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Report Type:  Study Session Meeting Date: 11/10/2016 

City of Palo Alto   
Planning & Community Environment     
250 Hamilton Avenue      
Palo Alto, CA 94301  
(650) 329-2442 

Summary Title:  490 Kingsley Avenue Study Session 

Title: HRB Study Session, 490 Kingsley Avenue: Review of alterations 
and additions to a single family residence designated on the 
City’s Historic Inventory as a Category 3 structure, and 
accessory structure. The property is located in the 
Professorville District. 

From: Hillary Gitelman 
 
Recommendation  
It is recommended that the Historic Resources Board (HRB) take the following action(s): 

1. Conduct a study session to review and provide comments on the project with respect to 
the project’s compliance with Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

 
Report Summary  
This report provides background for a study session.  Project plans are provided to the HRB 
members.  The project consists of alterations and additions to a single family residence and an 
accessory structure located in the Professorville District. The property is designated on the 
City’s Historic Inventory as a Category 3 historic resource. 
 

 
 
Background/Discussion  
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The HRB had reviewed a prior version of the project on May 12, 2016 and found it inconsistent 
with Palo Alto Municipal Code Section 16.49.050 (b) and with many of the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (2, 3, 5, 6, and 9).  The HRB recommended the applicant 
return to the HRB with project revisions.  The May 12th staff report and meeting minutes are 
attached to this report (Attachments A and B).  The revised project greatly reduces the 
potential adverse effects on a resource.  Below images are of the existing and proposed front 
elevation. The HRB has been provided the plan set for the proposed modifications.  
 

 
 
Environmental Review 
The subject project has been assessed in accordance with the authority and criteria contained 
in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the 
environmental regulations of the City. The project is exempt from CEQA per Class 15268 
(Ministerial Projects), since only a building permit is required for this project. 

 
Next Steps 
The next step is for the applicant to submit a building permit.  The project does not require a 
discretionary application. 
 
Report Author & Contact Information HRB1 Liaison & Contact Information 
Amy French, Chief Planning Official Amy French, AICP, Chief Planning Official 
(650) 329-2336 (650) 329-2336 
amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org 
 
Attachments: 

 Attachment A: May 12, 2016 HRB Report ID# 6909 (PDF) 

 Attachment B: May 12, 2016 HRB transcript (PDF) 

 Attachment C: 161017 Historic Review Submittal Plans (PDF) 

                                                      
1
 Emails may be sent directly to the HRB using the following address: hrb@cityofpaloalto.org  

mailto:amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:amy.french@cityofpaloalto.org
mailto:hrb@cityofpaloalto.org


Historic Resources Board 
Staff Report (ID # 6909) 

Report Type: Action Items Meeting Date: 5/12/2016 

City of Palo Alto  
Planning & Community Environment 
250 Hamilton Avenue  
Palo Alto, CA 94301  
(650) 329-3221 

Summary Title: 490 Kingsley Avenue - Historic Preservation Review 

Title: Request by Ken Linsteadt Architects on behalf of the property owner, 
Joseph and Melissa Kraus, for Historic Resources Board review of a 
Historic Preservation application for proposed alterations and 
additions to an existing single-family residence and an existing 
accessory structure at 490 Kingsley Avenue.  Designations: Historic 
Category 3, Professorville district.  Zone: Single-Family Residential (R-
1 (10,000)).  Environmental Review: CEQA exempt per Class 15268 
(Ministerial Projects). 

From: Hillary Gitelman 

Lead Department: Planning and Community Environment 

Recommendation  
Staff recommends that the Historic Resources Board: 

 Find that the application as submitted is not consistent with the standards of review
contained in Municipal Code Section 16.49.050 (b), and the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Rehabilitation; and

 Recommend that the property owner revise the project in order to be consistent with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and resubmit for review by
the Historic Resources Board and City staff.

Background 
The current application is subject to review by the Historic Resources Board (HRB) per the 
Municipal Code.  According to Code, the HRB shall review building permit applications for 
exterior alterations involving single-family and duplex residences which are historic 
structures/sites in the downtown area or which are significant buildings elsewhere in the City. 

Compliance with the recommendations shall be voluntary, not mandatory.1  The subject 
property at 490 Kingsley is a “significant building” because it is located within the Professorville 

historic district, which has been placed on the Palo Alto Historic Inventory.2 

1
 Section 16.49.050 (a). 

2
 Section 16.49.020 (f). 
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In evaluating applications, the HRB shall consider the architectural style, design, arrangement, 
texture, materials and color, and any other pertinent factors.  The prime concern should be the 
exterior appearance of the building site.  The proposed alterations should not adversely affect 
the exterior architectural characteristics nor the historical, architectural or aesthetic value of 
the building and its site; or the relationship of the building, in terms of harmony and 
appropriateness, with its surroundings, including neighborhood structures.3  In 1987, the City 
Council adopted the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation for use by the HRB.  
The Standards for Rehabilitation promote historic preservation best practices that help to 
protect our nation’s irreplaceable cultural resources. 
  

Discussion 
A project description is included below.  This is followed by an analysis of the proposed project 
for consistency with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
 
Project Description 
The existing property at 490 Kingsley Avenue is located at the southeast corner of Kingsley 
Avenue and Cowper Street in the Professorville historic district.  It is designated as Historic 
Category 3 in the City’s Historic Inventory and as a contributing property to the National 
Register district.  The lot is 32,500 square feet in area.  The existing two-story, 4,970-square-
foot L-plan house is located at the center of the lot.  An existing two-story, 1,054-square-foot 
square-plan garage is located at the back of the lot along the east property line.  The house and 
the garage currently display matching architectural treatments. 
 
According to the historic inventory form for 490 Kingsley Avenue, “this rather austere building 
is given a Mediterranean Revival feeling by its irregular massing and tile roof” (see Attachment 
A).  In addition to low-sloped tile roofs, architectural features include heavy decorative 
cornices, multi-columned porticos and an oriel bay.  The existing house was constructed in 1920 
by Owen D. Richardson, an attorney.  The architect is unknown.  According to the 1924 Sanborn 
Insurance Co. map, the existing garage was also constructed circa 1920.  After 1933, the 
residence was occupied by Dr. Blake C. Wilbur, a co-founder of the Palo Alto Medical Clinic.  In 
2004, a two-story rear addition to the residence was constructed, resulting in an increase of 
806 square feet of floor area (see Attachment B). 
 
The applicant proposes to alter the existing historic residence as follows: 

 Remove the existing heavy decorative cornice and replace it with a new, simplified 
cornice under all eaves; 

 Alter the second story window openings and balcony door openings by increasing their 
heights by 11 inches, and replace the existing wood window sashes and balcony doors 
with new larger units; 

 Remove the existing decorative headers and install a new continuous, simplified header 
band over the altered windows and doors at the second story; 

                                                      
3
 Section 16.49.050 (b) (2). 
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 Remove the existing decorative porches at the west (Kingsley Avenue) elevation and 
east (rear) elevation, which are original features, and construct a new simplified front 
porch facing Kingsley Street; 

 Remove the existing oriel bay at the north (Cowper Street) side, which is an original 
feature,  and construct a new, simplified bay window; 

 Add a basement light well with a window at the north (Cowper Street) side; 
 Install a new first-story porch and second-story balcony at the south (interior) side 

elevation, involving the removal of four existing original windows; 
 Remove the existing non-original porch at the rear addition and construct a new, 

simplified rear porch. 
 
Also, the applicant proposes to alter the existing historic accessory structure as follows: 

 Remove the existing decorative tile roof and the existing heavy decorative cornice and 
install a new standing seam metal roof; 

 Remove all existing wood window sashes, doors, and garage doors; modify or remove all 
existing window and door openings and install new openings at the north, south, and 
west elevations; install all new windows, doors, and garage doors of different styles; and 
install a new second-story balcony at the north side; 

 Construct a new one-story gable addition at the south elevation, with a standing seam 
metal roof, vertical wood siding, wood doors and windows, and steel bi-fold doors; 

 Construct a new steel trellis with concrete columns at the west elevation of the garage 
and the proposed addition. 

 
Other proposed site improvements include: 

 Construct a new carport trellis at the north side of the property facing Cowper Street; 
 Construct a new swimming pool in the rear yard; 
 Make changes and improvements to the landscape, hardscape, and paving. 

 
A Project Evaluation report submitted by the applicant is included as Attachment C.  The project 
plans submitted by the applicant are included as Attachment D. 
 
Analysis 
The following table includes staff’s analysis of the proposed project for consistency with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  In summary, staff finds that the project 
is not consistent with the Standards for Rehabilitation because it would result in the alteration 
and removal of materials, features, and architectural elements that characterize the existing 
historic structures, and the addition of new elements that are not compatible with the historic 
property or the district, such that the significance and integrity of a historical resource would be 
impaired. 
 

Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

1. A property shall be used for its historic ☐ Consistent 
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Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

purpose or be placed in a new use that 
requires minimal change to the defining 
characteristics of the building and its site 
and environment. 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: Although the residence and 
accessory structure would be used for historic 
purposes, the proposed changes to their 
historic exteriors, including removal and 
alteration of defining characteristics, are in 
excess of those required for their continued 
use. 

2. 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. 

☐ Consistent 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The project would remove 
existing historic materials that characterize 
the property including wood windows, doors, 
trim, and clay roof tiles.  The project would 
also remove and alter existing architectural 
features and spaces that characterize the 
property, including the original front and back 
porches, an oriel bay, decorative cornices and 
headers, and window and door openings.  In 
addition, the project would construct a new 
carport structure forward of the main house 
in close proximity to the street, which is not 
compatible with the district’s historic pattern 
of residential parking structures located 
behind primary residences; and it would 
excavate a new basement light-well in a 
street-facing yard (rather than at an interior 
yard elevation), which would alter the 
characteristic appearance from the street of 
the two-story structure at level grade. 

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

☐ Consistent 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The project would change the 
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Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

undertaken. existing architectural character of the historic 
structure by replacing existing original 
characteristic features, including tile-roofed 
porticos, heavy decorative cornices, and an 
oriel bay, with flat-roofed porches, simplified 
cornices, and a square bay, which are features 
that appear on other buildings of other styles.  
This would result in a false sense of historical 
development. 

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

☒ Consistent 

☐ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The existing rear addition 
constructed in 2004 has not acquired 
significance in its own right.  Therefore, the 
proposed replacement of the existing non-
original porch at the rear addition with a new, 
simplified rear porch does not affect 
significance. 

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

☐ Consistent 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The proposal would remove 
existing examples of period craftsmanship 
such as decorative cornices and headers, 
detailed porticos and oriel bay, and clay tile 
roofs. 

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 

☐ Consistent 

☐ Not consistent 

☒ Not applicable 

Explanation: There is no indication that 
existing historic materials or features are 
deteriorated. 
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Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

pictorial evidence. 

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as 
sandblasting, that cause damage to 
historic materials shall not be used.  The 
surface cleaning of structures, if 
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. 

☐ Consistent 

☐ Not consistent 

☒ Not applicable 

Explanation: There is no indication that such 
treatments are proposed or expected to be 
needed. 

8. Significant archeological resources 
affected by a project shall be protected 
and preserved.  If such resources must be 
disturbed, mitigation measures shall be 
undertaken. 

☒ Consistent 

☐ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: There are no known 
archeological resources on the site. If 
archeological resources are discovered, the 
applicant would be required to comply with all 
applicable federal and State regulations 
pertaining to archeological resources. 

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

☐ Consistent 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The proposed exterior alterations 
would result in the removal of substantial 
amounts of existing historic materials 
including the majority of the wood windows 
and doors, original wood porches, decorative 
cornices and trim, and clay roof tiles, which 
characterize the historic structures.  This 
would result in diminished historic integrity. 

If considered individually and non-cumulative 
to other proposed alterations (as described 
above), then the proposed new one-story 
garage addition is compatible with and 
subordinate to the massing, size, and scale of 
the existing two-story historic structures; its 
location at the back of the lot and at the back 
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Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

of the existing garage is compatible with the 
historic lot development pattern; and it is 
differentiated from the existing historic 
structures by its metal gable roof, wood 
siding, and steel doors.  Likewise, the 
proposed additions of a new porch and 
balcony at the south side elevation of the 
residence, and a new porch at the east side 
elevation of the residence, are compatible 
with the historic character and avoid affecting 
significant historic materials and architectural 
features. 

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. 

☐ Consistent 

☒ Not consistent 

☐ Not applicable 

Explanation: The proposed removal of the 
existing original tile-roofed porticos and oriel 
bay, in order to construct new porches and 
bays, would permanently impair the essential 
form and integrity of the existing historic 
residence.  Similarly, the proposed removal of 
original decorative cornices, windows, doors 
and headers, as well as alterations to window 
and door openings, would permanently impair 
the essential form and integrity of the historic 
structures. 

If considered individually and non-cumulative 
to other proposed alterations (as described 
above), then the proposed new one-story 
garage addition would be appended to the 
historic accessory structure such that it would 
not require the removal or alteration of 
significant materials or features, and it could 
be removed in the future in order to restore 
the original structure. Likewise, the proposed 
new porch and balcony at the south side 
elevation of the residence, and the new porch 
at the east side elevation of the residence, 
would be appurtenant to the historic 
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Standards for Rehabilitation Staff Analysis 

residence and reversible. 

 

Environmental Review 
The project is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act under 
Class 15268 (Ministerial Projects), because it involves issuance of a building permit only, which 
is ministerial and it is not subject to a discretionary action. 
 

Next Steps 
Following the conclusion of the HRB hearing on May 12, 2016, the owner may choose one of 
the following courses of action: 

 Submit for building permit(s) in conformance with the plans and application materials as 
presented to the HRB on May 12, 2006; or 

 Revise the application to be consistent with the HRB’s recommendations on May 12, 
2016, and submit for building permit(s); or 

 Revise the application and request another HRB review hearing prior to submitting for 
building permit(s). 

 
Per the Municipal Code, the applicant may choose to, but is not required to, comply with the 
recommendations of the HRB and/or planning staff.  However, the applicant is required to 
provide the HRB with an opportunity to review and comment on proposed work and to receive 
the HRB’s recommendations, prior to obtaining a building permit. 
Attachments: 

 Attachment A: Historic Resources Inventory Form (PDF) 

 Attachment B: Plans for 2004 Addition (previously approved) (PDF) 

 Attachment C: Project Evaluation report submitted by the Applicant (PDF) 

 Attachment D: Project Plans Attachment (DOCX) 
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Attachment D 
 

Project Plans 
 (Hard copies for HRB, Staff, Libraries and Development Center) 

 
 

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/52265 
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Call to Order/Roll Call 
 
Present: Chair Martin Bernstein, Vice Chair Margaret Wimmer, Board Members David Bower, Beth 

Bunnenberg; Patricia DiCicco Roger Kohler 
 
Absent:  Board Member Michael Makinen 
 
 
Council Liaison: Council Member Holman 
 
Oral Communications 
 
None. 
 
Agenda Changes, Additions and Deletions 
 
None. 
 
City Official Reports 
1. Meeting Schedule and Attendance 
 
None. 
 
Action Items 
 
2. Request by Ken Linsteadt Architects on behalf of the property owner, Joseph and Melissa Kraus, 

for Historic Resources Board review of a Historic Preservation application for proposed alterations 
and additions to an existing single‐family residence and an existing accessory structure at 490 
Kingsley Avenue.  Designations:  Historic Category 3, Professorville district.  Zone:  Single‐Family 
Residential (R‐1 (10,000)).  Environmental Review:  CEQA exempt per Class 15268 (Ministerial 
Projects). 

 
Matthew Weintraub reported the existing historic property was listed as Category 3 in the local inventory 
and on the National Registry.  He reviewed the proposed project in relation to Secretary of the Interior 
Rehabilitation Standards.  The question for the Board was whether the proposed design was compatible 
with the district.  Staff felt the new one-story garage addition by itself would be compatible with the 
existing historic structures and Standards.  Staff recommended that the proposed alterations in summary 
would adversely affect the existing historic property and its relationship to the district, that the majority 
of the proposed work was not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards or the Palo Alto 
Standards of Review, and that the HRB may recommend the applicant modify the project in order to be 
consistent with Preservation Standards.   
 
Ken Linsteadt, Architect, clarified that the clay tile roof would remain at the main house, but would be 
removed from the garage.  The applicant wished to create more space in the house, add a pool and 

 
   HISTORIC RESOURCES BOARD MEETING 

  DRAFT MINUTES:  May 12, 2016 
City Hall/City Council Chambers 

250 Hamilton Avenue 
8:30 A.M. 
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cabana, improve the basement and deepen the existing light well.  He shared details of the existing 
structures and of the proposed project.   
 
Board Member Bunnenberg inquired regarding options the architect considered in attempting to get more 
light.  Perhaps he considered trimming trees or light wells in the ceiling rather than extending the tops of 
the windows and removing the cornice.  Mr. Lindsteadt agreed tree trimming would bring in more light.  
The interior ceilings were high, while the windows were at 6 feet 8 inches.  The sense of reflected light in 
interior spaces was important.  He did not favor skylights to bring in light.  Lifting the height of the 
windows by 11 inches resulted in a lovely proportion for the house.  It was the least obtrusive method for 
the look of the house.  Board Member Bunnenberg asked if Mr. Lindsteadt found value in retaining 
historic fabric.  He believed the changes were tasteful and did not violate the essence of what made the 
site part of the historic neighborhood.  Board Member Bunnenberg asked if maintaining the integrity of 
the original design was important to Mr. Lindsteadt.  He answered absolutely.   
 
Board Member DiCicco inquired whether increasing the height of the windows was the reason for 
removing the cornices and detail work and whether the original material was in good condition.  Mr. 
Lindsteadt clarified that the reasons were to increase the window height and to have a lighter feel to the 
house.  He understood the cornice was an historic element.  The question for the Board was whether the 
cornice or the scale, form and style were the essence of the house.  Board Member DiCicco felt the 
cornice was an intricate and wonderful feature that was significantly important.  She asked if the columns 
on the front porch were to be replaced.  Mr. Lindsteadt explained the applicant wished to center the 
porch under the windows.  He wanted to lighten up the house while maintaining the beauty and the style 
of the house.  Replacing the columns would remove some of the heaviness.  Board Member DiCicco 
asked if the project site was eligible for or listed on the National Register.  Mr. Weintraub indicated it was 
listed on the National Register as a contributor to the Professorville district.  The property was located 
within the portion of the district that was listed on the National Register. 
 
Vice Chair Wimmer believed there were two prominent focal points:  the single-story entry feature on 
Kingsley and the single-story bay window on Cowper.  The single-story elements provided a human scale.  
The two focal points were too modernized in the proposal.  She asked if Mr. Lindsteadt proposed 
replacing the Spanish tile with a metal roof.  Mr. Lindsteadt replied only at the garage.  Vice Chair 
Wimmer inquired about the height of the ceilings on the second floor.  Mr. Lindsteadt indicated 9 feet.  
Vice Chair Wimmer asked if he could raise the window height.  Mr. Lindsteadt answered yes.  Vice Chair 
Wimmer suggested the cornice detail could be mimicked even if it was minimized.  Mr. Lindsteadt 
explained that the bay window at the dining room was very close to an oak tree.  The idea was to bring 
the bay closer to the house so that you could see the garden rather than the tree.  He felt the one-story 
elements would read at a human scale just differently.  If he kept all the dentil molding and liked the 
proportion of the molding, then it could be kept rather than mimicked.  He was attempting to make it 
lighter with an element of detail, just not the same cornice. 
 
Board Member Bower requested the distance from the bay window to the oak tree.  Mr. Lindsteadt 
replied approximately 8 feet currently and 16 feet as proposed.  Board Member Bower requested the 
ceiling height of the second-floor bedrooms.  Mr. Lindsteadt responded 8 feet 6 inches, but the ceilings 
could be lifted to 10 feet without impacting the framing of the roof.  Board Member Bower asked if 
raising the ceilings to 10 feet was part of the project.  Mr. Lindsteadt clarified that only the master 
bedroom ceiling would be raised.  Raising the window height felt better as far as seeing more of the sky.  
Board Member Bower felt adding 11 inches and removing the decorative cornice was drastic for a 
relatively small amount of increased light.  He inquired whether the preservation architect was present.  
Mr. Lindsteadt replied no.  Board Member Bower had difficulty with the preservation architect's 
conclusions.  The preservation architect had stated the proposed work retained the historic character and 
feeling of the property.  The preservation architect had not address the materials, removing the entry, 
removing the bay, or removing the cornice detail.  Board Member Bower did find in the plans the 
retention of the header, the architectural detail on the outside.  He did not understand that statement.  
The proposal would not preserve any of the materials that defined character on the outside of the 
building.  Mr. Lindsteadt suggested the preservation architect was talking about setting, style and form of 
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the house without dialing into a specific.  Board Member Bower indicated the statement was talking 
about character-defining materials.  Setting was another consideration.  Landscaping was another 
consideration.  None of those were exclusive.  The conclusion in Number 3 was that the changes were 
intended to reinforce the historic character, even though the very details that made the building look 
different than modern structures would be removed.  That was in total contrast with the intent of the 
Secretary of the Interior Standards.  Board Member Bower also questioned the preservation architect's 
explanations in Standards 5 and 6.  He did not understand how the proposal, the design, addressed the 
issue of Standard 9.  The proposal seemed to ignore the Standards; yet, the preservation architect 
concluded that the design was compliant with Standards.  Mr. Lindsteadt explained that he evaluated 
projects to determine the elements that made the structure an example of the style at the time it was 
built.  He believed the project would hold together stylistically even with the changes.  If the cornice and 
the porch elements were the defining features, then by the Secretary of the Interior Standards he was 
removing something that removed the structure's historic value.  Board Member Bower felt stripping the 
building of the historic fabric removed the significance of the structure from the district, and diminished 
the district.  The historic report was disingenuous at best, if not outright fraud.  Mr. Lindsteadt stated the 
proposed building was not modern.  He was proposing a different cornice detail and a different porch 
that had detail.  He was not stripping the details off the house and making it a modern house.   
 
Board Member Kohler inquired about which historic features remained on the house.  Mr. Lindsteadt 
advised that the window detail, the headers and the sills were historic features.  The issues were only a 
cornice and an entry porch.   
 
Chair Bernstein asked Mr. Lindsteadt to explain how removing the front-door portico detailing, removing 
the curved bay window on the front and removing the existing cornices on the upper levels preserved the 
massing.  He asked how removing the design details preserved massing.  Mr. Lindsteadt explained that 
the massing was completely retained; the detail of the porch and the bay was different.  He changed 
minor elements of the house, while the massing was essentially the same.   
 
Board Member DiCicco believed the garage was very significant to the house, to the block and to the 
district.  She questioned the need to strip the accessory structure of the detailing when the structure 
appeared to be well maintained.  Mr. Lindsteadt felt the proposed approach to weaving the extension to 
the garage was appropriate.   
 
Board Member Bunnenberg disclosed that she had visited the site and examined the structures several 
times.  The garage was highly visible from Cowper Street.  The metal roof was not appropriate for 
historic preservation.  She inquired whether the proposed changes make a difference in the integrity of 
the house and about the ramifications of those changes to the entire Professorville neighborhood.  
Mr. Weintraub reported that Staff's analysis was that the proposed work would affect the integrity of the 
property.  Changing the integrity could affect the property's eligibility and the district's eligibility.  Board 
Member Bunnenberg added that changing the project's integrity could result in similar changes to other 
properties within the district.   
 
Board Member Kohler asked if the ARB and/or the City Council would review the project and if the 
applicant was bound to follow the HRB's recommendation.  Mr. Weintraub explained that the Municipal 
Code provided for the HRB's review and recommendation to the owner prior to the filing of building 
permits.   
 
Board Member Bower disclosed that he too had visited the project site.  He asked if the proposed project 
would be consistent with the proposed design guidelines for Professorville.  Mr. Weintraub felt there 
could be an effect.  Board Member Bower noted the proposed design guidelines described compatibility 
and preservation of details in both additions and renovations of existing buildings in the district.   
 
Chair Bernstein disclosed that he had been by the house many times.  He inquired whether the architect 
or the owner hired the preservation architect.  Mr. Lindsteadt indicated the owner hired the preservation 
architect.  Chair Bernstein noted the preservation consultant identified the character-defining features of 



 
City of Palo Alto  Page 4 

the house as the entry porch and the east side bay; yet, the architect proposed changing those features.  
He requested Mr. Lindsteadt defend his actions.  Mr. Lindsteadt understood the preservation architect's 
analysis was looking at setting, style and character of the property within the district.   
 
Vice Chair Wimmer asked if the window could be raised and the cornice preserved.  The detail could be 
pushed into the cornice, where the bottom frieze of the cornice came out.  The Board would likely better 
accept that change.   
 
Board Member Bunnenberg felt strongly that the decorative cornices were a unifying detail and an 
extremely important part of the design.  The suggested changes would result in the loss of too many 
historic materials.  Changes would represent a degradation of the design.  The house would most likely 
lose integrity.  She disagreed with the preservation consultant's report.   
 
Board Member Bower thought the proposed project was not in compliance with Secretary of the Interior 
Standards 2, 3, 5, 6 and 9.  He was distressed by the loss of the materials that created the style.   
 
Board Member Kohler felt the proposed project would remove the interesting details from the home.   
 
Board Member DiCicco had never seen the detail work of the cornice in any other historic home.  The 
home was in a significant location with a beautiful view to the public.   
 
Chair Bernstein remarked that the individual details made the character of the structure.  The house was 
visible from two streets.  The home was significant by itself and within the district.   
 
MOTION:  Board Member Bower moved, seconded by Chair Bernstein, that the HRB find the application 
was not consistent with Municipal Code Section 16.49.050(b).  In particular it was not consistent with 
Secretary of the Interior Rehabilitation Standards 2, 3, 5, 6 and 9.  The HRB recommended the property 
owner revise the project and return to the HRB for reconsideration.   
 
Board Member Bower believed the building represented one of the best examples of architecture in the 
City.  Removing features from the structures eliminated them as a building of consideration in the historic 
district. 
 
Vice Chair Wimmer suggested the Board provide a summary of its concerns that could instruct the 
applicant on needed changes.  Board Member Bower felt the Board had given the applicant direction.   
 
Mr. Lindsteadt understood the Board's comments.  Originally he had requested a study session on the 
project, but that was not allowed.  Mr. Weintraub clarified that a study session would occur before the 
Board in the same format as utilized in the current hearing.  No fee was charged for a study session; 
therefore, the applicant would receive free analysis and free advice.  Because of that, Staff required the 
applicant to submit an application. 
 
MOTION PASSED:  6-0, Board Member Makinen absent. 
 
Study Session 
 
None. 
 
Minutes Approval:  March 10, 2016 and April 21, 2016 
 
Board Member Bower noted the Minutes pertained to the Architectural Review Board as well as the HRB.  
He presumed the HRB would approve the Minutes pertaining to the HRB only.  Mr. Weintraub replied yes. 
 
MOTION:  Board Member Bower moved, seconded by Chair Bernstein, to approve the Minutes of April 
21, 2016 as presented.   
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MOTION PASSED:  6-0 Board Member Makinen absent 
 
MOTION:  Vice Chair Wimmer moved, seconded by Board Member Bower, to approve the Minutes of 
March 10, 2016 as presented. 
 
MOTION PASSED:  6-0 Board Member Makinen absent 
 
Subcommittee Item 
 
None. 
 
Board Member Questions, Comments, Announcements 
 
Board Member Bunnenberg reported the Palo Alto-Stanford Heritage and the Palo Alto Historical 
Association were hosting seminars on May 15, 2016 at Lucie Stern Community Center.  Joseph Eichler's 
son was scheduled to speak.   
 
Board Member Bower shared information learned at California Preservation seminars regarding new 
techniques for seismic upgrade of historic buildings and application of the California Historical Building 
Code to historic structures.  Mr. Weintraub clarified that the property owner had to request application of 
the Historical Building Code.  Council Member Holman recalled that the Historical Building Code could be 
applied to buildings 50 years old or older.  She requested the HRB provide information regarding seismic 
upgrades for single-family homes.  Board Member Bower advised that new techniques could be applied to 
single-family homes.  Chair Bernstein shared information learned at a seminar regarding the Mission 
District of San Francisco.   
 
Board Member Kohler inquired about items for the next meeting.  Mr. Weintraub reported an item was 
scheduled for May 26.   
 
Chair Bernstein asked about methods to notify applicants of study sessions.  Mr. Weintraub indicated 
study sessions were not included in HRB Bylaws.  Study sessions had been discussed but not 
implemented.  The Board and Staff discussed implementing study sessions and fees therefor.  Council 
Member Holman suggested the HRB discuss including study sessions in its Bylaws at a retreat. 
 
Adjournment 
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SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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EXISTING / DEMO FIRST FLOOR PLAN
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ROOF PLAN
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EXISTING NORTH ELEVATION 

SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0"
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EXISTING EAST ELEVATION

SCALE: NTS
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EXISTING WEST ELEVATION 

SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0"
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EXISTING SOUTH ELEVATION 
SCALE: 1/4"=1'-0"
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EXISTING BUILDING SECTION

SCALE: NTS
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PROPOSED GARAGE/CABANA BUILDING SECTION
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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