Appeal Request for Removal from the Historic Resources Inventory

Town of Los Gatos
110 E Main Street
Los Gatos, CA 95030

Subject: De Novo Appeal — Request for Removal from Historic Resources Inventory
Property: 241 Los Gatos Blvd

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

| respectfully submit this appeal requesting reconsideration of the inclusion of 241 Los Gatos Blvd
in the Town of Los Gatos Historic Resources Inventory (HRI). This appeal is presented as a de novo
application, addressing all applicable criteria with updated architectural analysis, field
investigation, and historical research.

| appreciate the HPC’s time and thoughtful review during the March 25th hearing. Notably, the
Committee’s discussion focused primarily on Criterion #3 (distinctive characteristics of type,
period, or method of construction). Based on their rejection letter, the HPC agrees the other
criteria 1, 2, 4, and 5 are met to NOT qualify this house as part of the historic inventory and
only criterion #3 was challenged in the meeting and later in their response letter. During that
discussion, Committee members acknowledged that the structure has been “extensively
modified and not with much thought of the architectural integrity”. This acknowledgment to
loss of integrity along with the provided evidence, is critical, as integrity is foundational to all
historic resource determinations. However, | address integrity and present new findings, since
HPC’s meeting, to further justify the loss of integrity (criterion #5) for this house.

This appeal builds upon my previously submitted documentation and incorporates additional
findings, based on HPC’s feedback, developed through further investigation and analysis.

1 Purpose of Request

The purpose of this request is to ensure that the Town’s Historic Resources Inventory accurately
reflects properties that continue to possess historic significance and integrity. Preservation
practice recognizes that properties may be reevaluated when substantial alterations have
occurred.

EXHIBIT 7



This request is not intended to demolish or diminish the character of the neighborhood. Rather,
it seeks to ensure that the designation reflects the current physical condition of the structure,
which has changed materially since earlier surveys.

2 Framework for Evaluation

Historic resource designation is generally evaluated using criteria consistent with those applied
by the historic codes of the Town of Los Gatos, which consider whether a property:

1. Is associated with significant events

2. Is associated with significant persons

3. Embodies distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of construction or
representative of work of a master

4. Has the potential to yield important historical information

5. Retains sufficient integrity

This appeal addresses each of these criteria in turn.

3 Criterion #1: Association with Significant Events
Archival research, including review of Sanborn maps (1928 and 1956), Polk directories, and
historical telephone records, indicates that the property functioned as a typical residential

structure throughout its history.

No evidence has been identified linking the property to events that contributed meaningfully to
the historical development of Los Gatos or the broader region. Please see addendum A.

Conclusion: The property does not meet Criterion #1.

4 Criterion #2: Association with Significant Persons

Research into historical occupancy records confirms that the property has not been associated
with individuals of recognized historical importance.

The property reflects ordinary residential use without connection to individuals who played a
significant role in civic, cultural, economic, or political development. Please see addendum A.



Conclusion: The property does not meet Criterion #2.

5 Criterion #3: Distinctive Characteristics of Type, Period, or Method
of Construction

This criterion formed the basis of the HPC’s prior determination and is therefore addressed in
detail.

5.1 Clarification of Vernacular Classification

The HPC characterized the structure as a “vernacular” California bungalow (please refer to the
audio from the meeting). While this classification is acknowledged, it is important to clarify that:

Vernacular architecture, by definition, represents common and widely replicated building forms
and is not inherently distinctive.

To meet Criterion #3, a property must exhibit identifiable and preserved architectural features
that clearly embody the defining elements of a type or period. To address this criterion, | am
presenting my findings in 4 categories:

1- Physical/visual inspection (sections 5.2 and 5.3)

2- Historical comparison (sections 5.4 and 5.4)

3- Historic architectural context: character defining features (section 5.6)
4- Analysis & conclusion

5.2 Extensive Alterations to Primary Architectural Elements

Below is the list of some major modification or lack of defining features that supports 241 Los
Gatos Blvd does NOT have distinctive characteristics of type, period, or method of construction
or representation of a work of a master. Please see addendum B for more details and pictures of
the below listed items.

5.2.1 Windows

The original window systems have been replaced with modern units, including vinyl sliders and
non-period configurations. These do not reflect the vertical proportions or multi-pane detailing
typical of bungalow-era construction. The front bedroom window is a post-1990 alteration,
differing in both type and size from the window documented in the 1990 Bloomfield Survey. As
such, the existing windows are not original and do not contribute to the historic significance or
architectural integrity of the property.



5.2.2 Entry Door

The entry door is a modern replacement with dual-pane glazing and simulated muntin. This
represents imitation rather than preservation of historic design.

5.2.3 Roof and Eaves

The roof structure no longer expresses original construction methods. Exposed rafters, one of
the defining features of Craftsman architecture, have been enclosed by modern gutter systems.
Roof material has also been recently updated to composite shingles which has no historic
distinction or value.

5.2.4 Porch

The front porch has undergone substantial modification, including:
e Changes to elevation
¢ Replacement of original columns (as documented in the 1990 Bloomfield Survey)

¢ Removal of defining features such as knee braces

5.2.5 Siding

Architectural investigation confirms:

e 100% replacement of the front fagade siding (please see addendum C)
e More than 50% replacement of siding across the structure (please see addendum D)

5.3 De Facto Reconstruction

The cumulative effect of these alterations is significant. The replacement of a majority of exterior
materials, combined with changes to key facade elements, constitutes a de facto reconstruction
rather than preservation of original historic fabric.

5.4 Historical Comparison: Reliance on Outdated Survey Conditions

The inclusion of the property in the Historic Resources Inventory appears to rely in part on the
1990 Bloomfield Survey, which evaluated the structure based on its physical condition at that
time. The survey specifically documented exterior asbestos siding and a different configuration
of architectural elements than what exists today.



Since that survey, the property has undergone substantial and comprehensive modifications,
including but not limited to (detail pictures can be found in addendum B):

e Complete removal and replacement of the exterior siding which is considered as
technical demo by Town’ code (addendum C)

e Change in porch column design and configuration

¢ Modification of porch height and elevation

e Replacement of the front window configuration

e Replacement of the front entry door

e Enclosure of previously exposed roof rafters

e Change in roofing materials and roof system expression

These changes affect not only individual components but also the overall architectural
composition and expression of the structure. Many of these elements, particularly porch
configuration, fenestration patterns, and roof detailing, are considered primary character-
defining features in evaluating bungalow or Craftsman architecture.

Because exterior materials and architectural features are central to determining historic
integrity, the structure as it exists today differs materially and architecturally from the condition
documented in the 1990 survey. As a result, the conclusions reached in that earlier evaluation no
longer accurately reflect the current physical state of the property.

Accordingly, continued reliance on the Bloomfield Survey without accounting for these
substantial alterations results in an evaluation based on conditions that no longer exist. A current
assessment of the property demonstrates that it no longer retains the integrity or
defining/distinctive characteristics of type, period or method of construction nor does it
represent a work of a master.

5.5 Common and Replicable Features

Two residential properties located directly across the street from 241 Los Gatos Blvd, both
constructed in approximately 2015, provide a relevant and instructive comparison. For the
record, addresses of these properties are: 234 Los Gatos Blvd, and 236 Los Gatos Blvd. Despite
being modern constructions and not included in the Historic Resources Inventory, these homes
exhibit a more complete and cohesive set of architectural features commonly associated with
Craftsman and California bungalow design than the subject property.

Specifically, these newer homes incorporate many of the character-defining elements identified
in established architectural references, including A Field Guide to American Houses by Virginia
McAlester. These features include:



e Prominent front porches integrated under the primary roof form

e Tapered Craftsman-style porch columns set on masonry (stone) bases, including
decorative column detailing

e Wood porch railings consistent with traditional bungalow design

e Exposed roof rafters and visible structural expression

e Decorative knee braces beneath wide eaves

e Horizontal wood clapboard siding, often combined with wood shingle siding on upper
portions

o Wood-framed windows with multi-pane upper sashes over single-pane lower sashes

In contrast, the subject property does not retain these defining characteristics. As documented
throughout this appeal, key architectural elements, including porch configuration, column design,
window types, siding materials, roof detailing, and structural expression, have been altered or
replaced with non-original and non-character-defining features.

This comparison highlights an important distinction:

the presence of a general bungalow form alone does not establish architectural significance under
Criterion #3. Rather, it is the retention of specific materials, craftsmanship, and detailing that
defines a structure’s ability to represent a type, period, or method of construction or a work of a
master.

Moreover, the visual similarity between historic styles and modern reinterpretations further
demonstrates that stylistic appearance alone is not sufficient for designation. If the subject
property were visually compared alongside these newer homes, particularly after routine
maintenance such as repainting, it would be difficult to distinguish a century difference in
construction based solely on architectural expression. In fact, the newer homes more fully
embody the defining features of the Craftsman/bungalow style than the subject property as it
exists today. Please see addendum E for pictures of the properties mentioned in this section.

Accordingly, this comparison reinforces that the subject property does not possess the distinctive
architectural characteristics required under Criterion #3 and further supports its removal from
the Historic Resources Inventory.

5.6 Historic architectural context: Character Defining Features

Established architectural references, including A Field Guide to American Houses by Virginia
McAlester, identify key character-defining features of Craftsman and California bungalow
architecture. These features go beyond general form and include specific materials, proportions,
and visible construction methods.



Typical defining elements include:

e Exposed rafter tails

e Decorative knee braces or brackets

e True divided-light wood windows

o Articulated wood detailing and visible craftsmanship

e Visible structural expression (open eaves)

e Tapered porch columns of specific proportion and configuration, often set on masonry
piers

¢ Wood shingle or wood shake roofing materials consistent with the period

e Wood clapboard (horizontal lap siding) or original wood shingle siding as primary
cladding materials

The subject property does not retain these features in their original or historically representative
form:

¢ Rafters are fully enclosed, eliminating structural expression

o Decorative knee braces are absent

¢ Windows have been replaced

¢ Contemporary vinyl and slider windows were added which do not reflect original
proportions or detailing

e Entry door is a contemporary replacement with simulated divided lights (dual pane
glass)

e Porch columns have been altered in both shape and configuration, differing from
documented historic conditions (Bloomfield Survey)

e Maoadification of porch configuration, including changes to porch height (elevation),
proportions, and structural composition

¢ Roofing material has been replaced with modern composition shingles, rather than
original wood shingles or shakes

e Original wood clapboard siding has been removed with 100% removal and
replacement at the front fagade sidings (technical demo) and also more than 50% of
exterior sidings all around the house have been replaced (another technical demo)

e Original craftsmanship is not present

Here is a table to better visualize the abovementioned items:
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While the structure may retain a generalized bungalow form, it does not retain the defining
architectural features necessary to represent a true or distinctive example of the style.

5.7 Conclusion on Criterion #3

Based on the evidence discussed in above sections it is a fact that the front facade, being the
most architecturally significant and publicly visible portion of the structure, has undergone
comprehensive alteration that rises to the level of technical demolition on multiple counts.

These alterations affect all primary character-defining elements identified in architectural
references, including those outlined in A Field Guide to American Houses by Virginia McAlester,
such as fenestration patterns, material authenticity, structural expression, and craftsmanship.

Importantly, the extent of these changes is not limited to isolated modifications but reflects a
comprehensive reconstruction of the building’s primary fagade (as well as other elevations)
and architectural expression, with most visible features dating to post-1990 alterations.

As a result, the current structure does not retain the physical characteristics necessary to
represent a type, period, or method of construction. Nor does it embody the work of a master
or possess any remaining architectural distinction.

Accordingly, the structure as it exists today does not possess historic value and does not meet
the threshold required under Criterion #3.



Conclusion: Criterion #3 is not met.

6 Criterion #4: Potential to Yield Important Information to Town’s
History

The property is a typical residential structure and does not appear to contain unique physical
characteristics or archaeological features that would yield important historical or scientific
information. Through research, the property was not yield important information to Town’s
history. Please see addendum A.

Conclusion: Criterion #4 is not met.

7 Criterion #5: Integrity

In addition to significance, a property must retain sufficient historic integrity to convey its
architectural character and eligibility for inclusion in the Historic Resources Inventory. Integrity
is evaluated through these established aspects: location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, and feeling. While the subject property retains its original location, the remaining
aspects of integrity have been substantially compromised, as detailed below.

7.1 Integrity Assessment

7.1.1 Location

The property remains in its original location.
Status: Retained

7.1.2 Design (Substantially Compromised)

Design refers to the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and
style of a property. Sanborn maps demonstrate that the structure has undergone significant
configuration changes since 1956. The current floorplan of this property is substantially different
compared to that of noted in Sanborn maps of 1928 and 1956. There was an additional room
constructed after 1956 in the rear of the property. Plus, part of the front porch was also enclosed
post-1956. In total, more than 25% of the original square footage of the house was added later
in time (after 1956). Please see addendum F for more details.



Besides the above structural additions to the front and rear of the house, the original design has
also been materially altered through (partially covered in previous sections but repeated here for
the topic):

e 100% removal and replacement of the original siding on the front facade (technical demo)

¢ Modification of the front facade composition, including but not limited to window
configuration and entrance door

e Alteration of porch proportions and elevation, affecting the building’s primary
architectural expression

e Changes to porch column shape and configuration, deviating from historically
documented conditions

e Enclosure of originally exposed roof rafters, eliminating key Craftsman structural
expression

e Addition and alteration of original windows with modern configurations and material
(vinyl/metal) that alter fenestration patterns

e Cutting new windows into the sides of the structure (including the front facade)

These cumulative changes have altered the fundamental architectural composition of the
structure.

Status: Compromised

7.1.3 Setting (Moderately Altered)

Setting refers to the physical environment of a property.

While the broader neighborhood retains a mix of residential structures, including some older
homes, the immediate context includes modern infill construction that replicates Craftsman and
bungalow features. This diminishes the ability of the subject property to stand out as a historic
resource within its setting.

Additionally, the presence of nearby newer homes that more accurately reflect Craftsman
architectural detailing further reduces the subject property’s contextual significance.

Status: Moderate
7.1.4 Materials (Significantly Lost)

Materials are a critical component of integrity and refer to the physical elements that were
combined during the original construction.

At the subject property:



e More than 50% of exterior siding all around the property has been replaced (technical
demolition)

e The entire front facade siding has been removed and replaced (another technical
demolition)

e More than 65% of windows are vinyl/metal material that are inconsistent with the other
wood windows and incompatible with the Town codes.

o In addition, the existing wood windows are also confirmed to be mostly installed
after 1990.

¢ Roofing materials have been replaced with modern composition shingles

e Entry door has been replaced with a contemporary assembly

¢ Original exterior materials, including historically appropriate wood cladding, are no longer
present or visible

The loss and replacement of these materials significantly diminish the property’s ability to convey
its historic character.

Status: Lost

7.1.5 Workmanship (Lost)

Workmanship reflects the physical evidence of the crafts and construction techniques of a given
period.

The subject property no longer exhibits visible evidence of historic workmanship:
¢ Original wood detailing and joinery are not present
¢ Replacement elements (windows, doors, siding) are mass-produced modern components
e Structural expression characteristic of Craftsman construction (e.g., exposed rafters) has

been removed or concealed (discussed in detail in section 5)

As a result, the building does not convey the craftsmanship associated with its purported
architectural style.

Status: Lost

7.1.6 Feeling (Compromised)

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

Due to the cumulative alterations to design, materials, and workmanship, the property no longer
evokes a strong or authentic sense of an early 20th-century Craftsman or bungalow residence.

Furthermore, the existence of nearby modern homes that more fully incorporate Craftsman
features blurs any remaining perception of historic authenticity.



Status: Compromised
7.2 Overall Integrity Conclusion

While the property retains its location, it does not retain sufficient integrity in the remaining
aspects:

e Design: Compromised

o Setting: Moderately altered
e Materials: Significantly Lost
e Workmanship: Lost

e Feeling: Compromised

Integrity requires a property to retain enough of its original characteristics to convey its
significance. In this case, the cumulative loss of materials, alteration of design, and removal or
lack of craftsmanship result in a structure that no longer communicates its original architectural
identity.

Conclusion: Criterion #5 is not met.

8 Precedent and Consistency in Application of Criterion #3

On August 13, 2025, the Historic Preservation Committee approved an appeal to remove the
property located at 16805 Loma Street from the Historic Resources Inventory. That determination
was based, in part, on findings related to Criterion #3, specifically the lack of distinctive
architectural character and the absence of features representing the work of a master.

Notably, the Loma Street property was also classified as a California bungalow, similar to the
subject property at 241 Los Gatos Blvd.

The Committee’s approval of that removal establishes an important precedent:

that a structure identified as a bungalow does not, by classification alone, meet the threshold for
“distinctive characteristics” under Criterion #3, particularly where defining architectural features
or craftsmanship are not present.

The Loma Street property, based on the evidence shown by the owner, retained 4 out of 10
characteristic features of a craftsman bungalow and did not have the other 6 feature. In
comparison, the subject property at 241 Los Gatos Blvd presents an even stronger case for
removal by only retaining, loosely, 2 out of ten of those features and lacking the other 8. In
addition:



e The structure does not exhibit defining architectural features associated with Craftsman
or bungalow architecture

e |t does not represent the work of a master builder or architect

e It has undergone extensive alterations, including replacement of key character-defining
elements such as windows, siding, porch configuration, and structural expression (already
presented in above sections)

e The extent of modifications, including replacement of more than 50% of exterior
materials and complete (100%) alteration of the front facade, meets the definition of
substantial reconstruction (twice technical demolition) under applicable Town standards

While the Loma Street property warranted removal based on lack of distinction and integrity
without a technical demo present in that case, the subject property not only lacks distinction and
integrity but also went over two technical demo cases and were massively altered from its original
architectural character as well as form and material.

In light of this precedent, the present case represents a stronger basis for removal of 241 Los
Gatos Blvd from the Historic Resources Inventory.

9 Synthesis of Findings

Is this house old? Yes, it was originally built before 1941.

Is this house in a historic district? NO.

Do every old house or bungalows belong to the historic inventory? Definitely not.

Although the structure was originally constructed prior to 1941, almost all of its present front
facade consists of design or materials that were replaced or installed after 1990. These
alterations include, but are not limited to, the complete (100%) replacement of all siding, as well
as the front window, entry door, porch columns, porch proportions and configuration, roofing,
and gutters (which now obscure the original roof rafters). Furthermore, a comprehensive review
of the property reveals that over 65% of the windows are contemporary, non-wood types,
reflecting a lack of historical consistency; more than 50% of the siding has been replaced since
1990; and over 25% of the total floor area was added after 1956. Taken together, these
cumulative alterations have substantially compromised the property’s integrity of design,
materials, as well as representation of workmanship type, period, or method of construction. As
a result, the structure neither represents nor conveys its historic character and does not satisfy
the established criteria for inclusion in the historic inventory, as further outlined below:

e Is not associated with significant events or persons
e Was not designed by a notable architect
o Does not embody distinctive architectural characteristics



e Has undergone extensive alterations
e Does not retain sufficient integrity

1. Contribution to Town Events No

2. Significant Person No

None (lost and
compromised)

3. Distinctive Character or Work of a Master

4. Town History (Landmark) No

5. Integrity Lost (Compromised)

10 Request

Based on the evidence presented, | respectfully request that the Historic Preservation Committee
approve the removal of 241 Los Gatos Blvd from the Historic Resources Inventory.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and continued commitment to thoughtful historic
preservation.

Sincerely,
Nima Roubhi
Owner, 241 Los Gatos Blvd



















































Addendum B: Addressing Criterion 3

The oldest image of the house that was available in Town’s documents belong to Bloomfield
Survey. The picture below is taken from that survey.

Figure 1. Bloomfield Survey Image (1990)

To have a better comparison and understanding of extensive modifications to the front facade
of the house, | took a similar picture from the same angle as the one presented in the
Bloomfield survey (Figure 2).



Figure 2. Property Image, Same Angle as Bloomfield Survey, 2026

Below in the same Bloomfield Survey image but with the major changes highlighted by yellow
arrows (Figure 3).



Figure 3. Bloomfield Survey Image with Major Changes Identified (1990)

Based on the highlighted areas in Figure 3, it’s obvious that below changes can be confirmed:

1- Roof rafters are covered after 1990

2- Front bedroom window was changed in size and shape

3- Entry door was changed to a contemporary door with dual pane glass and fake muntin

4- Porch columns are changed from straight to the current tapered columns

5- Porch columns height was shortened and the base of the bottom was removed after
1990

6- Porch wall height was changed (risen) after 1990

7- Roof material changed from (possibly) wood shingles to composite shingles

In the following sections | will present images of the current material and architecture that
supports above change claims.



1 Covered Roof Rafters

As can be seen below, all roof rafters are covered post 1990.

Figure 4. Covered Roof Rafters post-1990

2 Front Window Modification

Not only the front window’s size and configuration was changed after 1990, but also the current
window does NOT follow the distinctive historic window configuration with multi-lite upper sash

over a single pane lower sash.

Figure 5. Contemporary Front Window



3 Entry door

The entry door is a modern replacement () with dual-pane glazing and simulated muntin (Figure
7). This represents imitation rather than preservation of historic design

Replacement door

Main Entrance

Figure 6. Contemporary Entry Door

Figure 7. Entry Door: Dual Pane Glass



4 Porch

Porch column’s height, shape, and base are all substantially changed after 1990 when comparing
the current configuration (Figure 2) to that of the Bloomfield Survey (Figure 3). As can be seen in
Figure 3 highlights, comparing to Figure 2, the porch height was also modified post-1990. These
are key measures of substantial changes in the house and loss of historic distinction for the
entire porch. Please check Figure 3 for the detailed comparison of the all modifications made to
the porch post-1990.

5 Roof Material

Roof material was recently changed to composite shingle which has no historic distinction or
value.

Figure 8. Roof Material: Composite Shingle



6 Windows: Added and Altered Around the Property

The original window systems have been replaced with modern units, including vinyl sliders and
non-period configurations. These do not reflect the vertical proportions or multi-pane detailing
typical of bungalow-era construction. As a result of these modifications and modification of the
front window mentioned in 2 above, the existing windows are not original and do not
contribute to the historic significance or architectural integrity of the property. More than 65%
of the windows around the property are contemporary vinyl/metal windows. In addition, the
existing wood windows are also confirmed to be mostly installed after 1990.

Figure 9. Contemporary Vinyl Windows

qwfq

Figure 10. Contemporary Metal Windows



Addendum C: Removal of Original Front Fagcade Materials

Front View and Sample Locations

Front Fagade Plan
Wood? Asbestos Wood Shingle
® @ @
1920s 1956 1990 2026

Front Sidings Historic Changes



#1: Front Facade — Right:






#2: Front Facade — Middle-Left:






#3: Front Facade — Porch-Middle:









#4: Front Facade — Porch-Left:



Addendum D: Removal of Original South, West, and North
Materials

South Side Sample Locations

South Side Plan



#5: South Side — Right (front):






#6: South Side — Middle (original siding):



#7: South Side — Left (back):






West Side Plan



#8: West Side — Right:






#9: West Side — Middle:






#10: West Side — Middle — 2:






#11: West Side — Left:






North Side Plan



#12: North Side — Right (back):






#13: North Side — Middle (original siding):



#14: North Side — Left (front):






Original Siding vs New Siding Area:

The red-marked areas are believed to be the original wood siding.



Calculations:

Area 1 =382.42 sqft

Area 2 = 420.74 sqft

Total MAX area with original siding = 803.16
Total siding area = 1713.3 sqft

Original vs total siding MAX ratio = (803.16) / (1713.3) = 46.8% —> at least 53.2% of original sidings
all around the house was removed and replace



Addendum E: Common and Replicable Features, Two Examples of
Recently Built Houses Across the Street

Two residential properties located directly across the street from 241 Los Gatos Blvd, both
constructed in approximately 2015, provide a relevant and instructive comparison. For the
record, addresses of these properties are: 234 Los Gatos Blvd, and 236 Los Gatos Blvd. Despite
being modern constructions and not included in the Historic Resources Inventory, these homes
exhibit a more complete and cohesive set of architectural features commonly associated with
Craftsman and California bungalow design than the subject property.

Figure 1. Property at 234 Los Gatos Blvd



Figure 2. Property at 236 Los Gatos Blvd



Figure 3. Subject Property at 241 Los Gatos Blvd

Specifically, these newer homes incorporate many of the character-defining elements identified
in established architectural references, including A Field Guide to American Houses by Virginia
McAlester. These features include:

¢ Prominent front porches integrated under the primary roof form

e Tapered Craftsman-style porch columns set on masonry (stone) bases, including
decorative column detailing

e Wood porch railings consistent with traditional bungalow design

e Decorative knee braces beneath wide eaves

¢ Horizontal wood clapboard siding, often combined with wood shingle siding on upper
portions

o Entry door with multi-pane glass on the upper section

e Wood-framed windows with multi-pane upper sashes over single-pane lower sashes

The details are also highlighted in the images below:



Figure 4. Highlighted Historic Features on Non-Historic Properties Across the Street

In contrast, the subject property does not retain these defining characteristics. As documented
throughout this appeal, key architectural elements, including porch configuration, column design,
window types, siding materials, roof detailing, and structural expression, have been altered or
replaced with non-original and non-character-defining features.

This comparison highlights an important distinction:



the presence of a general bungalow form alone does not establish architectural significance under
Criterion #3. Rather, it is the retention of specific materials, craftsmanship, and detailing that
defines a structure’s ability to represent a type, period, or method of construction or a work of a
master.

Moreover, the visual similarity between historic styles and modern reinterpretations further
demonstrates that stylistic appearance alone is not sufficient for designation. If the subject
property were visually compared alongside these newer homes, particularly after routine
maintenance such as repainting, it would be difficult to distinguish a century difference in
construction based solely on architectural expression. In fact, the newer homes more fully
embody the defining features of the Craftsman/bungalow style than the subject property as it
exists today.



Addendum F: Design and Structural Modifications,
Comparison of 1928, 1956, and current structure

Sanborn Map 1928



Sanborn Map 1956



Current Floorplan



Front Fagade



Front Fagade + North Side post-1956 Constructions



Front Fagade + North Side post-1956 Constructions (Marked Areas)



North Side post-1956 Constructions



Rear Side post-1956 Constructions

Conclusion

Based on the above site maps, the original house was with that of a perfect rectangle with a porch
covering the whole front side of the house. The current structure has and added office to the
front room (adding part of the original porch to the bedroom) as well as an addition to the
backside of the house. Both walls on the front and back of the house were demolished and the
additional structures are made with a uniform flow within the original structure (no separating
walls). The total added square footage to the floor plan of the house is more than 25% of the
original area of the house.



