
AGENDA ITEM: 2-C 

 
Cultural Heritage Subcommittee (CHSC) 

Meeting Date:  May 24, 2023 
 
 
PLANNER: Christopher Wright, Associate Planner II 

SUBJECT: Cultural Heritage Permit 22-148, Architectural Permit 22-162, Nielsen 
Residence, a request to consider: 1) an addition and exterior changes to a 
historic single-story residence, 2) construction a detached garage with an 
Accessory Dwelling Unit on the second floor that requires a height limit 
increase, and 3) changes to the garden landscape and hardscape. The site 
is located at 222 West Mariposa.  

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In 1928, the site was developed with a single-story Spanish Colonial Revival residence for 
Frank Carl Ulrich, designed by Virgil Westbrook. The house is a historical landmark on the 
City’s list of designated historic structures. The site has a Historic Preservation Property 
Agreement with the City (HPPA or “Mills Act”). The property includes three parcels that are 
zoned Residential Medium density with a Coastal Zone Overlay.  
 
Frank Ulrich was a landscape gardener who worked for Ole Hanson and is attributed with 
managing landscaping at Casa Romantica and the palm installations along El Camino Real. 
The residence at 222 W. Mariposa, known as the Ulrich House, is significant under the 
theme of Ole Hanson’s Spanish Village by the Sea period of development (1928-1936). The 
house has been enlarged several times, including the addition of an octagonal bay window 
dining area and front porch on the front elevation, and the addition of a garage, bedroom, 
bathroom, storage, and laundry at the rear of the building. Sheet A1.2 of the attached plans 
shows the original house and the subsequent changes.  
 
The landscape design also has historic significance. Frank Ulrich’s garden was an eclectic 
mix of California Gardenesque and the 20th century Mediterranean Garden, incorporating 
imported trees and succulents, including Asian plants with pathways and natural stone 
mosaic work. Garden structures included a greenhouse, lath house, koi pond, patios, and 
fountains. While some changes have occurred to the garden, it continues to convey much 
of the landscape design of Frank Ulrich, such as the filling the koi pond and changes to 
original stone work.  For more details, Attachment 3 provides a Historic Resource Analysis 
Report (HRAR) with a description of the property’s history, photographs, analysis, and 
historic survey forms. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY: 
 
The project involves an addition and remodel of the historic residence, a new detached 
garage and ADU, and changes to the landscape and hardscape. The proposed addition 
expands the residence by 1,757 square feet (s.f.). On the first floor, 1,109 s.f. would be 
added to the rear with the removal of the non-original bedrooms, bathroom, storage, laundry, 
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and garage. For a new second floor, 648 s.f. of floor area would be added over a portion of 
the original footprint and roofline.  A roof deck would be included at the rear of the building 
behind the proposed second story roofline for screening. The new detached garage and 
second-floor ADU would be added in the northeast corner of the site. The garage is 600 s.f. 
and ADU is 495 s.f.. The building is 22 feet high, where the height limit is 16 feet but may 
be increased to the 25-foot height limit of the zone with an Architectural Permit. The new 
building has Spanish Colonial Revival architecture in character with the historic residence. 
The project also includes several changes to landscape and hardscape. More notable 
changes include a new driveway, wrought-iron gate, partial restoration of the koi-pond as a 
seating area, relocation and reuse of some of the hardscape paths, addition of a low-level 
stucco wall along the street frontage with planting in front, and plans for the installation of a 
required sidewalk that requires the removal of three significant trees.   
 
Preliminary Review Requested 
 
The application is incomplete due to a few unresolved historic preservation issues. Staff 
requests this meeting to focus on these issues, which are further analyzed in Attachment 1. 
Staff recommends design changes to address these issues in order to support the 
application based on the required findings. The project’s massing, scale, proportions, and 
articulation could change in response to feedback on the historic preservation issues. Staff 
also has recommended changes on the design of the addition, new building, and site 
changes, but a second CHSC meeting is suggested to review the project in totality after the 
applicant has the opportunity to receive feedback on these preliminary historic preservation 
issues: 
 

1. Second-floor addition removes portions of the original roof. 
2. First-floor addition should be differentiated from original structure with insets. 
3. Removal of significant trees for a required sidewalk. 
4. Removal of character-defining features should be avoided where feasible and 

addressed thoroughly in the historic report (HRAR). 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff requests feedback on the historic preservation issues described in Attachment 1 and 
suggests this item be reconsidered by the CHSC prior to scheduling a Planning Commission 
hearing for a decision on the application. 
 
Attachments: 

 
1. Analysis of historic preservation issues 
2. Vicinity map  
3. Historic Resource Analysis Report (HRAR) 
4. Landscape analysis dated 2007  
5. Arborist report on trees along street 
6. Plans 
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Staff requests the Cultural Heritage Subcommitee’s preliminary review of several 
historic preservation issues listed below. Staff also has recommended changes on the 
design of the new development, but a second CHSC meeting is suggested to focus on 
general architectural design of the addition, new building, and new site features, 
considering the massing, scale, proportions, and articulation could change to address 
feedback from CHSC’s review. 
 

1. Second-floor addition removes portions of the original roof. 
2. First-floor addition should be differentiated from original structure with inset. 
3. Removal of significant trees for a required sidewalk. 
4. Removal of character-defining features should be avoided where feasible and 

addressed thoroughly in the historic report (HRAR). 
 
Issue 1 - Removal of original roof for second-floor addition. 
 
The project adds a 648 square-foot second story over the original structure with the 
removal of the original roofline and area. Image 1 shows the west elevation where the 
second-floor addition is proposed. The original roof between the red and orange lines 
would be removed. Excerpts of the proposed roof plan and west elevation are on the next 
page. 
 

Image 1 – Portion of the existing West Elevation 

 
 
 

 



Analysis of Historic Preservation Issues  Page 2 
 

Image 2 – Excerpt of Proposed Roof Plan  

The original roof area that would be removed for the second-floor addition is highlighted 
yellow. 
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Image 3 – Proposed West Elevation 

Image 3 shows the proposed west elevation. The original footprint is to the right of the 
red line. The second-floor addition is proposed over the original footprint between the red 
and orange lines where the roof would be removed according to Image 2. The blue 
shaded area is the profile of the proposed addition. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Staff’s position is that these changes are inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards 9 and 10 for Rehabilitation of Historic Structure that relate to additions and 
alterations.  

 
Standard 9 is: “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 is: “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 be unimpaired.”  

 
The proposed design destroys historic materials, features, and spatial relationship of 
original structure with the removal of the roofline and the massing of the addition over the 
original first floor. If the second-floor addition were removed, the original roofline, massing 
profile, and general spatial relationship would require restoration.   
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed/Non-original area 
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Issue 2 - First-floor addition should be differentiated further. 
 
Secretary of the Interior Standard 10 calls for differentiating additions and alterations from 
original significant elements of a resource. The current design expands the building in-
line with the original first floor. Staff recommends varied texture and color, and a spatial 
break 1-2 inch inset between the original structure and addition to differentiate the 
addition, consistent with Secretary of Interior standard nine (cited on page above). 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Issue 3 - Removal of significant trees for a required sidewalk. 

Image 5 – Proposed first-floor excerpt 
 (grey = proposed addition) 

Image 4 – Existing 
first-floor 

Recommended inset 
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The Municipal Code requires the installation of sidewalk for development projects valued 
at $50,000 or more, including the proposed project. However, the site is unique in two 
ways. First, the Casa Romantica and the subject site are the only known historic 
resources with historically significant gardens. Second, the subject site is the only known 
property on the City’s listed of designated historic structures with historically significant 
trees in close proximity to a street frontage that would interfere with the installation of the 
sidewalk. There are three trees near the street that are character-defining features to the 
property’s significant garden: a Yucca and two Japanese White Pines (“bonsai trees”). 
Image 6 shows the location of these trees.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Image 6 – Excerpt of Proposed Landscape Plan (red arrows 
show the tree significant trees along street) 
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Ideally, these trees would be preserved to maintain the integrity of the resource. While 
the City has a sidewalk waiver process, the eligibility criteria does not address waiving a 
sidewalk to preserve historically significant trees and garden features. The application 
initially had a design that kept the historically significant trees along the street without a 
sidewalk installation. During the Development Management Team (DMT) process, the 
City staff considered several options for the sidewalk: 

1. Recording a property restriction of some form that requires installation of a 
sidewalk upon the death of the significant trees. At this time, the trees must be 
replaced in-kind (similar species and a size that can thrive) in proximity to the 
existing tree locations. This option would require Planning Commission approval 
of a modified condition of approval, accepting that a sidewalk can be deferred with 
the recording of a property restriction. This would meet the City’s obligations for 
sidewalks, but should be pursued in limited special circumstances (e.g. deferring 
a sidewalk temporarily to preserve unique historically significant trees in close 
proximity to the street where a sidewalk would be installed). 

2. Consulting an arborist on whether the trees can be relocated for a sidewalk 
installation. An arborist found the trees would not survive. 

3. Consulting an arborist on whether trees could withstand the installation of a partial 
tiled sidewalk between the trees along the street frontage and then an alternative 
material is used to install paths that wrap around the trees. An arborist found the 
trees would not survive. The arborist report is provided separately as Attachment 
5. 

4. Narrow the street to install a sidewalk away from the tree trunks. This would 
remove public parking in the coastal zone which the Coastal Commission is 
reluctant to support. Also, it is possible a sidewalk installation could still adversely 
affect the tree’s health because it would add weight and possibly damage the tree’s 
root base during construction.  

5. Remove the trees, install a sidewalk, and replace trees in-kind with supporting 
historic report analysis that this complies with federal and state law and the 
Secretary of Interior guidance for historic preservation in this circumstance.  

The applicant decided to redesign the plans to include a sidewalk and replace the trees 
in-kind, mostly due to the uncertainty of whether the Planning Commission would support 
option 1 to defer a sidewalk for the tree preservation. The application materials do not 
provide details on the “in-kind” replacement in terms of the type, size, or location of 
replacement trees. Additionally, the historic report analysis does not describe how and if 
replacement trees maintain the resource’s integrity based on federal standards.  
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Staff supports option 1 to defer the sidewalk and add a condition on the Historic 
Preservation Property Agreement (HPPA) that requires installation of a sidewalk upon the 
death of the historic trees. The Community Development Director may add conditions to 
the HPPA but staff would seek guidance from the Planning Commission when it acts on 
the project. Staff requests CHSC feedback on this important issue so the applicant has 
information to decide how to proceed. 
 
Issue 4 - Removal and alteration of character-defining features should be avoided 
where feasible and thoroughly addressed in the historic report. 

The project removes and alters several features on the structure and in the gardens, such 
as original window and door openings and hardscape path material that would be 
relocated. The removal and alteration of original materials and features should be avoided 
where feasible. For an example, original window openings would be altered on the first 
floor between the red and orange lines shown on Images 1 and 2 above. The historic 
report either incorrectly states several of these features are being maintained or mentions 
the alterations/removals but does not explain how these changes meet the relevant 
Secretary of the Interior Standards 2, 9, and 10 below.   

 
Standard 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 a property will be avoided.” 
 
Standard 9 is: “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 is: “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 be unimpaired.”  
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