
anrd prowde the information desk planner with the case numbet isted sbove.



Certificate of Appropriateness Application

F. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Alteration Addition New Construction Demolition

Other:

Present/Previous Use:_Restaurant with One Dwelling Unit
Proposed Use: Restaurant with One Dwelling Unit (No Change)

Describe proposed scope of work:

Completed scope of work includes a one story infill at the rear southwest portion of the building
to create patio (See Pictures I &H). A horizontal addition was constructed to existing kitchen
and extends into the newly created patio area (See Pictures I & H). An addition was also
constructed to existing detached apartment (See Pictures I,.

Describe existing features and materials to be removed:
The Existing features and materials removed include the remains of a brick walkway, two
aluminum sheds on brick foundations, and a wood fence at the perimeter. Additional features

removed include torch-on roofing, wood shingles {exterior wall finish), one window, one
wooden door, and wooden walkway with iron gunardrail. (See Pictures M...)

Page | 1 302 Greenwich Street (Julius Castle)



Certificate of Appropriateness Application

G. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE PLANNING CODE PRESERVATION
STANDARDS

In reviewing applications for Certificates of Appropriateness, the Landmarks Boards will
consider whether the proposed work would be appropriate for and consistent with the
purpose of Article 10 of the Planning Code. Please describe below how the proposed work
would preserve, enhance, or restore, and not damage or destroy the building’s exterior
architectural features:

The alterations made to 302 Greenwich (Julius Castle) have not greatly affected the building’s
exterior architectural features. All alterations and additions occurred at the rear and side portion
of the building and are not greatly visible to any restaurant patron nor from any public thorough
fare and therefore does not result in a radical change to the form and character of the historic
building. Furthermore, the additions proposed are modest in size and scale and do not exceed the
height of the existing building. The new roofline is also consistent with the style and height of
the existing roofline. Julius Castle is recognized and celebrated for its distinctive facade and
strong arts and crafts/gothic architecture that is visible from the Bay, the parking lot at
Montgomery Street and from the Greenwich steps.

The most recognizable and historic view of Julius Castle is from the Bay or at the base of the
cliff (See Pictures A & S). From this perspective, the two Gothic, castle-like towers and the
battlement style parapets create a playful and defining fagade. The building is also characterized
by its distinct arts and crafis shingle style (alternating rows of wide and narrow shingles) and the
varying window sizes and styles. The alterations performed do not threaten this notable
perspective because all work was performed at the rear and side of the building and were modest
in size and scale, and therefore are not greatly visible (See Picture A).

At the base of the Southern fagade of Julius Castle is the Montgomery Street entrance to the
restaurant. From this perspective, Julius Castle is defined by its strong Gothic/Arts and Crafts
features with its distinct windows, shingle pattern, battlement-style parapets and the mnique
hexagonal tower (See Pictures B, C, P, Q, & R). The alterations recently made to the building
were located at the rear, Southwestern and Northwester corners of the building and therefore are
not greatly visible from this perspective. The addition created at the Southwestern corner has a
similar roofline to the rest of the building and therefore its height and bulk do not distract from
the defining characteristics of the original building. The visibility of this addition is also
obscured by the trees and vegetation that surround the rear south-western portion of the building
(See Pictures B & C).

The third public perspective of the building is located on Greenwich Steps. This is a highly
vegetated and overgrown public walkway that leads up to Coit Tower. From the Steps Julius
Castle is largely obscured by the numerous large trees and thick vegetation and therefore the
alterations are not highly visible from this vantage (See Picture E).

Due to the location and scale of the work performed the strong architectural features that define
Julius castle have been preserved. No defining architectural features such as the towers, shingles
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application

or windows, or overall bulk of the building has been threatened or destroyed by the work
performed.

This question applies to proposed work in historic districts only. Describe how the
proposed project is compatible with the character of the pertinent historic district
described in the specific appendix to Article 10 of the Planning Code (Appendices B
through 1. of Article 10 provide in-depth information on each of the individual historic
districts, describing their unique features and particular standards for review within the
district.)

N/A

H. COMPLIANCE WITH THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS
(STANDARDS) FOR THE REHABILITATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

Please describe how the proposed project meets the following 10 rehabilitation Standards.
Please respond to each statement as completely as possible (i.e. give reasons as to sow and
why the project meets the Standards rather than merely concluding that it does so).

1. The property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires
minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, spatial relationships:

The proposed alterations will not affect the historic use of the subject property. Julius Castle will
continue use as a restaurant with one dwelling unit. All alterations are not greatly visible from
any public right of way, nor will they be utilized by the public and/or the patrons of this
restaurant, therefore the distinctive qualities of the property will be retained and the overall
changes minimal. (See Pictures A-G).

The addition to the detached building (what appears to be the residential unit) extends into the
Restaurant deck area however its bulk and size is complimentary to the main building and does
not detract or distract from the use and purpose of the outdoor area{See Picture F) . The new
addition is parallel to the building adjacent and does not extend beyond the wall of that building,
which allows for complimentary use of space in the deck area. Additionally, the views from this
deck area are not threatened by the addition and therefore have minimal affect on the use and
spatial relationship of the deck.

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

Julius Castle is recognized and celebrated for its distinctive fagade with its Gothic towers and

parapets and Art and Crafts shingles and asymmetry. These unique architectural characteristics
were not altered or affected by the alterations due to the location and scale of the changes. All
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application

changes were located at the rear and side of the property thus the alterations are not greatly
visible from any public vantage point therefore ensure the visual historical integrity and
character of the building. Furthermore, the additions created are modest in size and scale and do
not exceed the height of the existing building nor do they affect the spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The roofline is also consistent with the style and height of the existing
roofline thus having minimal affect on the bulk and presence of the building from any public
perspective. (See Pictures A-T).

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

Al work performed is modest and complimentary to the original building. All materials used for
the alterations were modern materials that do not distract or detract from the original materials of
the building. The windows added to the additions are modern in materials and style and do not
attempt to create a false sense of history. No falsely historic materials were used for
ornamentation; no casings or trims were used to create a false sense of historical development
and all exterior alterations and finishes were created without ornamentation or decoration.
Additionally, the additions are modest in design and scale and did not exceed the height of the
original building. The extension of the existing kitchen includes a new roof that is modest in
peak and size so that the new addition does not exceed the height of the original building. The
alterations utilized the same simple shingle pattern that is applied to the original building but the
changes do not attempt to create a falsely historic Arts & Crafts or Gothic architecture and
therefore do not create a false sense of historical development.

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

**The original building was constructed in 1923 by restauranteur Julius Roz and designed by
Louis Mastrpasqua. In 1923 the building occupied only Lot 005 of the block and in 1926 Julius
Roz purchased adjacent Lot 004. In 1928 Julius Roz took advantage of the newly acquired land
through the design and construction of a horizontal and vertical addition. The new addition
allowed for the expansion of the restaurant created more expansive, panoramic views for its

patrons.
All alterations preserve and retain the original building and 1928 addition because the work

changes occurred at the rear and side of the building and therefore did not affect the historically
characteristic facade and strong architectural features.

Other changes since 1928 have been modest and poorly documented, these changes include
structural upgrades and the addition and removal of a garage (see Pictures B, Q & R).

*Not sure when the third floor unit was converted into kitchen/dining room for restaurant.
{Change of Use) Is there a permit for this?
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application

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

The distinctive materials, features, and finishes and construction techniques that characterize the
property were preserved. The subject property is characterized by its distinct and grand fagade
that is visible from several vantage points. Julius Castle will retain its two castle-like towers, its
distinct shingle pattern, its varied and multiple windows, and its battlement style parapets. The
Gothic/Arts & Crafts architectural elements and features that dominate the southern, eastern and
northern facades were not affected by the work performed on the rear, western portion or the
building. The alterations and changes made are not greatly visible from any public vantage and
therefore do not threaten the character of the historic building.

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

There are no known deteriorated historic features. This question is not applicable to this project.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used:

All necessary cleaning and treatments of historical features and materials will be undertaken
using the “gentlest means possible.” The existing historical materials and features are principally
made of wood (a wood framed building with distinctive alternating rows of narrow and broad
wood shingles). The owner will use low or medivm pressured water to clean all exterior
features. If more extensive cleaning is required the owner will use nonabrasive cleaning
methods such as a mild detergent and a natural bristle brush.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources
must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken:

There are no known archeological resources at the subject property. If in the course of
construction no archeological resources were found.

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

The distinctive materials, features, and finishes and construction techniques that characterize the
property were preserved. The distinctive Gothic/Arts & Crafts elements of the building were
retained and only the rear and side portions of the building were affected by the recent
alterations. The completed scope of work is not greatly visible from any public vantage and
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application

therefore does not threaten the historical characteristics of the property that make it unique.
Additionally, the alterations created are modest and complimentary to the existing building and
all materials used for the alterations were modern materials that do not distract or detract from
the original materials of the building. The additions created are wood framed with
complimentary wood shingles which is compatible with the wood framed, wood shingled design
and bulk of the original building. The new additions are modest in design and scale do not
exceed the height of the original building and are therefore compatible to the original building.
The new pitched roof on the kitchen extension is modest in peak and size so that the new
addition does not exceed the height of the original building. Furthermore, the windows added to
the additions are modern in materials and style and do not attempt to create a false sense of
history but are modest in design so that they are complimentary to the old (Pictures F-J).

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would not be impaired:

The essential form and integrity of the property will not be impaired if the new
additions/alterations are removed. The proposed additions are modest in scale and bulk
occupying only one story at the rear and side of the property therefore the removal of the
additions will not affect the structural or aesthetic integrity of the original building. The
proposed alterations to the deck area are mainly tile work and therefore cosmetic

(see Pictures G-K).

Page | 6 302 Greenwich Street (Julius Castle)



5“““89 Cas,:/(9

TOP OF THE ROCK, LLC.

Box 77424 - San Fran - CA 94107
415 - 310-8842

September 18, 2008

Board Members

San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Hearing Room, Room 400, City Hall

1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Sirs and Madams:

Thank you for the opportunity to address this Advisory Board. I also want to thank the Plan-
ning Depariment of San Francisco and my fellow Telegraph Hill neighbors.

May I first apologize for my mistake and causing this situation. I pledge my cooperation to cor-
rect the violation.

1 am not a contractor and didn’t realize cleaning up years of trash and neglect 1n back of my
property and enclosing an area of the building for storage to hide the unsightly mess would be a
mistake.

For a moment, may I take you back to the day I closed escrow on my grand old building, fune
15, 2006. T-was excited o buy Julius’ Castle and to have the opportumty to restore it to its
original and proper luster much like a Classic car that had been neglected for so many years. 1
admit even at this time of trouble I am very proud of my work and dedication to detail for all of
the improvements I made to this beautiful landmark.

When I purchased Julius® Castle, cost was not the only factor in the equation for renovation.
But, the satisfaction I felt directing workers and contractors taking personal pride in their
workmanship on the grand old building, Because it is Julius’ Castle! Every square inch of the
100-year old interior was hand sanded, refinished and sealed. Rotted window frames were re-
milled and the original glass reinstalled. Doors too rotted to save were replace by antique doors
and gates from the non-profit San Francisco Resource Center on 3rd St. They were chosen be-
cause they exemplify wood and leaded glass of the era. Everything was restored originally with
special attention to detail of this Grand-Old Lady of the early 1900s.



Board Members
September 18, 2008
Page 2

In closing, I want to thank this Board for your work and what you represent. Itoo have a love
for our landmarks in San Francisco. However, my eagemess to restore Julius’ Castle proudly
and properly, I over stepped the boundaries of appropriateness. For that I am truly sorry,

T bope my explanation and this letter will help you understand how beautiful this building
turned out, how proud I am of the restoration, and the many comphiments received from neigh-
bors and others. Jultus® Castle is vital to our local economy, provides many jobs, and has been
a proud destination for many overseas visitors for years.

1 do not want this landmark property to become another condominium.

Respectfully,

James Payne
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September 19, 2008

San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
1650 Mission Street
San Franeisco, CA 94103

Re: 302 Greenwich Street (Julius Castle), San Francisco
Certificate of Appropriateness for City Landmark #121

Dear Members of the Board,

Thank you for the opportunity to address Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board in regards to
the project at 302 Greenwich Street (Julius Castle), City Landmark #121. Please find enclosed
revised plans to address the concerns that were discussed at the LPAB hearing on July 16, 2008.
As per the recommendation of the LPAB we have revised the plans to reflect the following key
issues:

Restore the original roofline over the staircase on the southern elevation of the building, 2
highly visible elevation from Montgomery Street and the Greenwich Steps. The
proposed roofline will restore the original Arts and Crafts/Gothic Revival asymmetrical
articulation of the roof. {See A1.0, A.1.1, A2.3-A3.1, A4.0-A4.3)

Remove 2 portion of the rear addition constructed on the main building and return the
west wall to its prior location in junction with restoring the original roofline. The
restoration of the subject area will restore the original entrance from the Greenwich Steps
that lead to the rear patio of the property. (See A1.0, A.1.1, A2.3-A3.1, A4.0-A4.3)
Replace the new iron gate and new concrete wall at the entrance from the Greenwich
Steps with a simple redwood fence and redwood fence door to match the original fencing
and the aesthetic of the building. (See A1.0, A.1.1, A2.3-A3.1, A4.0-A4.3)

Replace all new doors and windows with appropriate high-quality materials to match the
existing doors and fenestration. (A2.4-A2.5, A3.1-A3.2, A4.1-A4.2, A4.4)

SIA Consulting Corporation 1256 Howard Street San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: 415.922.0200 Fax: 415.922.0203



¢ Include more details in the plans that demonstrate the 1) the original site plan and
elevations prior to modification, 2) the existing building with the non-permitted
modifications 3)the proposed modifications of the subject property as per the
recommendations of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board.

Thank you for your time and assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

Reza Khoshnevisan
SIA Consulting Corp.

S1A Consulting Corporation 1256 Howard Street San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel: 415.922.0200 Fax: 415.922.0203
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CI7* AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
TAX REDEMPTION BUREAU
PELINGUENT PROPERTY TAX STATEMENT

VoL BLOCK LOT ACCOUNT STATEMENT DT DEFAULT DATE DEFAULT NUMBER

aF o7 ooy oo7?a00a4b 2012-03-02 0L/30/09 05-00091
LOCATION: 3531V MONTGOMERY ST OWNER: PAYNE JAMES F
PAYNE JAMES F . m===- TAX~DEFAULTED =-=---
P 0 BOX 774CH
SAN FRANCISCO CA 84107 --- REGULAR ACCOUNT ---

------------- INSTALLMENT PLAN ===e=rec-—--
INITIAL PLAN AMOUNT

DRINCIPAL PER INSTALLMENT

SRINCIPAL DUE  BY

INTEREST THRU 03 - 2012

NEXT INSTALLMENT DUE

--------------- TAX SUMMARY ===-eem-e—mamae

DELINQUENT TAX ?0.3L0-10
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VOL BLOCK LOT ACCOUNT STATEMENT DT DEFAULT DATE DEFAULT NUMBER

31 0879 005 a073000s0 =2012-03-02 0k/30/09 03-ooao49e
LOCATION: 302 GREENWICH ST OWNER: PAYNE JAMES F
PAYNE ¢AMES F  ====- TAX-DEFAULTED ----
P ¢ BOX 77424
SAN FRANCISCO CA 84107 --- REGULAR ACCOUNT ==~-

------------- INSTALLMENT PLAN =-===-------
INITIAL PLAN AMOUNT

SRINCIPAL PER INSTALLMENT

SRINCIPAL DUE BY

INTEREST THRU 03 - 2012

NEXT INSTALLMENT DUE

--------------- TAX  SUMMARY ==me=me=mo———a--

DELINQUENT TAX £33-.7u5.82
DELINGUENT PENALTY 23.374. 48
DELINQUENT COST cc5-00
REDEMPTION PEN THRU 03 - 201ic &80-.567 -k
REDEMPTION FEE E5.00
INSTALLMENT INTEREST

SUB TOTAL 337.947.92
TOTAL PAID 0.00
JALANCE DUE THRU 03 - 201 $337.987.92

CITY AND {OUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
TAX REDEMPTION BUREAU
DELINQUENT PROPERTY TAX STATEMENT

vOL BLOCK LOT ACCOUNT STATEMENT DT TOTAL AMOUNT DUE
13 0o7™ 005 oo7900050 2012-03-02 THRU 03 - 2012 $337.947.92
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Lo To contribute t thr Veluntary Arts Fund, please check box - %.838.55
and return wnglosed foemyicr the amount of contribution. . $11a 8.5 Y
cC , ( FOR DELINQUENT PAYMENTS )
e ghetich this are s o returr with paymient to
Con Frarcio Tav Collector ADD,]Q% PENALTY $L.183.85
secured property Tix ADD ZNO INSTALLMENT COST $45.00
PO b 1 A2 JOTAL AMOUNT $13.067-40 )

acrFoandisee, (A 91120-7476
0100730000500 003849 001183855 000LLA3BS us00 2803

City & County of San Francisco 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Secured Property Tax Bill . City Hall. Reom lfg
For Fiscal Year July 1, 2011 through June 30, 2012 nan Frandico, CA 84307

e I.‘... BEE ’ =" -| T cGor Nnmb, 1 Tox Rate Statement Date Froperty Location
| |
|

01 _0079 . DOL 1007900050 |L.1718% | 03/02/P0L2 | 307 EREFENWICH ST
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ABBEY, WEITZENBERG, WARREN & EMERY, P.C.

100 Stony Point Road, Suite 200, P.C. Box 1566, Santa Resa, CA 35402-1566

Telephone: (707) 542-5050 Facsimile (707) 542-1589
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ABBEY, WEITZENBERG, WARREN & EMERY, P.C.
RICHARD W. ABBEY, ESQ. (SBN 53039)

RACHEL K. STEVENSON, ESQ. (SBN 172525)

100 Stony Point Road, Suite 200

P.O. Box 1566

Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1566

Telephone:  (707) 542-5050

Facsimile:  (707) 542-2589

E-Mail: rstevenson(@abbeylaw.com

Attorneys for Creditor, STERLING SAVINGS BANK, Successor in Interest by Merger to
SONOMA NATIONAL BANK

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
{SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION)

In re: Case No. 11-33534
D.C. No. RKS-003
JAMES FREDERICK PAYNE,
Chapter 11
Debtor,
Date: December 19, 2011

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Location: 235 Pine Street, 19™ Floor
San Francisco, Ca.

Dept. 23

DECLARATION OF LORI CRECHRIOU
[, LORI CRECHRIOU, declare as follows:

1. I am a Vice President / Special Assets Manager with Sterling Savings Bank,
successor in interest by merger to Sonoma National Bank (“Sterling™). In this capacity, I have
personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein and, if called upon as a witness, could and would
competently testify thereto.

2. Sterling is the holder of a Promissory Note payable by the Debtor herein in the
amount of $5,550,000 (“Promissory Note 1”). (A true and correct copy of Promissory Note 1 is
attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set
Jorth.)

3. Promissory Note 1 is secured by a First Deed of Trust and Assignment of Rents
against the Debtor’s real property located at 555 and 575 South Auburn Street, Colfax, CA 95713

(the “Colfax Property”), and a First Deed of Trust and Assignment of Rents against the Debtor’s

-1-
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ABBEY, WEITZENBERG, WARREN & EMERY, P.C.
100 Stony Point Raad, Suite 200, P,O. Rox 1566, Santa Rosa, CA 95402-1566

Telephone: (707) 542-5050 Facsimile (707) 542-2589
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real property located at 800, 830, 900 & 1046 Palmetto Ave., Pacifica, CA 94044 (the “Pacifica
Property”). (True and correct copies of these Deeds of Trust are attached hereto as Exhibits “B”
and “C,” respectively.)

4. Sterling is also the holder of a Promissory Note payable by the Debtor herein in
the amount of $3,000,000 (*Promissory Note 2”). (4 true and correct copy of Promissory Note 2
is attached hereto as Exhibit “D" and incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set
Jorth)

5. Promissory Note 2 is secured by, among other things, a First Deed of Trust and
Assignment of Rents against the Debtor’s property located at 1531 Greenwich and 302
Montgomery Streets in San Francisco (the “San Francisco Property”), a Second Deed of Trust
and Assignment of Rents against the Colfax Property, and a Second Deed of Trust against the
Pacifica Property. (The Second Deeds of Trust against the Colfax Property and the Pacifica
Property are attached hereto as Exhibits “E" and “F,” respectively, and incorporated herein by
this reference as though fully set forth.)

6. Both the Colfax and Pacifica Properties generate rents which are subject to
Sterling’s assignments of rents. The San Francisco Property is vacant.

7. The Debtor has defaulted under the terms of Promissory Note 1, in that he has
failed to make payments thereunder since August of 2010. As a result, approximately
$4,726,188.77 is due and owing to Sterling under Promissory Note 1.

8. The Debtor has also defaulted under the terms of Promissory Note 2, in that he has
failed to make payments thereunder since June of 2010. As a result, approximately
$3,347,261.22 is currently due and owing to Sterling under Promissory Note 2.

9. Sterling does not consent, and has not consented, to the use of its cash collateral.

10.  Following the issuance of Demands for Payment of Rent to Sterling, and prior to
the inception of this bankruptcy case, Sterling had been collecting rents from the Colfax and
Pacifica Properties and utilizing same to maintain the properties and pay down the loan identified

above as Promissory Note 1. In light of the Debtor’s past performance, Sterling has little

2
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ABBEY, WEITZENBERG, WARRER & EMERY, h.C

0 Stnny Paint Road, Sulte 200, P.0, Bex 1564, Sunta Roaa, CA 95402-1586

Telephinies (707)542Z-5050 Facyimile (707) 542-7539

[ o)
(=1

confidence in the Debtor’s ability to manage the rents approprietely, and therefore urges the Court
to allow it to continue to collect the rents from the Colfax and Pacifica Properties, - -
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California and the United

States of America that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this 21% day of November,

2011, at Santa Rosa, California. _ - @W .
)73 AL
RI CRE

CHRIOU

AR - I A o ¥ - S S

bt et b e e e A bk e e
L R R L . I - T A R =
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SocketSite"

Plug In to San Francisco Real Estate Tips, Trends and the Local Scoop

February 5, 2010

Could Julius” Castle Become Your Own? {302 Greenwich For Sale}

The Marketplace

SUBMIT A TIP
RSS Fesd | Atom Feed

_h”...:“ ””_—.. Custorm Search _

Artfully Uniting
Extraordinary

People

Gregg Lynn

Lzng seeking a new tenant since shutting Jown twe vears ago under allegations =f lznclerd
fraud, misrecresenizticn, anc lesse issues, = zlugged-in tizster notes that 202 Greenwich
{a.k.3. Julius” Castle) is how on the market asking 54,950,060, From the listing:

Elegantly situated atop Telegraph Hill, the restaurant has long been a
destination to visitors. & locals alike drawn to the warm environrmant &
magnificent bay views....Possible residential application.

Other than over the past tvey vears of course. We'll let you work out the grice {or
prabability) for that possibility for San Frandisce landmark number 121 on Telegraph Hill.

. Em»m_am_. 202 Greenwich {a.k.3. Julius' Castle’ ~ 4,950,000 [Fepher] [Maz]
' ing for San Franrisca's Castle? [Preservation]

W Tweet E E Be the firsf of your friends to like this.

First Published: February 5, 2010 2:30 AM

SocketSite Categories

About SacketSita™

Being Green
Breaking Nevs

Editorial

Exreptional Sarage Doors

Fixtures & Furnishings
ESBO: SF
In The Madia

Industry Stuff
InsertHeadlineHere™

RandemRumers
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FOR SALE

— 2 — — ke

A.Qﬂm OWNERSHIP OF THIS CLASSIC PROPERTY HAS DECIDED

TO SELL AT AN ATTRACTIVE DISCOUNTED PRICE.
THIS HIGH PROFILE ASSET HAS BEEN THE DESTINATION
RESTAURANT OF PROMINENT SAN FRANCISCO POLITICAL
ELITE FOR DECADES.

THE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DIRECTLY BEHIND THE CASTLE
CAN BE MADE AVAILABLE SEPARATELY AS WELL.

CONSIDER YOUR PURCHASE NOW. SOME IN-PLACE
FINANCING CAN BE MADE AVAILABLE.

WE LOOK FORWARD TO YOUR FURTHER INQUIRY.

* RESTAURANT IS FULLY EQUIPPED, VACANT,

V UTRI

A cOMMERCIAL COREAC

| TRI Commercial Real Estate Services, Inc.




Exclusive Agents:

BARRY BRAM / Principal
DRE: 00639738
Tel A 415.268.2231

Fax A 415.268.2299
bbram@tricommercial.com

TRI Commercial
One California Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA. 94111

} ;- CORFAL"

> COMMERCIAL International

GORDON WONG
DRE: 00954453

Direct: 415.682.6682
gordon.wong@cbnorcal.com

Coldwell Banker
1390 Noriega St
San Francisco , CA 94122
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BI (Official Form 1) (4/10)

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
Northern District of California

Name of Debtor (if individual, Last, First, Middle):
e AMES FREDERIGR ™ Misdle)

2
Name of Joint Debsor (Spouse) (Last, Fizst, Middle)

All Other Names used by the Debtor in the last § years
{include married, maiden, end trade names):

aka Jim Payne, aka James Payne Properties

All Other Names used by the Joint Debtor in the last 8 years
{include married, maiden, and trade names):

Last four digits of Soc. Sec. or Individual-Taxpayer 1.D. (ITINVComplete EIN

Lust four digits of Soc. Sec. oF Individual-Texpayer LD, (ITINYComplcte EIN

7 copEgAnda |

ifﬂuic than one, state all): if more than one, state all):

Street Address of Debior (No. and Street, City, and State): Strect Address of Joint Debtor (No. and Street, City, and State):
830 Palmetio Street

Pacifica, CA

CODE

Coutity of Residence or of the Principal Place of Business:
San Mateo

County of Residence or of the Principal Place of Business:

Mailing Address of Debtor (if different from street address):
P.O. Box 77424
San Francisco, CA

EIP CODEB4107 |

Mailing Address of Joint Debior (if different from street address):

frrcobE____|

€5 Mdteo County,

oer o‘?fr’.’{";{é‘ﬁi’] gan I@rgrfg;::o Enuﬂr':’fi}',e )l;.‘.arlfomia

Type of Debtor Nature of Business Chapter of Bankruptcy Cade Under Which
{Form of Organization) {Check ane box.) the Petition is Fited {Check one box.)
{Check one box.)
[0 Henlth Carc Business 0 Chapter? [0 Chapter 15 Petition for
B Individual {includes Joint Debiors) [0  Single Asset Real Estatc as definedin | (]  Chapter 9 Recognition of a Fereign
See Exhibit D on page 2 of this form. 11 U.B.C. § 101{51B) ] Chapter il Main Proceeding
O Corpomtion (includes LLC and LLP) [0 Railroad ] Chapter 2 ] Chapier 15 Petition for
[} Patnership 1  Swckbroker {1 Chaptert3 Recognition of a Foreign
[0 Other (If debtor is not one of the abave entities, | [[] Commodity Broker Nonmain Proceeding
check this box and state type of entity below.} Clearing Bank
Other Nature of Debts
eal Estate (Check one box.)
Tax-Exempt Entity
{Check box, if spplicable.) [ Debrs are primarily constmer Debis are primarily
debts, defined in 11 U.S.C. business debis,
3 Debtor is 8 tas-exempt organization § 101(8) as "incuired by an
under Tite 26 of the United States individual primarily for a
Code {the Internal Revenue Code). _ personal, family, or house-
hotd i
Flling Fee (Check one box.) Chapter 11 Debiors
Check ene box:
!  Full Filing Fee attached. Debtor is g small business debtor as defined in 11 U.S.C. §101{51D).
Debior is not 2 small business debtor as defined in 1§ US.C. § 161(51D).
[J Filing Fee to be paid in installments (applicable to individuals only). Must attach
signed application for the court’s consideration certifying that the debtor is Check it
unable 0 pay fee except in installments. Rule 1006{b). Sce Official Form 3A. O Debtor's pgregate noncontingent liquidsted debts (excluding debts owed 1o
insiders or affiliates) are less than $2,343,300 (amount subject io adfustment
[0 Fiting Fee waiver requested (applicable to chapler 7 individuals only). Must ont 4/01/13 and every three years thereafier).
attach sigred applicetion for the court’s consideration. See Officlal Foom3B. | -------------vrmcenmmmmamema o
Check all applicable boxes:
A plan is being filed with this petition.
[0 Acceptances of the plan were solicited prepetition from one or more classes
of credtitors, in accordance with 11 U.S.C. § 1126{b).
Statistical/Administrative Information THES SPACE IS FOR
COURT USE ONLY
jd| Debtor estimates that funds will be available for distribution to unsecured creditors.
[ Debtor estimates that, afier any exempt property is excluded and administrative expenses paid, there will be no funds available for
distribution to unsecured creditors.
Estimated Number of Creditors
O O (] (| O O ] 0
149 50-99 100-199 200-999 1,000- 5,001- 10.001- 25,001- 50,001- Over
5,000 10,000 25000 50,000 100,000 100,000
Estimated Assets
[} o O ] (W] a O O O
5010 $5000110 SH0001 e  $500,00F 31,800,001  $10,000,001 $50,000,00F SL0C,000,001  §500,000,001 Move than
$50,000  SEOD,000  $500,000 0§l o $10 to $50 10 $100 w 5500 w$1billion  §1 billion
million million miltion millica million
Estimated Liabilitics B
a | 3| O il 1 [}
$0to 35060110 5100,001 e $500,00f  $1,000,001  $10,000,001 $50,000001 $100,000,001 $500,000,001 More than
£50,000 $100,000 $500,000 to §1 10510 to 350 10 $100 to $500 to $1 billion $1 billion
g S 33634 uiiasit 1 mililpd: (effpn/1 ] milistoradmifii99/11 153320 Pacp s af 8 |




BI (Official Form 1) (4/10)

Page 2

Voluntary Petition
{This page must be completed and filed in every case.}

Name of Debtor(s):
JAMES PAYNE

All Prior Bankruptcy Cases Filed Within Last 8 Yesrs (If more than two, attach additional sheet.)

{To be completed if deblor is required to file periodic reports (e.g., forms 10K and 100))
with the Securities and Exchange Commission pursuant 1o Section 13 or 15{d) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 and is requesting selief under chapter 11.)

{0 Exhibii A is antached and made n part of this petition.

Location Case Number: Date Filed:
Where Filed:

Location Case Number: Date Filed:
Where Filed:

Pending Bankruptey Case Filed by any Spouse, Pariuer, or Affiliate of this Debtor {If more than one, attech edditional sheet.}
Name of Debtor: Case Number: Dete Filed:
istricy: . . . Relationship: Judge:
D Northern District of California P
Exhibit A Exhibit B

(To be completed if debtor is an individual
whose debts are primarily consumer debis.)

[, the attomney for the petitioner named in the foregoing petition, declare thal {
have informed the petitioner that [be or she] may proceed under chapter 7, 1, 12,
or 13 pftitle 11, United States Code, and have explained the relicf available under
ench such chaper. | further certify that | have delivered to the debtor the notice
required by 11 US.C. § 342(b).

X

Sim of Attorney for Debtor(s) {Dats)

[0 Yes, and Exhibit C is sttached and made a part of this petition.

Iﬂ No.

Exhibit C
Does the debtor own or have possession ol any property thai poses or is alleged to pose a threat of imminent and identifiable harm to public health or safety?

If this is a joint petition:

Exhibit D
(To be completed by every individual debtor. IT a joint petition is filed, each spouse must complete and stizch a separate Exhibit D.)
m Exhibit D completed and sipned by the debtor is attached and made a part of this petition.

[J Exhibit D also completed and signed by the joim debtor is attached and mode a part of this petition.

Information Regarding the Debior - Venue
(Check any applicable box.)
A Debtor has been domiciled or has had a residence, principal place of busimess, or principsl asscts in this District for 180 days immediately
preceding the date of this petition or for a Jonger part of such 180 days than in any other District.

] There is & bankrupicy case conceming debtor’s affiliate, general partnes, or partnership pending in this District,
O Debitor is a debior in a foreign proceeding and has its principal place of business or principal gssets in the United States in this District, or has

no principal place of business or agsets in the United States but is a defendant in an sction or proseeding [in o federsl or state count] in this
District, or the interests of the parties will be served in regard to the relief sought in this District.

Certification by 8 Debtor Who Resides as a Tenant of Residential Property
(Check all applicable boxes.)

a Landlord has a judgment aguinst the debtor for possession of debtor's residence. (1fbox checked, complete the following. )

(Name of landlord that obigined judgment)

{Adadress of landlord)
O Debtor claims that under applicable nonbankruptey lew, there are circumstances under which the debtor would be permitted to cure the
entire monetary default thal gave risc to the judgment for possession, afier the judgment for possession was eniered, and
a Dﬁmt;nhas included with this petition the deposit with the coust of any rent that would become due during the 30-day period afier the filing
of the petition.
O Debtor certifies that he/she has served the Landlosd with this certification. {11 U.5.C. § 362(1).

Case: 11-33534 Doc# 1 Filed: 09/29/11 Entered: 09/29/11 15:33:20 Page 2 of 6
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Page 3

% oluntary Petition

YEMES P RE

(This puge must be i omplviet and il d in voery ca )

Signa

nres

Sighiaterefs) of Debtords} dndisidunl/Joint)

1 destare under penalty of pevjury that the infurmation provided in this putition is troe
and eofrect.

[i netitwner & un individuat whose debts arc primarily consumer debts and has
chosen e flle under chaptur 71 Famoaware that Tmay proceed undue chapier 7, 11, 12
or 12 of title 11, United Sintes Code, umdurstnnd the relicf available under wnch such
chaptur, and choose - proveed under chapter /,

[1f no attorney reprosents me and no bankniptey petition preparer signs the petrtion] |
have obtained and ruad the notice required by 11 L1807, § 342(h),

1 sequest seliel o accordanee with 111\. t.haplm of stle b, United Stoics Cude.

Signature of 2 Foreign Rupresentative
I declnre undur posalty of pedury that the information provided in this pottion
e and copect, that 1 am the forddgn representative of 3 dibtor in 2 forcien
procouding, and that 1 am authorizod 1o file s petition
(¢ bevk only ene bux )

O 1icquest relief in accordancy with chapter 15 of title 11, Uaited States Cose,
Certified copius-of the documunts required by 11 U S.C. 2 1515 are attached.

] Pursant to 13 US4 5 151, Droguest solief in accordance with the
chapter of 1ile 11-spuificd in this petition. A curtified vopy of the

specifind in thic potivion. .~ order prawting recopnition of the foripn mains procediag 1s attached.
3\
« il James Payne \ = - -
( s‘smmninfnebtor i N i ] tSignature of Foreien Reprosentative)
I Y
. il il e
's’im'-m of Joint Dbt i Printed Name of Forapgn Represostative}
L ﬁb.ﬁ;g?zgqgrbw fif mol reprovented by altorney)
Date
Bate |
ﬁig,uasérq'af mnm”? Y Signature of Non-\ttorney Bankruptey Petition Preparer
R . 7 R
X fsf Michael Lewis &5 :—“""" — 1 duclere urder ponally of perury thet: (1} ] am a bankeyptoy petition proparer as
Wﬁfemv for Debtot(-} =g defimed o $E USO8 110; (7)) Dorgparad this document for compiasation rad has<
ael Lewis > - provided the debior with a copy of this dacument a0d the notices and information
inted Name ofAtspm. 1or(:; roquired mader 18 LRSE%. §¢ 110(b), 110th), and 342(h); and, (31if ruke< or
aw Lihces o ‘C}E‘ae 9_}%‘15 . quidelines have beun promuipated pursuant te 11 USC § 1100y sctme &
Farm Mame maximmn fue for servicys shargeable by banknuptoy petitien preparers. 1 have givaa
25 Keamy Street,, #302_San Francisce, CA the dubior nutice of the mixirmunn amount before prepxring any document for Hlmg
04408 w g _ for & debtor or accepting any fee from the debtor, as required ™ that gection,

$¥8%95-1460
Shisgmd

Dare

*In g casc in which 3 JOHRRAUED pphies, tos signatirs also constiuice @
weraficetien gt the atomcy hes no Ynowhedpe atter un inquiry that the information
i the » chedules s incormeet,

Official Fonn 19 15 attachud.

Printed Mame and uilc, if soy. of Bankrupicy Ptition Preparcr

Secul-Scourity number fif the bankrupley petition properer = not oo
individoal, st the Socibwounty numbcr of the officer, princidl,
re-ponsiblu porson ur pariner of the bankraptoy petition peeparerY  {Roguind
by 11 U800, 0 110,

Signature of Debtor {Corporation/Partnenship}
¥k lare werder ponalyy oF pevjory that the infermation providod n this patitsam in tue
and cornuct, and that [ have boen authorizerd to fle thio putition on behalf of the
debior.

Flie debior request: the relicl in accordance with the chugter of title 11 Vindied Stans
€ode, specified in this petition.

X

Sirnature nf Autherid Individual

Printed Name of Authorized Individuat

Title of Autherirud Individual

Drate

Signature of bunkruptey petition preparer or officer, principal, responsible purion,
or partaer whose Social-Security number is provided above.,

Names and Sociol-Securily mumbers of ol other individvals who prepared or
assistal in preparing this docunent unkss the bankruptey petition proparer is not an
imbividuol,

B more than ooe person prepand this docwmont, astack additional sheet
wonforming to the appropriate officiol form for each person.

A hunkrupky petition priparer’s jailure to romph with the provisiens ¢ tile 11
and i Fede:ul Rules of Bonkevpies Proevdurs may result in fines or imprisonm, at

orboth. 118 &1L IXUSC, 4156

Case: 11-33534 Doc# 1 Filed: 09/29/11

Entered: 09/29/11 15:33:20 Page 3of 6




B 1D (Official Form 1, Exhibit [) (12/09)

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT

Northem District of California

In re JAMES FREDERICK PAYNE Case No.
Debtor (if known)

EXHIBIT D - INDIVIDUAL DEBTOR’S STATEMENT OF COMPLIANCE WITH
CREDIT COUNSELING REQUIREMENT

Warning: You must be able to check truthfully one of the five statements regarding
credit counseling listed below. If you cannot do so, you are not eligible to file a bankruptcy
case, and the conrt can dismiss any case you do file. If that happens, you will lose whatever
filing fee you paid, and your creditors will be able to resume collection activities against
you. H your case is dismissed and you file another bankruptcy case later, you may be
required to pay a second filing fee and you may have to take extra steps to stop creditors’
collection activities.

Every individual debtor must file this Exhibit D. If a joint petition is filed, each spouse
must complete and file a separate Exhibit D. Check one of the five statements below and attach
any documents as directed.

# 1. Within the 180 days before the filing of my bankruptcy case, I received a briefing
from a credit counseling agency approved by the United States trustee or bankruptcy
administrator that outlined the opportunities for available credit counseling and assisted me in
performing a related budget analysis, and I have a certificate from the agency describing the
services provided to me. Attach a copy of the certificate and a copy of any debt repayment plan
developed through the agency.

3 2. Within the 180 days before the filing of my bankruptey case, I received a briefing
from a credit counseling agency approved by the United States trustee or bankruptcy
administrator that outlined the opportunities for available credit counseling and assisted me in
performing a related budget analysis, but I do not have a certificate from the agency describing
the services provided to me. You must file a copy of a certificate from the agency describing the
services provided to you and a copy of any debt repayment pilan developed through the agency
no later than 14 days after your bankruptcy case is filed.

Case: 11-33534 Doc# 1 Filed: 09/29/11 Entered: 09/29/11 15:33:20 Page 4 of 6



. Paze?
B 1D {Official Form §, Fxh. DY{1209) Cent,

73 3. 1 certify that I requested credit counseling services from an approved agency but
was unable 1o obtain the services during the seven days from the time I made my request, and the
following exigent circumstances merit a temporary waiver of the credit counscling requirement
so 1 can file my bankruptcy case now. [Swmmarize caigent circumstances here.]

If your certification is satisfactory to the court, you must still obtain the credit
counseling briefing within the first 30 days after you file your bankruptcy petition and
promptly file a certificate from the agency that provided the counseling, together with a
copy of any debt management plan developed through the agency. Failure to fulfill these
requirements may result in dismissal of your case. Any extension of the 30-day deadline
can be granted only for cause and is limited to a maximum of 15 days. Your case may also
be dismissed if the court is not satisfied with your reasons for filing your bankruptcy case
without first receiving a credit counseling briefing.

0 4. I am not required to receive a credit counseling brieling because of: [Check the
applicable statement.] [Must be accompanied by a motion for deteymination by the court.]

¥ Ingapacity. {Defined in 11 US.C. § 109(h}(4) as impaired by reason of mental
iliness or mental deficiency so as to be incapable of realizing and making rational
decisions with respect to financial responsibilitias.):

73 Disability. (Defined in 11 U.S.C. § 109(h}(4) as physically impaired to (he
extent of being unable, aRer reasonsble effort. fo participate in a credit counseling
briefing in person, by telephone, or through the Internet ):

(3 Active military duty in a moilitary combat zone.

3 5. The United States trustee or bankruptcy administrater has determined that the credit
counseling requirement of 11 U.S.C. § 109(h) does not apply in this district.

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information provided above is truc.and,
correct. 5 }/ !

LA v e g
Slgnature of Debtor: /s Jamas Payne Jz’" % At} i '*-'"_?)\(2
77 i

Date: €9/3072011 ™ i

&/

% -
Cdoy b iz
5 P g ; om0

¥ * ).v & 5

Case: 11-33534 Doc# 1 Filed: 09/29/11 Entered: 09/29/11 15:33:20 Page 50f6



Centficate Number: 01 141-CAN-CC-D16135254

AR O R A1
VL1 -CAN-CCAHS 5T

CERTIFICA F COUNSELING

I CERTIFY that on September 24, 2011, a1 6:18 o'clock PM EDT, James Payne
received from American Consumer Credat Counseling, Inc., an agency approved

pursuant to |1 U.S.C. § 111 to provide credit counseling in the Northern Q]gm
of Califomia, an individual [or group) briefing that complied with the provisions

of 11 US.C. §§ 109%(h) and 111.

A debt repayment plan was hot prepared. If a debt repayment plan was prepared, a
copy of the debt repaymen plan is attached to this certificate.

Thys counseling session was conducted by tejephone.

By: /fe/AbdiNur

Name: Abdi Nue

Title:  Credit Counselor_

* Individuals who wish 10 file a bankrupicy case under title H of the United Sistes Bankrupicy
Code are required 10 file with the United Suues Bankruptcy Court 2 completed certificate of
counseling from the noaprofit budget and credit counscling agency that provided the individual
the counseling Scrvices and b copy of the deb) repayment plun, if any. developed through the
credit counseling agency. See 11 US.C. 68 F09(h) and S21(h).

Case: 11-33534 Doc# 1 Filed: 09/29/11 Entered: 09/29/11 15:33:20 Page 6 of 5
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SAN FRANGCISCO |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Preservation Commission Motion 0213 [@}sms

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 16, 2013 San Francisco,
CA 941032319
. Recephion

Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 415.558.6378
Filing Date: September 19, 2012 o
Case No.: 2012.1197A 415.558.6400
Project Address: 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street
Historic Landmark: No. 121 — Julius” Castle Zﬁtﬂa‘:ﬁgm
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential — House, Three Family) 415.558 6377

40-X Height and Bulk District
Block{Lot: 0079/004 & 005
Applicant: Paul D. Scott

Pier 9, Suite 100 The Embarcadero

San Frandsco, CA 94111
Staff Contact Kelly H. Wong - (415) 575-9100

kelly. wong@sigov.org
Reviewed By Tim Frye - (415) 558-6625

tim.frye@sfeov.ore

ADOFPTING FINDINGS FOR A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR PROPOSED WORK
DETERMINED TO BE APPROPRIATE FOR AND CONSISTENT WITH THE PURPOSES OF
ARTICLE 10, TO MEET THE STANDARDS OF ARTICLE 10 AND TO MEET THE SECRETARY OF
INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION, FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED ON LOT 003
IN ASSESSOR’S BLOCK €175, WITHIN A C-2 (COMMERCIAL BUSINESS) ZONING DISTRICT
AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, on September 19, 2012, Paul D. Scott (Project Sponsor and Owner) filed an application with
the San Francisco Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a Certificate of Appropriateness
to restore the building located on the subject property located on lots 004 & 005 in Assessor’s Block 0079
for restaurant use. The work involves the restoration of the existing landmark property including
addressing work executed without benefit of permit, as well as an exterior restoration of the building and
property. Specifically, the work includes:

¢ Restoration of the original roofline over the staircase at the southern elevation of the main
building by removing portions of the expansion that was executed without benefit of permit;

¢ Replacement of existing non-historic windows and doors at the detached building with new
wood windows and doors that are compatible with the landmark property;



Motion No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street/ 1531 Mentgomery Street

#  Restoration of the redwood fence and gate at the entrance from the Greenwich Steps to match the
aesthetic of the building by removing the existing non-historic concrete wall and wrought iron
gate;

» Replacement of existing non-historic wood doors with new wood doors compatible with the
character of the landmark property;

* Replacement of select areas of painted exterior wood shingles with new shingles to match
existing in material, dimension, design, pattern, and finish;

»  Restoration of the crenellated wood parapet and wood paneled moldings;

e Repair of the existing third floor deck by removing existing non-historic tiles, replacing existing
waterproofing, repairing existing deck floor framing, and installing new tiles compatible with the
landmark property;

= Restoration of the exterior stairway including repair of existing fabric awning, painting existing
handrail, and restoring the brick wall; and

e Painting of the building exterior and site features.

WHEREAS, the Project was determined by the Department to be categorically exempt from
environmental review. The Historic Preservation Commission (hereinafter “Commissjon”) has reviewed
and concurs with said determination.

WHEREAS, on QOctober 16, 2013, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing on the project,
Case No. 2012.1197A ("Project”) for its appropriateness.

WHEREAS, in reviewing the Application, the Commission has had available for its review and
consideration case reports, plans, and other materials pertaining to the Project contained in the
Department's case files, has reviewed and heard testimony and received materials from interested parties
during the public hearing on the Project.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby APPROVES WITH CONDITIONS as modified at the October 16,
2013 hearing the Certificate of Appropriateness, in conformance with the architectural plans dated
October 2, 2013 and labeled Exhibit A on file in the docket for Case No. 2012.1197A based on the findings
listed below.

BE IT FURTHER MOVED, that the Historic Preservation Commission requests the Planning
Commission consider a condition of approval as part of its conditional use authorization for the
restaurant use at the property that all scopes of work defined in this Certificate of Appropriateness be
completed prior to the building operating as a restaurant.



Motion No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

In conformance with HPC Motion 0213, the Commission requires:

1

That all work to abate the outstanding violation must be completed as part of this approval including
removal of a portion of the expansion at the southern elevation of the main building to restore the
original roofline, replacement of windows and doors at the detached building, the replacement of
non-historic doors throughout the property, and the removal of the existing non-historic concrete
wall and wrought iron gate and the installation of a new redwood fence and gate.

That if it is determined that more than 50% replacement of the total exterior shingles, crenellated
parapet, or any other character-defining features listed in the current scope of work is required, then
a full conditions assessment be conducted and submitted for review and approval by the HPC at a
regularly scheduled hearing.

Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, specifications for exterior wood restoration, brick
cleaning and restoration, cement plaster restoration, decorative metal restoration, exterior floor tile,
exterior wood shingles, and exterior painting will be forwarded for review and approval by Planning
Department Preservation Staff.

Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, a materials board showing materials and finished
will be submitted for review and approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff.

Prior to issuance of the Architectural Addendum, mock-ups of each of the following for review and
approval by Planning Department Preservation Staff: 1) Repaired crenellated wood parapet, 2)
Repaired wood shingle, 3) New redwood fence, and 4) Proposed paint scheme with all proposed
colors for the building and property.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed all the materials identified in the recitals above and having heard oral testimony and

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The above recitals are accurate and also constitute findings of the Commission.

2. Al previous conditions have been addressed except for the full documentation (written and
graphic) describing where each treatment was performed.

3. Findings pursuant to Article 10:

The Historical Preservation Commission has determined that the proposed work is compatible
with the character of the landmark.

* The proposed project will not remove distinctive materials, nor irreversibly alter
features, spaces, or spatial relationships that characterize the Jandmark designation;

Py b e 3
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Motion No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street/ 1531 Montgomery Street

* The proposed alteration at the south elevation of the main building to restore the original
roofline is required to return the landmark property back to its original character and
significance;

* The replacement of non-historic windows and doors at the detached building with new
compatible wood windows and doors is required to return the detached building back to
the character of the landmark property;

* The removal of the non-historic concrete wall and wrought iron gate along the southern
edge of the property and installation of a new simple redwood fence and gate is required
to bring back the landmark’s overall character and significance;

* The proposal to replace select non-historic doors with new compatible wood doors will
bring the landmark building back to its original character;

* The proposed repair of the wood crenellated parapet and moldings, wood shingles,
awning, third floor deck, and painting are appropriate for the building and property.
Damage caused by deferred maintenance requires that repairs be made to address
waterproofing issues;

* The proposal is compatible with, and respects, the character-defining features of the
landmark designation;

* Proposed work will not damage or destroy distinguishing original qualities or character
of the landmark designation; and

* The proposed project meets the following Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation:

Standard 1.
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a0 new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.

Standard 2.
The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials
or alteration of features and spaces that characierize a property shall be avoided.

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

Standard 6.

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

Standard 9.

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

TR iRatlaro L 4
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Motion No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
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Standard 10.

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

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Certificate of Appropriateness is, on balance,
consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

1. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
THE URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT CONCERNS THE PHYSICAL CHARACTER AND ORDER
OF THE CITY, AND THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PEOPLE AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT.

GOALS

The Urban Design Element is concerned both with development and with preservation. It is a concerted
effort to recognize the positive attributes of the city, to enhance and conserve those attributes, and io
improve the living environment where it 15 less than satisfactory. The Plan is a definition of quality, a
deftnition based upon human needs.

OBJECTIVE 1
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.

POLICY 13
Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city and iis
districts.

OBJECTIVE 2
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY
WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.

POLICY 2.4
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, and promote the
preservation of other buildings and features that provide continuity with past development.

POLICY 2.5
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance vather than weaken the original character of
such buildings.

POLICY 2.7
Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an extraordinary degree to San
Francisco’s visual form and character.

ST P Ay
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Moticn No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street/ 1531 Montgomery Street

The goal of a Certificate of Appropriateness 1s to provide additional oversight for buildings and districts
that are architecturally or culturally significant to the City in order to prolect the gualities that are
associated with that significance.

The proposed project qualifies for a Certificate of Appropriateness and therefore furthers these policies and
objectives by maintaining and preserving the character-defining features of the landmark for the future
enjoyment and education of San Francisco residents and visitors.

5. The proposed project is generally consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth
in Section 101.1 in that:

A)

B)

D)

E)

F)

The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be
enhanced:

The propesed project will not have any impact on neighborhood serving retail uses.

The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The proposed project will strengthen neighborhood character by vespecting the character-defining
features of the landmark i conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
The project will not have any impact on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking:

The proposed project will not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhooed parking.

A diverse economic base will be maintained By protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development. And future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

The proposed will not have any Impact on industrial and service sector jobs.

The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

Preparedness against injury and loss of life in an earthquake s improved by the proposed work. The
work will eliminate unsafe conditions at the site and all construction will be executed in compliance
with all applicable construction and safety measures.
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G} That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

The proposed project is in conformance with Article 10 of the Planning Code and the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards.

H) Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
development:

The proposed project will not impact the access to sunlight or vistas for the parks and open space.

6. For these reasons, the proposal overall, is appropriate for and consistent with the purposes of
Article 10, meets the standards of Article 10, and the Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation, General Plan and Prop M findings of the Planning Code.

»
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Motion No. 0213 CASE NO 2012.1197A
Hearing Date: October 16, 2013 302 Greenwich Street / 1531 Montgomery Street

DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby GRANTS a Certificate of
Appropriateness for the property located at Lots 004 & 005 in Assessor’s Block 0079 for proposed work
in conformance with the renderings and architectural sketches dated October 2, 2013 and labeled Exhibit
A on file in the docket for Case No. 2012.1197A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: The Commission’s decision on a Certificate of
Appropriateness shall be final unless appealed within thirty (30) days. Any appeal shall be made to
the Board of Appeals, unless the proposed project requires Board of Supervisors approval or is
appealed to the Board of Supervisoss as a conditional use, in which case any appeal shall be made to
the Board of Supervisors (see Charter Section 4.135).

Duration of this Certificate of Appropriateness: This Certificate of Appropriateness is issued pursuant
to Article 10 of the Planning Code and is valid for a perfod of three (3) years from the effective date of
approval by the Historic Preservation Commission. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this
action shall be deemed void and canceled if, within 3 years of the date of this Motion, a site permit or
building permit for the Project has not been secured by Project Sponsor.

THIS IS NOT A PERMIT TO COMMENCE ANY WORK OR CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY UNLESS
NO BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUIRED. PERMITS FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING
INSPECTION {(and any other appropriate agencies) MUST BE SECURED BEFORE WORK IS5
STARTED OR OCCUPANCY IS CHANGED.

I hereby certify that the Historical Preservation Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on October
16, 2013.

Jonas Ionin
Acting Commission Secretary

AYES: Hasz, Hyland, Johnck, Matsuda, Pearlman, Wolfram
NAYS: None
ABSENT: johns

ADOPTED: October 16, 2013

P 8
PLANNING DEPARTANEWT



EXHIBIT K


chuang
Text Box
EXHIBIT K



PLANNING DEPARTMENT

City and County of San Francisco 1668 Mission Street, Suite 500 ¢ San Francisco, California » 94103-2414

MAIN NUMBER DIRECTOR'S OFFICE ZONING ADMINISTRATO  PLANNING PNFORMATION COMMISSION CALEWNDAR
(41 5} 558-6378 PHONE: 558-6411 PHONE: 558-6350 PHONE: 558-6377 INFO: 558-6422

4ATH FLOOR STHFLOOR MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL INTERNET WEB SITE
FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-3991 SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING

November 8, 2004

Ms. Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Luce Forward, Attorneys at Law
121 Spear Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Determination Regarding 1234 — 1268 Grant Avenue
Assessor’'s Biock: 145; Lots: 31-32;
Zoning District: North Beach NCD:; Height and Bulk District: 40-X

Dear Ms. Barkley:

This Zoning Administrator letter of determination is in response to your letier of September 21,
2004, requesting the following two determinations regarding the subject property and the
“Basta Pasta” restaurant business owned by Mr. Bruno Orsi and Mr. Lorenzo Petroni.

1) A determination holding that the condition of approval limiting the operation of
a conditional restaurant use (approved per Planning Comimission Motion No.
10862) to Mr. Orzi and Mr. Petroni is unfawful and unenforceable.

2) A determination holding that sufficient evidence exists to demonstrate that
Mr. Petroni never abandoned the restaurant use.

In the 1980s, the Planning Commission had a practice of limiting restaurants to specific owners
and/or types of food. | have determined that conditions of approvat limiting a conditional use
authorization o a particular owner or operator is unlawful and unenforceable, as conditional use
authorizations run with the properties to which they are attached. Therefore, it is determined
that Condition of Approval No. 6 of Planning Commission Motion No. 10962, limiting the
conditional restaurant use at the subject property to operation by Bruno Orsi and Lorenzo
Petroni, is null and void.

Your September 21, 2004 letter states that the “Basta Pasta” restaurant began experiencing a
serious decline in business in 1999 and 2000, and your client placed the restaurant business on
the market, reducing the price several times during 2000, and eventually closed the restaurant
in January 2001 awaiting conditional use approval for amplified music to attract more business
to the restaurant. You state that your client abandoned this proposal due to neighborhood
opposition, and decided to continue marketing the restaurant business for sale or lease. You
provided evidence that in February of 2001, your client entered into a commission agreement
with a reat estate broker, Mr. Ben L. Hom, to sell or lease the business and market it to the
Asian-American community {o cast a wider net for potential buyers. Your client also listed the



Ms. Alice Suet Yee Barkley
Re: 1234 Grant Avenue
November 8, 2004

Page 2

property with a second real estate broker to sell or iease the business. In January of 2002, your
client renewed its commission agreement with Mr. Hom to continue marketing the sale of the
restaurant business, but at a higher price than previously offered at various times in 2000. In
April of 2004, more than two years later, your letter states that the entire property, including the
restaurant business and equipment, was listed for sale as one single unit.

Given the information provided as outlined above, it appears that there has been, on balance, a
generally consistent effort to operate the subject property as a restaurant. First, the restaurant
furnishings and equipment have been kept in place. Second, the business and the property
have been consistently marketed as a unit, either for sale or lease. If the restaurant furnishings
and equipment had been removed, ieaving the building empty in anticipation of a new tenant, or
if the owner had not continually marketed the business and property as a unit, it would have
been clear that the restaurant use had ceased to continue, and after a period of 18 months of
such discontinuance of the use, the current conditional use authorization would have no longer
been valid. To consider a use abandoned because it was unable to be leased in light of
consistent efforts to rent the space, would damage the City’s ability to recover from
economically troubled times. In light of the difficult economic conditions following the coilapse
of the dot com industry, and the ensuing loss of numerous restaurants throughout the city, along
with the owners’ continual efforts to market the restaurant business, the restaurant fumishings
and equipment, and property as a unit, it is determined that the use has not been abandoned,
and has in essence continued to be actively marketed as a restaurant.

If you have any questions regarding this determination, please call Adam Light of my staff at
(415) 558-6254, or by e-mail at Adam.Light@sfgov.org.

Any aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Board of Appeals within 15 days of the

date of this letter. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals in person at
1660 Mission Street, Room 3036, or by telephone at (415) 575-6880.

Sincerely,

Lawrence B. Badiner
Zoning Administrator

cc: Adam Light
Witbert Wong
Nancy Shanahan - THD

UMALIGHNDocumentsiLetter of Determination\1234 Grant Avenue.doc
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7)) SAN FRANCISCO
i; PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Planning Department Requirements #6

March 3, 2014

Paul D. Scott

Pier 9, Suite 100, The Embarcadero

San Francisco, CA 94111

RE: 302 Greenwich Street { Address of Permit Work)
0079/004 & 005 {Assessor’s Block/Lots)
2012.1197A (Case Application Number)

1650 Miss.on 3t
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 84103-2479

e uphion:
A15.558.63710

Fax:
415.558.64C8

Planving
information:
415.558.6377

Your Certificate of Appropriateness Application (Case #2012.1197A) has been received by the Planning
Department and assigned to planner Kelly Wong. Ms. Wong has begun review of your application but
the following information is required before they are accepted as complete and/or considered Code-
complying. Time limits for review of your project will not commence until we receive the requested

information or materials and verify their accuracy.

In order to proceed with our review of your Building Permit Application, the following is required:

1. Planning Code Provisions: The following Planning provisions are required for legalizing the
expansion of the rear structure in the rear yard setback and for the proposed nonconforming
restaurant use at the property. The Department recommends that a joint Conditional Use Permit
and Variance hearing be scheduled to review both provisions. The Planning Commission and

the Zoning Administrator will make determinations at the hearing,.

a. Variance: A vear yard variance from the Zoning Administrator is required for the
expansion of the rear structure since the expansion is located within the required rear

yard setback. We recommend the following steps:

i.

Site Survey: The drawings you provided show that the existing rear structure
and its expansion sit over the property line on the north. Please provide a site
survey (see attached Plan Submittal Guidelines for requirements} showing the
location of the rear structure and its expansion in relation to the property line. If
the expansion does sit over the lot line, you will be required to obtain
authorization from the owner of the adjacent property where the expansion is
located. According to Planning Department records, this adjacent property is
owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. I this
information is correct and an authorization is required, then the Department will
provide you with the necessary steps for legalizing the authorization to build in
the adjacent Jot.
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Paul D. Scott 2012.1197A
Pier 9, Suite 100, The Embarcadero 302 Greenwich Street
San Francisco, CA 94111

. Variance Application: Once the authorization to build, if required, has been
granted the project sponsor should submit an application for a variance from the
rear yard setback requirement per Section 134(a}(2) of the Planning Code in
order to keep the expansion of the rear structure. Please see attached Application
Packet for Variance from the Planning Code and its requirements.

b. Conditional Use Permit: The proposed project requires a Conditional Use Permit for the
proposed restaurant use since the previous nonconforming use as a restaurant in the RH-
3 zoning district had been discontinued for a continuous period of three years. A
restaurant use is typically not permitted in the RH-3 District, however Section 209.9(e) of
the Planning Code allows for a commercial use since the property is located in a
structure on a landmark site designated under Article 10. Please see attached Conditional
Use Authorization Application Packet.

Once the Variance and Conditional Use Permit applications have been submitted, the assigned
planmer will review the applications to ensure that all required documents have been submitted
and contact the project sponsor to schedule a hearing,

2. Notice of Violation Fee: The Notice of Violation #200679034 includes work undertaken without
benefit of a permit including the expansion of the rear structure. Since the approved scope of
work in the Certificate of Appropriateness case does not address the expansion, the notice of
violation case cannot be closed. Only when the rear structure expansion has been legalized can
the notice of violation case be dosed out. Once the entitlements have been issued, the assigned
planner will contact the Planming Department Enforcement Officer to review and close the
violation.

3. Additional Scopes of Work: Any additional work outside of the scope of work already
approved by the Planning Department and the Historic Preservation Commission in the
Certificate of Appropriateness is not permitted without further review and approval by the
Department. Please contact the assigned planner to discuss any additional scopes of work to
determine if any further review and entitlements are required.

Flease note that further comment may follow review of the requested information.

Please provide the requested information within thirty (30) days. The application will be sent back to
the Department of Building Inspection for cancellation if we do not receive the requested information in
this time. Please contact the assigned planner if you need more time to prepare the requested
information.

All plans submitted must be to an appropriate scale: site plan 1/8" = 1'; floor plans 1/4" = 1'. Plans
should be clearly labeled.

ELE LA e a
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All plan revisions must be filed at the Department of Building Inspection, Permit Processing Center,
1660 Mission Street, 1st Floor. Do not submit plans directly to the Planning Department. Plans will not
be accepted by mail or messenger, and all plans must be signed by preparer, architect or engineer.

Please respond fully with all requested information and/or plan revisions as described above. You may
file any plan revisions responding to this notice at no extra charge. However, please be advised that
failure to address all the items listed above, leading to additional requests for revisions beyond those
filed in response to this notice, will require a Back-Check Fee for Permit Revisions ($191 per hour,
Planning Code Sections 355(a)2). If you file additional plan revisions in the future, those plan revisions
will be subject to the Back-Check Fee.

Please direct any questions concerning this notice to Kelly Wong at (415) 575-9100 or
Kelly. Wong@sfgov.org. Contact the assigned planner to set up any meeting, should one be necessary.
Please do not come to the Planning Department to discuss this notice without an appointment.

Thank you for your attention to this notice. An early and complete response on your part will help
expedite our review of your permit application.

KW- G:IKellyloZ_ProjectsICOAIZ02 Greenwich StretiComrespondencel Tol2014-03-03_NOFDR 06_CU vaniancel302 Greenwich Streel_ NOPDR_06_final tor:
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A Happy Ending for San Franzisce's Castle?

The City Landmark Remains Closed

By Laura Kiniry | Onfine Only | June 8, 2009

On a recent Saturday moming, a young father and scn descending
San Francisco's Greenwich Steps happened upon Juiius' Castle.
"We'll have to look this place up,” the father said. "I never knew San
Francisco had s castle.”

It does ... sort of. Clinging to 284-foot-high Telegraph Hilf just 150 it
betow Coit Tower's parking lot. Julive' Casile isn't your typical fortress. 3
It's a restaurant, or at least, it used to be. The 85-yesr-old beloved
tourist atiraction—S&an Francisco’s first and one of its only eateries to
be designated a city landmark—has been closed since 2008, and its
future remains murky.

Itatian-bom architect Lovis Mastropasqua built Julius' Castle in 1923
for Jubius Roz, & local restaurateur and fello. s Ralian who immigrated

ta San Frangisco in 1902 Mastropasqua combined fairytale elements
—pointed-arch windows. and medieval-style battlements on the
exterior's upper balconies—.4th Gothic Revival and Arfs & Crafts
influences. "it's an artifact,” seys locel resident Lamy Habegger. *A
castie thet's built to look like a castle ™

From its entrance the building might pass for just anather Victorian
—muliiple floors with pollen-colered shingles. topped with what was
origimally a resilential unit, Its backside, horwever, visible from the
Embercadera aterront below, has 8 medieval storybook quality, the | Credit: Leura Kiniry

words "Julius’ Castle” displayed promi in ive redwood script bets & series of ful-dength windows and a hexagonal tower that

Julius' Castle, piciured here in May 2009, is for lease.

Roz added in 1928.

When Roz died in 1943, the property passed through several owners, though it has always retained its name. With help from the Telegraph
Hili Dwellers, a local preservalion group that formed in 1954 to protect the area’s character, the property earned landmark status in 1980,
Just prior to purchase by San Frantiscan Jeffrey Pollack. The Jocal restaurant mogul would become the castie's ongest-running proprietor,
owning and operating it for 26 years. "l was quite happy with the historic landmark statrs,” Pollack says. "t never tried to change #.°

Threughott Pollack’s lenure Julius’ Castle served as a popular celebrity hangout, with visits from Bay Area politicians ("Table 34 was the
mayos's table,* says Poliack), 1980s musicians like Huey Lewis and Joumey. and Hollyv-ood lummaries: Robert Redford, Sean Connery,
and Ginger Rogers. Once, says Pollack, the entire cast of The Empire Sirfies Back {"Everyone from 51" Carry Fisher to the 7°3° guy who
piayed Chelsbacca,” Pollack says} came in for dinner. Later, the castle hosted an even stranger feoking group: two dozen 60- to
Ti-year-olds. many with leathery skin and damaged limbs. After shaking several hands with missing fingers, Pollack leamed they were
monntain ¢imbers. Their guest of honer? Famed Everest conqueror Sir Edmund Hillary.

Despite its archilecture and history. rumors regarding the casife's future have cwirled since Pollack made 8 spontanenus decision to sefl in
2008. New owner Jim Payne shut down e r for months, ing doors and windows. hand-sanding and sealing interfor walls
paneled with wood Roz reputedly purchased from the city’s 1915 Panama Pacific Exposition, expanding the upper-fioor apartment, and
constructing a rear addition for storage. Unfortunately, Payne underiook the weork without buitding pemmits or a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the city's planning d . The castle recp in May 2007, anly to be shultered again eight months later for
unrelated issues.

Today, Julius' Casties exterior shingles are chipping; cobwebs encase ihe sculpiured grepe vines wrapping the entry’s outer balusters; and
the circular parking lol—ance a tumnaround simliar to Mose used by the city's cable cars—has. im0 hift residential parking.

According to Tim Frye, Telegraph Hill's Historic Preservation Technical Specialist, Julius’ Castie falls within San Francisco's North Beach
spedial-use dishict, stafing that a restaurant not utllizing its grandfathered clause within three years may lose its permit. Julius’ Castie is

1of3 4/10/2014 4:55 PM
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halfway there.

ugh currently listed for lease at an undisclosed price on

RoophNet.com, there app to be litlle ftuation that
ey be due to the changes Payne made, which are st under
]
i farbitr: bet 1 his itect, the Hit Dwellers, and the

chty's Historic Preservation Board, While it's possible that Payne, who
did not return phone calls from Preservation, could be ying to rid
himself of the caste through demaolition by neglect (as a recently
terped-over landshde adj to the may suggest), Frye
says that's unlikely. San Francisco's cily ordinance stales that to tear
down a city landrriark, owners must prove there's no economic use for
the property. "Dbvicusly the space can be a successful resteurant,” he
Bays. “It's been operating ihat w ay for more then 75 years.”

[Fruth be told, Jufius' Castie's spectacular views and historic value

have long been its main selling points, more so than its sometimes

heavy menu and even heflier prices, and many locals eager to see the

| castie survive aren't as toncemed about its use. "The important thing
for me.* says Habepper, s that the exterior of the building not be

| Further] changed.”

athess, including Pollack, would like to see Julius' Casti= once
in Fise as a restaurant. "From my point of view, it's sad,” he says.
le keep asking me, "Wherr's It going to reopen? t have nothing
dowith I, Toul] [ hate to see the place dosed.”

Entrance to Julius” Castie

Credi: Laura Kiniry

For more photos, slories, and tps, subscribe 10 G.e print edition of Preservation magazine,
| fibnmbe cthei- s Mo P e

Comments

Help save places and eamn

cash back on purchases with
the Natlonal Trust credit card.

http:/fwww. preservatie~™ ~tion.org/magazine/story-of-the-weeks2009/a-h. .
'
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF VIOLATION
May 17, 2007

James Payne
PO Box 77424
San Francisco, CA 94107

Regarding: Alteration io Landmark No. 121 (Julius Castle) without bullding permit
or Certiiicate of Appropriataness.

Siiz Address: 302 Greenwich Strest (A.K.A 1541 Montgomery Street)

filock / Lol: 0079/005

Survey Ratinge: Landmark Mo. 121; 1976 Architectural Survey ~ %
Fastrictions: Limited Commercial Use (LCU)

Zoning Disirict: RH-3 (Residential, House Districts, Three-Family)

Planning Department Complaint Tracking No.: 8565

Dear ivir. Payne:

This letter is to inform you that the subject property listed above is in violation due to the
unautherized alteration of a City Landmark, No. 121 (Julius Castle).

On January 28, 2007, a site visit was conducted by Historic Preservation Technical Specialist
April Hesik and Enforcement Planner Scott Sanchez in order to investigate a complaint alleging.
that an alieration of the historic subject property, a designated City Landmark Ne. 121 (Julius
Castle) had taken place at the rear of the property. The site visit coupled with research of
recent building permits and piotographs confirmed *hat the historic property has recenty
modified the rear of the property to include a one-story infill located towards the rear north east
portion of the building and modifications to a detached structure, also Jocated at the rear. Based
on these finding, the subject property is in violation for failing to seek authorization from the
Planning Department. The authorization required for any afteration to a historic property would
include both a building permit and a Certificate of Appropriateness.

Please note that a Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A} is the authorization designated City
t.andimarks and Historic Districts require for exterior alterations. The purpose of requiring a
Certificate of Appropriateness is to ensure that designated landmark sites and historic districts
are preserved and that alterations, demolitions and new construction are compa'ible with
historic resources.

Research found that although a building penri* (Application No. 2006.12.01.9297) was recently
approved i patch an existing retaining wall, tile, and for other minor cosmetic work,
photographs taken between Oclober 12, 2006 and February 18, 2007 clearly demonstate
additioral work involving the expansion of an existing detached structure located at the rear and
a one-story infill located on the north sast side of the property. The recently approved building
permit listed above failed to describe the additional work completed. Any additional expansion
or intensification of the structure requires the authorization by the Planning Department.

voninas st emboa o e

1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisca,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.5378

Fax
415.558.6400
Planning

Infarmation:
415.853.6377



in ordar to address this violation, the Planning Departmeni requires you to submii a
building parmil detailing all woik periormed io subjsct property and 1o seak a Caitilicaie
oi £pnropriateness within 15 days from the daie of this noiice,

i©

Failure to submit the required building permit detailing all work performed and a Cerificate of
Appropriateness within 15 days fron. the date of this letter will result in a cease and desist order

being placed on your property. - .

After an appeal process and referral to the City Attorney, Section 176{c)(1} of the Planning
Code provides for civil penalties for violations of provisions of the Planning Code, not less than
$200 for each day such violation is committed or permitted to continue.

Additicnally, Planning Code Section 350(c)(1) of the Planning Code allows the Planning
Department to charge tims and materials to recover costs of correcting code violations and
violations of Planning Commission and Department conditions of approval of use it such costs
are not covered by any permit or application fees collected as part of the legalization of such
violations.

We want o assist you in ensuring your property is in full compliance with the Planning Code and
that no violations are pending. The Deparirment requires that pending violations be resolved
prior to the processing and approving of any new building nermits or other applications.

Our approach to Code Enforcement is to iry to help you understand the Code issues involved
and resolve the violation complaint. Should you have any questions about the content of this
letter, please contact Daifo Jonas of my staff at (415) 558-5477,

if any interested party believes that this order to remove a violation of the Flanning Code is an
abuse of discretion by the Zoning Administrator an appeal may be filed with the Board of
Appeals within fifteen (15) days of the dat= of this letter.

4
ey g Sl 7 . A;;"‘ 52"\—.__—-""“"
‘L.awrence B. Badiner
Zoning Administrator

Sir;;n;:ety,
7—"’

Attachments:

Photographs

Propeniy Information Heport

Building Permit Application 2006.12.06.9297
Certificate of Appropriateness Applicaiion

Cc. April Hesik, Planning Department - Preservation Technical Specialist
Scott Sanchez, Planning Department - Planner
Mary Freschet - Health Inspector, Depariment of Environmental Health
James Payne- 1541 Montgomery 3irest, San Francisco CA 94960
Donald Simas- Disirict Inspector- Depariment of Building Inspection

NI\CODE ENFORCEMENTINORTHEAST Quadranti302 Greenwich (L.CU Expansion\NOV 302 Greenwhich
Street.dot
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824142 Department of Building Inspection

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry

Permit Details Report
Report Date: 5/24/2012 3:91:34 PM
Application Number: 200901291093
Form Number: 3
Address(es): 0479/ 005 /0302 GREENWICHST
REMOVE REAR EXTENSION OF CITY LANDMARK BUILD #1231 IN ORDERTO
Description: COMPLY WITH SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPT CERTIFICATE OF
APPROPRIATENESS CASENO. 20070653A.
Cost: $5,000.00
Occupancy Code: B
Building Use: 05 - FOOD/BEVERAGE HNDLNG
Dispesition f Stage:
lComments
Contact Details:
Contractor Details:
License Number: UND
Name: UNDECIDED UNDECIDED

Company Name: UNDECIDED
UNDECIDED * UNDECIDED CA ooooo-

Address: paputgts
Phone:
Addenda Details:
Description:
t . In Il-'i ich ecked] J
on jArrive 3 a Phone{Hold Deseription
I e
t AKEjp/29/05)1/29/09 [t/20/09|WAI  igog-
G___l99g99
GIANG [415
|2 |CPB 1/30/00|1/30/09 |1/30[09m Z,gg—
0
a5 ozi!“ozlzgoy:{small’meessing)ﬂuute
s [FPC  [2/2/o9 2/2/09 [EMILIE {355 R B Eopt P 5 OF DXCP.
(6133 [g
CP-ZOC J2/2/ A rlg:
14 - 12/2/09 B5
™ learz
15-
s [BLDG 558-
6133
15-
6 |CPB 558-
| 6070
Appointments:
ppointment  |[Appointment IAppinhnent [Appointment | . [Fime
&e AM/PM Code Type Description)e sis
Inspections:
¥ R on Descri i
Special Inspections:
da Neo.|Completed Tmi ed By|l Lion iption{Remarks

dbiweb.sfgov.crg/dbipts/Default2 aspx?page=PemilDetails
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Paul Scott

_ - —_]
From: Reza Khoshnevisan <reza@siaconsult.coms
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 2:13 PM
To: Paul Scott
Subject: RE: Julius Castle
Hi Mr. Scoit,

This is to canfirm that the issue of the lot lines and the lack of required rear yard were some of the obstacles that existed
during the permit process approval.

Regards,

Reza Khoshnevisan

SIA Consulting Corp.

1256 Howard Strest

San Francisco, Ca. 94103
Tel: 415.822.0200, ext. 108
Fax: 415.922.0203

Cell: 650.773.1862

From: Paul Scott [mailto:paul@jutiuscastiesf.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 12:21 PM

To: Reza Khoshnevisan

Subject: Julius Castle

Mr. Reza Khoshnevisan
Principal
SIA Consulting
1256 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
Re: lulius Castle
Mr. Khoshnevisan:
Thank you for taking the time to talk earlier today. | write regarding the application for a building permit that your firm
submitted to the City of San Francisco on or about January 29, 2009 for work on Julius Castle. 1 understand from your
comments that you were unable to obtain the building permit due, at least in part, to issues involving the location of
Julius Castle relative to its property lines.
If you could confirm by return email, that would be appreciated.

Regards,

Paul Scott



Me'!i};l, Xiomara (PAB) e

From: Dan Leorimer <lorimer@R-1.net> QOARD APPE" S
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2014 7:.05 PM OF .
To: Board of Appeals (PAB) 0CT 21 2014

Subject: Julius' Castle appeal

Attachments: Sanchez 6-3-14.pdf APFEAL #F z l_'e -] 53

Distinguished Members of the Board of Appeals --

| write in support of the Zoning Administrator's decision regarding Julius' Castle. Please consider the points raised in my
letter attached letter of June 3rd to Scott Sanchez. It details the legal/technical reasons for denying Mr. Scott's appeal
as well as the abuses that characterized previous operators of the restaurant which need to be brought under control
through restrictions in any conditional use permit that might be granted.

Thank you,
Dan Lorimer

1315 Montgomery 5t.
San Francisco, CA 94133




1315 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
June 3, 2014

Mr. Scott Sanchez

Zoning Administrator

Cffice of the Zoning Administrator
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Paul Scott’s request for exemption from Conditional Use Permit requirements for

Julius’ Castle 1541 Montgomery Street/ 302 Greenwich Street
Dear Mr, Sanchez,

Much appreciated you calling me back from my VM of last week. Per your request, I am
putting some of the points that | made on the phone yesterday in writing for your further
consideration and for the benefit of your staff.

Request for Exemption

The first issue is the expiration of grandfathered rights. Julius’ Castle (JC) has been largely
closed since some time in 2006, with brief reopenings thereafter, but closed its doors for the
last time on 1/19/2008. Paul Scott closed escrow for his purchase of the property on
4/20/2012. At that point, the 3—year window for restarting the nonconforming business had
long since closed: when he took title, the restaurant had not been open for 4 years and 3
months. Mr. Scott is an attorney, so it would be unreasonable for him to claim ignorance of
the applicable regulations. When he purchased the property, he should have been fully aware
that the building came without rights to resume its former nonconforming use. When he
applied to you for exemption from these regulations on 4/17/2014, 6 years and 3 months had
passed since the restaurant closed, more than double the time allowed to resume operations.
On this basis alone, if he wants to reopen the restaurant, he should be required to apply for a
new conditional use permit.

Paul’s attempt to blame the long period of time that has elapsed upon inefficiencies at Planning
is both disingenuous and irrelevant. Disingenucus because he considerably delayed the
planning process himself by attempting multiple times to be let off the hook from being
required to restore the building to its condition prior to the illegal additions of the previous
owner. But even if what he claims were true, the delays in getting his COA are irrelevant: the
window for reopening thc_restaurant had already closed 15 months prior to his purchase of the
property. As of today, that window has been closed for more than 3 years and 4 months.




A Neighborhood Nuisance

When it was in operation, Julius’ Castle caused numerous problems for its immediate
neighbors. The key problems were traffic, parking and noise. Since it has been closed, the
difference is profound. Easily 90% of the traffic on Montgomery was generated by the .
restaurant. Close to 100% of the speeding cars we had here were taxis or valets serviéing the
restaurant. The valets also took up what little available parking there was, and the valet area
knocked out a large block of parking spaces otherwise available to residents. The restaurant
stayed open late, so we had to contend with loud, drunk people spilling out of the restaurant
past 2AM. Large delivery trucks rumbled down the street during the daytime. Because there
is little room to turn around, we were always hearing their backup beepers. And JC sometimes
had loud music out on their terraces which echoed up and down Greenwich and Montgomery.
For all of this, JC was of essentially no benefit to those of us who live here. If JC had not been
here already, certainly no such use would be allowed in this location now. At the very least,
there need to be restrictions upon how a restaurant would operate there in the future, thus a
CU permit is necessary. It would be far better if the property were simply required to conform
to the zoning regulations applicable to all other properties on its block. .

Mr. Scott has met with the Telegraph Hill Dwellers’ plannmg and zoning committee several
times. Initially, he tried to enlist our support for exemption from Planning stipulations
regarding restoration of the structure. Recently, he has tried to enlist our support for his
application to operate without a conditional use permit. Our most recent meeting with him

was on May 8th, At that meeting, he made it very clear that he would not voluntarily agree to
restrictions of any kind on hours of operation, valets or anything else prior to receiving the
blessing of some future operator (he does not intend to operate the restaurant himself).. That
operator, whose financial interests would necessarily be opposed to any such restrictions,
would also, under Paul’s plan, call the shots. This is obviously unacceptable to the
neighborhood. Why Paul thought he would receive any support from neighbors with this kind
of proposal remains a mystery. But his lack of cooperation with us underscores the need to
have the restrictions in place that would be included in a CU permit. Without such restrictions,
itis clear that Mr. Scott is content to let whoever operates the restaurant do whatever he wants.

Paul has tried to sell us on a number of pie-in-the-sky schemes that rely upon either changing
customer behavior or city expenditures to mitigate the nuisances created by JC that he is
unwilling to address through operational changes. Among these are installing speed bumps on
Montgoﬁ:lely to deal with speeding cabs and valets. Having, as president of a neighborhood
association planned an extensive traffic-calming impIementation in Palo Alto, I can assure you
that speed bumps, even were the city willing to spend the money to put them in, are a very
poor solution, The City of Palo Alto’s consultant for the project said that people who live next
to speed bumps invariably complain about noise. In another neighborhood in Palo Alto, bumps
were installed to reduce traffic speeds, and had to be ripped out because the noise from cars
running over the bumps proved to be a greater annoyance to residents than the traffic problem
they were tneant to solve. The same thing would surely occur here.




He has also suggested that people who walked to JC might receive a discount from the operator.
Leaving aside the issue of whether the operator would offer such discounts unless Paul
subsidized them (something which he did not commit to doing), is it realistic to think that
people are going to walk up 300 stairs to buy a $200 dinner even if they did get a few dollars
knocked off?

Another one of his extravagant {(with other people’s moﬁey) concepts is a funicular serving his
restaurant and Coit Tower from the level of Lombard St. at the bottom of the cliff. He somehow
expects us to take these ideas seriously, and based exclusively upon buying into his fantasies
rather than upon simply agreeing to run JC within neighborhood-friendly guidelines, support
him in getting a free pass to operate without restrictions. Would you fall for this nonsense if
you lived in the neighborhood?

Necessary Restrictions

The noise and traffic nuisances imposed by the restaurant, if it is to be allowed to reopen at all,
need to be limited, This is a quiet residential neighborhood. Certainly a 10PM closing time, as
is typical for many of the restaurants in North Beach, is reasonable.

Valet parking is, in my view, the #1 problem. For each valet parked car, unless the valets park
the cars in the neighborhood, which exacerbates the parking shortage we aiready have, the
following trips occur on Montgomery St.:

(1) trip in for owner of car

{1) trip down to the remote parking lot by the valet

(2) round trip by another valet te pick up the valet at the lot
{2} another round trip to drop the valet at the car

(1) trip back to the restaurant with the car

(1) trip out for the owner of the car

That results in a total of 8 car trips up or down Montgomery (and every other street on the
route to the parking lot) for every single car. The math is pretty clear: valet parking should not
be allowed, regardless of where the valets park the cars,

Beyond this, the issues are delivery trucks, drunk customers and noise from entertainment.
We would like to see a 3-ton limit on Montgomery, as currently exists on Green Street. The bar
has attracted serious drinkers in the past who ffequently rolled out of the restaurant plastered
and noisy. If JC reopens, it should not be issued a hard-liquor license. If there is to be live
music, it should be allowed inside the building only.

A Middle Ground

It would be possible for JC to reopen in a modified format that eliminated all of the problems
listed above. This would be as a bed and breakfast with a café. Such an operation would, like




the restaurant, require a conditional use permit. It would, however, be welcomed by the
neighborhood. Traffic volumes for the hotel would be minimal. Hours of operation, would
again be a non-issue, since there would be no advantage to the operator in staying open late.
The volume of deliveries would also be considerably lower. The prbblems with drunks and
_entertainment noise would go away. Overall, this is a neighborhood-friendly solution that
allows the building to be used similarly to what it was originally built for. Times have changed.,
The neighborhood is nothing like it was when Julius’ Castle was built in 1922, but JC could,
with changes to its mode of operation, still be welcome here. Not if it operates as it has in the
past, however. You are welcome to call me at 415-315-1258 to discuss any of the foregoing.

Best wishes,

e

Dan Lorimer




1315 Montgomery St.
San Francisco, CA 94133
October 27, 2014

Board of Appeals

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94013

RE: Appeal No. 14-153 regarding August 14, 2014 Letter of Determination relating to
1531 Montgomery St./ 302 Greenwich St.

Distinguished Members of the Board of Appeals:

I have addressed the main issues with regard to the Julius’ Castle situation in my letter of
June 3 to Zoning Administrator Scott Sanchez, which was forwarded to you last week. This
letter, which strongly supports the Zoning Administrator’s decision, is intended to briefly
counter various statements in Paul Scott’s appeal which are either inaccurate or misleading,

As a starting point for all comments to follow, ignorance of the law does not constitute an
excuse, particularly when the person asking to be excused is an attorney. Mr. Scott purchased
the property when the restaurant had not been operated for 4 years and 3 months. Due to
discontinuance of the use, grandfathered rights to operate a restaurant there had expired at
the 3-year point per Flanning Code §183. Mr. Scott is a lawyer, and should have realized that
reopening the restaurant would require a dispensation from that provision. It is difficult to
understand his assumption that Julius’ Castle was a special case that would cause the
Planning Deparitment to disregard provisions in the Planning Code.

Instead of consulting with the Planning Department, Scott implies that he relied upon what he
read in a SocketSite posting saying that commercial property with a “destination restaurant®
was for sale, and includes the page and the TRI marketing brochure for their listing withdrawn
on 3/5/10 as exhibits to support his case. The page does say something similar, though
neither indicates that Julius’ Castle is a commercial property. Yet even if he did rely upon the
article and marketing hype rather than doing his homework, saying that he did so completely
ignores the timeline: the posting is dated 2/5/ 10, and the restaurant ceased operation on
1/19/08. When the “Could Julius Castle Be Your Own” article was posted and earlier when
the marketing brochure was prepared, the non-conforming use had only been discontinued for
2 years. At that time, the restaurant could have been reopened. It is hard to imagine that any
responsible investor, let alone an attorney, would buy a property in 2012 based upon a “Real
Estate Tips, Trends and the Local Scoop” page and an old marketing brochure from early 2010
without researching the viability of restarting an abandoned non-conforming use. Escrow
closed on 4/20/12, more than 2 years and 2 months from the date of the article!




Mr. Scott claims that he has been hamstrung by permlt issues for 2-1/2 years “despite diligent
efforts by the current owner to restore the building and retumn the restaurant to operation.”
This is highly misleading for several reasons. First of all, this disregards the fact that rights to
operate a non-conforming use at this site had already expired 15 months prior to his purchase
of the property. Second, he bought the property knowing that it had a history of being red-
tagged for illegal construction. It should have been obvious to anyone buying that property
that the red-tagged items would need to be corrected. He rambles on at great length explaining
the woes of the previous owner. For some reason, he expects the Board of Appeals to feel sorry
for both himself and the previous owner for the difficulties that they encountered with Building
and Flanning when this illegal work, which damaged the landmarked building, was discovered
in 2007. The key point is that Scott has indeed, as he says, tried to return the restaurant to
operation, but without removing the illegal work and without restoring the building to its prior
condition. He has fought the Planning Department’s stipulations every step of the way.
Eventually, realizing that he was getting nowhere, he agreed to them to get his COA. Now he
follows that performance by complaining that Planning has held him up!

I suspect that much of what I detail above restates the obvious once the dates are checked.
The Zoning Administrator clearly saw through the nonsense presented by Mr. Scott, and his
determination reflects that. It is quite clear that Mr. Scott wants to reopen the restaurant with
freedom to abuse the neighborhood with the late hours, noise and traffic problems created by
previous operators as detailed in my letter of June 3rd, and that is precisely why he is so
resistant to following the normal CUP procedures. With restrictions imposed by a CUP, the
neighborhood can and will be protected.

Thank you for your consideration of these remarks.

Sincerely,

~ Wwre

Dan Lorimer




BOARD OF APPEALS

0CT 29 2014 October 28, 2014
Board of Appeals APPEAL _
1650 Mission Street, #304 #-LLL.LS__B__
SF, 94013

On behalf of the owners of 303 Greenwich, we would like to concur with Scott Sanchez, zoning
administrator, that the non-conforming restaurant use of Julius’ Castle has been abandoned.
Ours is the building most impacted by Julius’ Castie restaurant. It has been closed for almost 8
years now. We have never heard a single neighbor say they miss it, in fact, just the opposite—
the neighborhood is much guieter without it.

We live in a strictly residential setting—there is no other commercial establishment within many
blocks and we really are concerned that the unpleasant situations we experienced in the past
when it was open will be repeated.

In the event that the building is permitted to re-open as a restaurant, we are urgently reguesting
an enforceable agreement from Mr. Scott, owner, which guarantees compliance with the
following conditions:

1. Restaurant and bar to close by 10pm.

2. No valet parking. Our city street(a cul-de-sac where Monigomery ends) becomes a private
parking lot for the restaurant and prevents access to our garage. This is caused by the valets
double-parking cars between the restaurant and our garages doors.

3. No huge delivery trucks. A 3-ton limit would eliminate most of the trucks that get jammed in the
cul de sac.

4. No hard liquor license. Especially after drinking hard alcohol, restaurant patrons have
historically stood outside Julius’ Castle, engaging in loud conversations and other disruptive
behavior, forgetting that this is an exclusively residential neighborhood.

5. No live music.

6. No buses or shuttles transporting large groups of customers to the restaurant. In the past,
many of these vehicles were unable to turn around easily in the cul-de-sac, and had great
difficulty driving up the hill when loaded with passengers. Also, busloads of diners creates
congregations of large, noisy groups around our building.

7. Our prior review of the lease between owner and operator/tenant of the restaurant which
includes an agreement that all parties shall abide by these conditions.

8. Agreement by owner and by operatorftenant to a clear channel of enforcement of the
conditions so that we will know how tc proceed if and when we see infractions.
Thank-you,

Jean Steyaert, Maria Spurlock, HOA Co-Chairs, 303 Greenwich, SF 94133,



1345 Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94133
wesleydick@hotmail.com
. £ TOESET &l
917.539.4609 (mobile) (&5 OF APPEALS
- 0CT 3¢ 2014

October 30, 2014 APiEs ll.; -] 53

R S L A T e Btz

Mr. Scott Sanchez

Zoning Administrator

Office of the Zoning-Administrator
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE; Julius's Castle, {1541 Montgomery Street, aka 302 Greenwich Street}, and the owner, Paul Scott’s request for an

exemption from Conditional Use Permit Requirements.

Dear Mr. Sanchez:

I am a resident of Telegraph Hill, residing at 1345 Montgomery Street where | own my home, located just a few houses
up Montgomery Street from Julius Castle. 1 am writing today in the hope of reinforcing some of the messages you have
already received from my neighbors with respect to plans currently underway to re-open Julius Castle as a restaurant.

So that there is no confusion, | am not as a matter of principal opposed to the re-opening of the restaurant at Julius
Castle. In the right set of circumstances, having the castle re-opened as a restaurant could be a wonderful addition to
the neighborhood. But | have serious concerns about car traffic, hours of operation, parking constraints,
construction/modifications to the building, noise and the safety of my children. Given that the restaurant has been
closed for some time, there should be a definitive process put in place to evaluate Mr. Scott’s plans and to address the

concerns of the neighbors,

This letter is not intended to serve as a comprehensive list of the considerations relevant to Mr. Scott, the city and my
neighbors but is instead intended to reiterate the message that if the restaurant is in fact to re-open, that it be
conducted in a manner whereby the neighbors might have some input into the permitted operation of the restaurant at

Julius Castle.

As such, 1 respectfully request that Mr. Scott be required to apply for a conditional use permit should he intend to re-
open the restaurant at Julius Castle.

If you would like to discuss the contents of this letter or any of the issues presented hereby, please do not hesitate to

contact me,

Regartds,

Wesley Dick



Mejia, Xiomara (PAB)

From: THD Planning & Zoning <pz@thd.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Board of Appeals (PAB)
Cc: Sanchez, Scott (CPC)
Subject: Appeal No. 14-153 - 1531 Montgomery St. / 302 Greenwich St.
BOARD OF APPEALS
i
| |3! 0CT 30 2014
APPEAL # 1Y -
October 30,2014 L# _’!i_léz
Board of Appeals

City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 304
San Francisco, CA 94013

RE: Appeal No. 14-153

1531 Montgomery St. / 302 Greenwich St.
Julius® Castle — Landmark No. 121

Honorable Members of the Board of Appeals,

We are writing in support of the Zoning Administrator’s Letter of Determination of August 14, 2014, that the
non-conforming restaurant use at the above address has been abandoned. -

However, we would like to point out that the Zoning Administrator’s determination does not prohibit the re-
establishment of a restaurant use in this location. Because Julius’ Castle is a City Landmark, the Planning Code
contains a special provision providing that restaurant use may be re-established in this building upon the
approval of a Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission.

Given the sensitive location of this building in a densely populated residential neighborhood, we believe that the
conditional use process would provide an opportunity for the inclusion of reasonable conditions on restaurant
use thereby reducing its impacts on the surrounding residents and providing for the appropriate restoration of
the building. '

We respectfully urge you to uphold the Zoning Administrator’s Determination.

Planning & Zoning Committee
Telegraph Hill Dwellers

pz@thd.org



Ms Ann Lazarus, Thursday_, October 30, 2014
President, Board of Appeals,

City & Council of San Francisco

# L4 -153

Dear Ms. Lazarus & Board Members,

We, as homeowners within the 9-unit La Colline HOA at 1451 Montgomery St, are writing in support of
the position taken by the SF Planning Department that rejected an application for non-conforming use’
rega'rding re-opening of Julius Castle restaurant under an expired permit. Our position is based on the
balance between what is necessary and desirable to the neighborhood and whether it may potentially
have a negative impact on local residents. '

In terms of “necessary and desirable”, the opinion of the owners within our condominium located within
100 feet of Julius Castle, is that there is no need for a restaurant, nor is it desirable to have one. One
could posit that even from a broader perspective than ours alone, there is no need for a restaurant at
the site of Julius Castle. The site of the restaurant is within a 5- to 10-minute walk of multiple
restaurants in North Beach or the Embarcadero offering a wide range of cuisines and price, presumably
amply addressing the needs of residents of, and tourists to San Francisco alike. With respect to the issue
of whether there is direct benefit to the neighborhood, one would have expected the owner/developer
to canvass the local residents regarding their view of the need for a restaurant on the street as well as
their views on any potential negative effects. This, to our knowledge, has not been undertaken by the
owner. The current issue only came to our attention based on a postcard received from the Board of
Appeals notifying nearby residents of the proceedings. At a minimum, the owner should be required to
follow established procedure for conditional use permit. Obtaining community input would be
appropriate, given the residential nature of the street. We suspect our view is not unique to residents of
the street.

As to potential negative effects, when the restaurant was active, the net effect on adjacent residents
was of increased vehicular traffic, disrupted traffic circulation, garbage/rodent issues, nolse into the late
evening/eariy morning and reduced availability of parking for residents. During the evening and early
morning hours, patron and valet shouts would carry widely. Valet attendants would allow cars to
double- and triple-park in the cul-de-sac impeding traffic flow, already a chailenge, particularly for any
vehicle other than cars. In addition, the valets would drive diner’s cars around the neighborhood to
secure other parking spots, As anyone knows who lives in the area, parking is extremely limited without
superadded numbers contributed by a restaurant on the street. Safety is a related aspect as the street is
narrow and irregular with limited visibility. Given the amount of pedestrian tourist traffic plus elderly
residents and young children living on the street, having people {including taxis) unfamiliar with the area
driving around in the evening or valets zooming about placing or retrieving cars is an unnecessary
‘hazard, The street is bifurcated and service trucks often came down the wrong way to avoid difficult
navigation going the correct way. Beyond the traffic associated with patrons, a fully operationai
restaurant would have service vehicles before and after hours for supplies and clean-up. This could



potentially involve much of the day if lunch and dinner were served and also potentially every day of the
week.

The building and adjacent property is left unattended, which is unsightly (including material from a fire
almost 2 years ago) but also speaks to security. Homeless individuals use the space around the building
and crawl over rails into the street at various times of day or night, which is at a minimum disconcerting,
frightening and a potential threat to residents and their property. This suggests that the owners have
not had sufficient interest in the impact on neighbors, supporting a contention of abandonment, not just
of the restaurant but the entire property.

Given the above conside'rations, we feel strongly that the property mentioned should revert to
residential use or that the owner be required to follow appropriate legal channels for a different use
rather than re-activating an expired conditional use permit. Many will pay for the benefit of a single
individual if the property once again becomes a restaurant without appropriate restrictions on use,
given that the building is in a fully residential area.

Sincerely

Members of La Colline Homeowner's Association

Tim Thompson (HOA president)

Susan Snow {HOA vice-president)

Gordon Francis {HOA Tréasurer/Secretary) & Anissa Kalinowski
Blair Schmicker

Liz Gans

Karen Fong & Brian Cassidy

Mohsen & Shala Sanai



Mejia, Xiomara (PAB)

#

From: Mark Miller <miller@mkthink.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 3:26 PM

To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Board of Appeals (PAB)

Subject: Julius Castle reopening APPEAL # J Lt - |S3
LT

I am writing in strong support of the reopening of Julius Castle as a Full Service restaurant and encourage you
to avoid unnecessary permit burdens that would limit its ability to succeed.

As a former (15 year) resident of Telegraph Hill and a current fesident of San Francisco with a 20 year history
of working along the Embarcadero at the eastern foot of Telegraph Hill, I am vary aware of how odd, personal
and unproductive some of the special interest politics of a select few neighbors can undermine the health of life
in the City. In this case, reopening Julius Castle would be blessing for the City and return some fun and
character to the neighborhood.

That the owner is a long time and current resident of Telegraph Hill only strengthens my confidence that the
operations will be sensitive to the vast majority of the people who live and work in the

neighborhood. Hopefully the San Francisco Government and the Board of Appeals will see past the self
serving interests of a few residents and remain in favor of the project with terms that will allow Julius Castle to
reopen and thrive.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mark R, Miller, ALA, LEED AP
CEO
Innovation Studio Director

Think

Roundhouse One
1500 Sansome Strect
San Francisco, CA 94111

Direct: 415.288.3388

Main: 415.402.0888
Email; miller@mkthink.com

h,il‘ Please consider your envirommental 1esponsibility before printing this e-mail.

Thi- e-riall we a2 and any atachtion. . wie confidential. I you e nei e inlvaded meipiont, nlcase neify MIKTiint itemedistly by Klcphons at 415 H2.0588 of
b, o i o office@mkthink.com and Aoty oll copies of Ui me-ace and iy atachnents., '



Me'lia, Xiomara_(_F"_AB)

From: Rob Hammond <hambons@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 2:20 PM

To: Board of Appeals (PAB)

Subject: Do Not Reopen Julis Castle APPEAL # 14~ (373

| am the owner of 356 Greenwich Street, which is located just above Julius Castle. The entire length of my building looks
directly onto their roof. My family has owned this property since 1987, so | remember what the neighborhood was like
when Julius Castle was open.

| strongly oppose reopening the building as a restaurant. There already is too little parking in the area and addinga
restaurant will make the situation worse. When it was open before, the only way to find parking on Montgomery St was
to wait till after midnight. The other options for parking mean that you have to park extremely far from my unit, such as
at the bottom of the hill on Sansome Street and then walk up 400 or so stairs. Also, that block of Montgomery Street is
an extremely narrow road and adding extra traffic to the road will make it even harder to navigate. People unfamiliar
with the road {particularly those having a few drinks with dinner) are more likely to speed down it and/or hit one of the
many cars that are parked in odd locations since the road is narrow, goes up and down, and bends in funny ways.
Furthermore, it is a residential neighborhood and having a restaurant there will add lots of noise at night unless they
close early. | do not want people coming and going out of the restaurant at 10PM (or later), drinking on the terrace
(which | look down upon), or taking flash photography that will shine directly into my living room. | remember lots of
noisy parties on their rooftop and do not want to go through that again. Finally, restaurants generate trash. | am
concerned that this will lead to an increase in pests and rodents.

Please do not grant a use permit to open a restaurant at julius Castle.
Thank you,

Rob Hammond
356 Greenwich Street




Mejié, XiomarEl_ (PAB)

From: Silcox, Louis <louis.silcox@sothebyshomes.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2014 3:33 PM BOARD OF AFPEALS
To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Board of Appeals (PAB) 0CT 302014
Subject: FW: Julius' Castle Conditional Use Permit

14~ 13
Importance: High #”

November 3¢, 2014
RE: Julius’s Casile at 1541 Montgomery Sireet, aka 302 Greenwich Street.
Dear Mr. Sanchez, Ms. Lazarus, Ms. Wong and Board of Appels Membars,

For the current record, I would like to re-submit my ietter from June 11, 2014 with regard to Mr.
Scott’s originul request and current Appeal. 1 am inainly cpposed to the restaurart being
reopened without the current cwrner coing through the legally mandated proceduie of requesting
a Condition Use permit which would contain specific rules of operetion that riever had any effect
in faw or enforcaability during the years that the Pollack Fainily ran it. I respect that an owner
has a right to cio what he or she deems fit that is legal with their property. The buiiding ceased
to operate as a restaurant savera! years ago now and I have to say tihat because of that, we have
a safer and quiater naighborhood, in my opinion. '

Most sincerely,

Louis ). Silcos, Jr.

‘iie Sreenwich Stairway
€an Francisco, €A 94133
414 296-222%

June 11, 2014

Mr. Scott Sanchez

Zoning Administrator

Office of the Zoning Administrator
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Julius’s Castle, (1541 Montgomery Street, aka 302 Greenwich Street), and the owner, Paul Scott’s
request for an exemption from Conditional Use Permit Requirements.

Dear Mr. Sanchez,

I am a longtime resident of Telegraph Hill and own a home on the Greenwich Stairway above Julius’s
Castle. |1 and many of my neighbors are very concerned about public safety, quiet enjoyment of our homes
1




and the nuisances of the past being repeated should the restaurant re-open without some strict guidelines
or restrictions. | would like to suggest that if Paul Scott would like to re-establish the building as a
restaurant again, that he be required to apply for a new Conditional Use Permit, as the law requires, since
the old one has long since expired. As you know the surrounding several blocks are strictly residential, with
the exception of a very small mixed use storefront at the S.E. corner of Union and Montgomery, which is
two blocks away.

The safety issues and problems associated with the previous use by the Pollack Family for decades as a
restaurant were as follow in order of importance as | and many other neighbors see it:

1) Safety as it relates to heavy non-residential traffic that was often at great speed and endangered
pedestrians and other drivers, whether it was guests in a hurry to make their reservation, speeding
taxi drivers rushing patrons to the restaurant or the valet drivers driving recklessly at great rates of
speed to shuttle cars and themselves back and forth to the parking lot which was several blocks
away. Also, the large commercial delivery trucks are very unwelcome because they often exceed the
speed limit, which itself is too fast, given the size of such vehicles, the noise, air pollution, (safety &
health), and the inconvenience of them blocking traffic, for several hours, at the small cul-de-sac at
the end of Montgomery Street, whilst unloading goods. '

2) Noise emanation from patrons at the restaurant whilst using the terraces, which | believe were
recently expanded without the benefit of the required permits. Quite a bit of noise can be heard
from inside the restaurant as well, particularly on mild to warm days when most windows are left
open. There was often a lot of noise also while patrons were out in front of the restaurant, often
after drinking heavily for 2-3 hours waiting for their car to be delivered back by the valets who were
always speeding or waiting for a speeding taxi-cab to arrive. [ might add that on many occasions |
witnessed patrons driving very poorly when leaving Telegraph Hill, likely as a result of too much
alcohol consumption. This all relates directly to all neighbors lawful right to quiet enjoyment of our
homes.

3) Garbage and rodents. For many years this was an issue. There was always a plethora of garbage
not properly contained and many rodents on the hill. The garbage also created localized odor that
was very unpleasant and would waft to neighboring properties.

4) Odors & smoke that were not always that pleasant would be generated by the commercial cooking
going on and trust me, when you have already had Junch and or dinner and the smoke and odors
from a commercial kitchen, preparing many dozens of meals for several hours, are drifting your way,
no matter how good the food might be, it is usually not something that is desired. '

5) Parking; In the past the neighbors had to do daily battle with employees arriving in the afternoon
and taking up parking spaces that are at a premium and then not leaving until between midnight and
2:30 am. Patrons also used much needed parking spaces. As you know, there are at least 75-100
people who live on the surrounding streets and stairways whose homes have no parking or the
possibility to create parking whatsoever.

If a new Conditional Use Permit were to be granted, | and many other neighbors would like to see an
enforceable plan or requirements in place with regard to vehicular traffic caused by the operation of a
restaurant in a purely residential neighborhood. Perhaps a shuttle bus should be required that is
associated with parking at a parking lot such as the one on the S.W. corner of Filbert and

Columbus. Patrons would need to be forewarned, via effective advertising and when making reservations,
that parking is restricted and very limited and that they should park in North Beach and avail themselves of
the complimentary shuttle or walk up the hill the 4-5 blocks to the restaurant. As it relates to parking
restrictions, it would be a good idea to extend the A-Sticker Residential limitations into the later evening

2



_hours and commit resources to strictly enforce illegal parking by non-residents. Hours of operation should
also be limited and many neighbors have suggested that, if there istobe a restaurant at this location, that
its meal and alcohol service should stop by no later than 10:00 pm. There certainly is the possibility that the
operator would want to be open for lunch and possibly brunch on weekends as well and there should either
be a prohibition against this or hours should again be precisely limited. Regarding any liquor license
granted, many of us would prefer that hard-liquor not be served.

If you have any questions whatsoever of me regarding this entire sithation please write, call or email me
with them. My contact information is below.

Sincerely and with kind regards,

Louis

Louis J. Silcox, Jr.

Senior Marketing Consultant
Sotheby's International Realty
117 Greenwich Street

san Francisco, CA 94111

415 296-2229 Direct

415 297-2277 Cellular

415 901-1701 Facsimile
www.SFEstates.com

BRE License # 00949191

"The informationin this electronic mall message is the sender's confidentlal business and may be legally privileged. Itis intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this
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Mejia, Xiomara _(PAB)

R I
From: Robert Bigler <rbigler7@gmail.com>
Sent: . Thursday, October 30, 2014 2:48 PM
To: Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Board of Appeals (PAB)
Subject: Julius Castle Restaurant

AppEaL ¢ (4~ 1S3

To whom it may concern,

My name is Robert Bigler and I own 5 of the 6 closest properties to Julius Castle, basically everything around
and immediately next to it. Please consider my input as this is a very important issue.

Setting my personal interests aside, I believe the inescapable conclusion is that the greatest public interest is
served best by allowing the Castle be reopen as a restaurant, but with safeguards in place for the benefit of us
living close-by.

Julius Castle is a landmark, but its significance is not just in the structure, but in its long history as an
institution, and putting an end to it as a restaurant would be even more of a loss than removing the structure
itself. Also, were I the owner, I would consider the dis-allowance of the restaurant use as grounds to replace the
structure, and that is a path I don't feel anybody wants to go down.

Please allow Julius Castle to reopen as a restaurant and put reasonable safeguards in place to protect our
interests as neighbors. You have received a lot of input in this regard and I ask that you consider it all, but
make sure that the final restrictions have a fast and effective enforcement provision, and that the owner is
compelled to impose those same restrictions on all tenants.

Thank you very much for your consideration and feel free to use and/or disseminate this email and/or my
contact information wherever useful:

Robert Bigler
(408) 691-2415

Owner:

308 Greenwich
348 Greenwich
350 Greenwich
303-2 Greenwich
303-3 Greenwich



