THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 18, 2026

TO: Historical Resources Board and Interested Parties

FROM: Shannon Anthony, Senior Planner, Heritage Preservation, City Planning Department
SUBJECT: ITEM #2 - PINGREE AND JUNE OSBURN BUNGALOW COURT

This memo addresses the supplemental information submitted by Heather Riley with Allen Matkins
regarding the Pingree and June Osburn Bungalow Court at 3749-3761 Fourth Avenue.

The supplemental information submitted includes the Historical Resources Research Report
prepared by Nexus Planning and Research, dated June 1, 2026. A previous draft of the Historical
Resources Research Report, dated February 5, 2026, was previously reviewed by staff as part of a
preliminary review (PRJ-1151885) and was deemed incomplete.

Staff has completed a cursory review of the updated Historical Resources Research Report prepared
by Nexus Planning and Research dated June 1, 2026, and found that many of the previously
identified issues remain. As a result, the report submitted cannot be deemed complete at this time,
but is provided to the Board for reference as it was submitted as part of public comment. If there is
information in the draft Historical Resources Research Report prepared by Nexus Planning and
Research that the Board would like to consider or review further, staff would recommend that the
Board return the report to the applicant for revision to address issues, deficiencies and questions
raised by both staff and the Board.

At this time, staff's recommendation to designate the property under Criteria A and C remains
unchanged.
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Shannon Anthony O Suz%e Segaf

Senior Planner Senior Planner/HRB Liaison
City Planning Department
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Attachments:
1. Correspondence and Supplemental Information from Allen Matkins under separate cover



. Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
Attorneys at Law
Allen Matklns One America Plaza
600 West Broadway, 27" Floor | San Diego, CA 92101-0903

Telephone: 619.233.1155 | Facsimile: 619.233.1158
www.allenmatkins.com

Heather S. Riley
E-mail: hriley@allenmatkins.com
Direct Dial: 619.235.1564 File Number: 395924.00001/4901-6392-5685.1

Via Electronic Mail

June 17, 2026

Kiristi Byers, Chairperson

Rammy Cortez, Vice Chairperson

Dr. Eva Friedberg, 2nd Vice-Chairperson
Lisa Cumper, Board Member

Carla Farley, Board Member

David McCullough, Board Member
Joy Miller, Board Member

Dr. Michael Provence, Board Member
Melissa Sofia, Board Member
Michael Taylor, Board Member
Melanie Woods, Board Member
Historical Resources Board

City of San Diego

202 C Street, 6th Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

Re:  3749-3763 Fourth Avenue, HRB Agenda Item 2, June 25, 2026
Dear Chairperson Byers and Board Members:

Attached please find a copy of the Historic Resource Research Report, dated June 1, 2026
(Report) for 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue (Property) in the City of San Diego by Jennifer Ayala of
Nexus Planning & Research. The Report was prepared as a supplement to the previously completed
Historical Resource Research Report, dated July 7, 2025 (Initial Report), prepared by BFSA
Environmental Services. The Report supports and expands upon the Initial Report’s conclusion that
the Property should not be designated as an historic resource.

As explained in the Report, the Property does not demonstrate eligibility under Criteria A,
B, C, D, E, or F. Notably, the Property does not exemplify or reflect a special element of historical
development, is not associated with significant persons or events, does not embody the distinctive
characteristics of an architectural style, type, period, or method of construction, and is not
representative of the work of a master.
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP

Attorneys at Law

Kristi Byers, Chairperson
June 17, 2026

Page 2

In addition, cumulative alterations have diminished integrity such that the Property does not
convey historical significance under the City’s designation criteria. Accordingly, the Property is not
eligible for listing on the San Diego Register and we respectfully request that the Historic Resources
Board not designate the Property as historic.

The Property owner and their consultant team will be available at the June 25, 2026 hearing
to respond to any questions. Thank you in advance for your time and consideration.

Respectfully submitted,
10/
fIIT ﬂ r‘.-'( (/t{ ’!

Heather S. Riley
HSR:ptl
Attachment

cc: Kelly Stanco, Deputy Director, Climate, Preservation & Public Spaces
Shannon Anthony, Senior Planner
Suzanne Segur, Senior Planner/HRB Liaison



Historical Resource Research Report
June 1, 2026

3749 — 3763 Fourth Avenue

San Diego, CA 92103

Prepared by:

Jennifer Ayala, RA, LEED AP
Principal Architect

Submitted to:

The City of San Diego

Heritage Preservation Planning
1222 First Avenue

San Diego, California 92101

Prepared for:

Heather Riley, Partner

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory & Natsis LLP
One America Plaza

600 West Broadway, 27th Floor

San Diego, CA 92101

2801 B Street, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92102
Tel. (619) 985-9280



State of California @ The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial
NRHP Status Code 6Z
Other Listings
Review
Code Reviewer Date

Page 1 of 197 *Resource Name or#: 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue
P1. Other Identifier: n/a

*P2. Location: | Not for Publication X Unrestricted
*a. County San Diego and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*p. USGS 7.5' Quad Pt. Loma Date 2015 T;R ; [l of [lof Sec ; B.M.

c. Address: 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue City: San Diego Zip: 92103

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone , mE/ mN

e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as
appropriate) APN 452-063-35, Lots 2 and 3 in Block 3 of Brookes’ Addition

P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and
boundaries)

3749-3763 Fourth Avenue is a multi-family residential property on an approximately 13,500 square foot parcel in the
Uptown Community Plan Area. Developed in 1924, the Property consists of six wood framed duplex buildings arranged in
a U-shaped configuration around a shared central courtyard, totaling twelve dwelling units. Four one-story duplexes line
the north and south sides of the courtyard, and two two-story duplexes sit at the rear along the alley. The buildings have
flat roofs with parapets and recessed courtyard-facing entries. Current cladding is non-historic heavy textured (English
Trowel) stucco. Front doors are non-historic particle board, and windows are non-historic metal-framed sliders. The site
includes shared concrete walkways, a central courtyard, and paved rear access areas.

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP2

*P4. Resources Present: X Building [ Structure [ Object [ Site [ District [ Element of District [] Other (Isolates, etc.)

P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date, accession #) Front (north) January 2026
*P6. Date Constructed/Age and Source: X

P5a. Photograph Historic [ Prehistoric [ Both

*P7. Owner and Address:
Marshall A. Lewis, Successor Trustee
Lewis Hoxie & Spear, APLC, 2535 Camino
Del Rio S, Ste 245, San Diego, CA 92108-
3780
*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, and
address) Jennifer Ayala, RA LEED AP; Nexus
Planning & Research, 2801 B Street, #100,
San Diego, CA 92102
*P9, Date Recorded: January 2026
*P10.Survey Type: (Describe) Intensive
*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report
and other sources, or enter "none.") See
Continuation Sheets

*Attachments: [ INONE [ Location Map

X Continuation Sheet X Building,

Structure, and Object Record

[JArchaeological Record [IDistrict Record

[Linear Feature Record [IMilling Station
Record [JRock Art Record [Artifact Record [IPhotograph Record X Other (List): Attachments A-F
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BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

*Resource Name or # 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue *NRHP Status Code 67

Page 2 of 197

B1. Historic Name: 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue

B3. Original Use: multi-family

B4. Present Use: multi-family

*B5. Architectural Style: Utilitarian with Spanish Eclectic influences.

*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

The property was developed in 1924 as a coordinated multi-family residential project constructed in phases on two

adjacent parcels under common ownership. Notices of Completion document completion of improvements between

November 28, 1924 and January 19, 1925. Original construction was wood frame with smooth sand-textured stucco

exterior finishes and flat roofs. Alterations include roofing and plaster repairs in the 1930s; removal and replacement of

all 85 original wood framed windows (replaced with aluminum sliders) and 22 original wood framed divided lite doors (all

replaced with plywood doors); application of non-original heavy texture English trowel stucco; addition of supplemental

foundation curbs; removal of fireplaces and detached garages; incremental replacement of site paving; removal of the

Fourth Avenue frontage wall; and fire damage repairs in 2000. Setting changes include construction of an eight-story

multi-family development immediately south of the Property and the demolition of the site across Fourth Avenue to make

way for an approved eight-story, 300 dwelling unit building.

*B7.Moved? XNo [IYes [JUnknown Date: N/a Original Location: Yes

*B8. Related Features: N/A B9a. Architect: Not identified  b. Builder: Pingree I. Osburn

*B10. Significance: Bungalow Court Area: Architecture (evaluated) Period of Significance: 1924 Property Type:
Bungalow court

Applicable Criteria: City of San Diego HRB Criteria A—F (evaluated)

3749-3763 Fourth Avenue was assessed under the Historical Resources Guidelines of the City of San Diego's Land

Development Manual. The Property was developed as a bungalow court but is not significant under any HRB criterion.

Under Criterion A: Community Development, bungalow court development was widespread across San Diego in the mid

1920s, and the Property does not reflect a special element of the City's, community's, or neighborhood's development.

The bungalow court context is citywide, and no comparative citywide survey has been prepared to show this Property is a

distinctive example within it. Under Criterion B: Person or Event, no persons or events of recognized historical importance

are associated with the site. Under Criterion C: Architecture, the Property is not a good example and does not retain

sufficient integrity to convey significance, as cumulative alterations have substantially compromised integrity of Design,

Setting, Materials, Workmanship, Feeling, and Association. No master architect or builder has been identified, so the

Property is not eligible under Criterion D. Criteria E and F do not apply. The Property retains integrity of Location only.

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

None

*B12. References: Published authorities on Vernacular

Architecture; City Building Records; San Diego City Directories;

the Union Tribune archives, and others (see continuation sheets).

B13. Remarks: Sketch Not-to-Scale, nearest cross streets are:

Robinson Avenue and Pennsylvania Avenue

*B14. Evaluator: Nexus Planning & Research: J Ayala, RA, LEED AP

*Date of Evaluation: April 2026

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.)

North t

DPR 523A (9/2013) *Required information
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CONTINUATION SHEET

Property Name: 3749, 3749 %, 3751, 3751 %5, 3753, 3753 %, 3755, 3755 %, 3757, 3759, 3761, and 3763 Fourth Avenue
Page 3 of 197

P3.A BUILDING DESCRIPTION

3749 - 3763 Fourth Avenue (APN 452-063-35, Lots 2 and 3 in Block 3 of Brookes’ Addition) is located in the
Uptown Community Plan Area, on an approximately 13,500 square-foot lot, on the east side of Fourth
Avenue, between Robinson and Pennsylvania Avenues. The subject parcel contains four, one-story
residential duplexes and two, two-story residential duplexes. Each one-story duplex measures
approximately 960 square feet of living area, and each two-story duplex measures approximately 1,560
square feet of living area, for a total of approximately 8,064 square feet of residential building area
containing a total of twelve dwelling units.

The area surrounding the subject parcel is developed with a mix of residential and commercial uses,
including single family residences, multi-family buildings, and larger scale apartment complexes exhibiting
varied architectural styles, heights, and densities. Surrounding development consists of a mix of residential
and commercial uses of varied scale and period. Recent and approved multi-family development has altered
the immediate context.

3749 - 3763 Fourth Avenue (Property) is the subject of this Historical Resources Research Report (Report).

The Property’s original date of construction is established as 1924 based upon the following historical
sources: San Diego County Assessor’s Building Record; two Notices of Completion documenting phased
construction of one two-story flat building, four, one-story duplex bungalow units, and an associated garage,
with improvements completed between November 28, 1924 and January 19, 1925; and a November 2, 1924
San Diego Union newspaper article. See section B.6 and Attachments for details.!

The Property consists of a coordinated grouping of early twentieth century residential duplex buildings
developed as a modest scale multifamily complex. The Property’s buildings are arranged to provide shared
access, consistent with period bungalow court and small flat development patterns. The buildings exhibit
simple massing and utilitarian residential design reflective of speculative multifamily construction of the mid
1920s, with limited architectural detailing and without features associated with a master architect, high
style, or innovative construction methods.

Four, one-story duplex buildings (3749, 3749 ¥, 3751, 3751 %, 3757, 3759, 3761, and 3763 Fourth Avenue)
Each duplex’s primary elevation faces the central courtyard. Front elevations are symmetrically composed
with simple linear massing and paired projecting entry bays oriented toward the central courtyard. The roofs
are flat with parapets capped in barrel mission tile; the tile is located primarily on the courtyard facing
elevations and not side or rear elevations. Exterior wall surfaces are finished in heavy, non-original textured
stucco. Decorative elements are limited and include inverted arched plaster relief motifs above recessed
entries; stucco finished buttresses are present at the midpoint of select elevations. Front doors consist of

1 san Diego Union. “Home Construction in San Diego Continues at Rapid Pace”. 11/2/1924. Page 45.

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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recessed arched non-original particle board doors accessed by concrete stoops connected to a shared
concrete walkway. Windows consist of non-original metal-framed sliding units. The two original street-facing
arched window groupings, which originally contained wood-framed multi-lite units, were removed and
replaced with non-original metal-framed sliding windows (85 original windows replaced across the Property
in total). (See page 121, Attachment D.1 Historical Photographs)

Rear elevations are utilitarian in character and contain minimal architectural detailing, with non-original
fiberglass doors and metal-framed sliding windows.

Side elevations contain limited fenestration consisting of non-original metal-framed sliding windows;
elevations facing between duplexes are blind.

Two, Two-Story Duplexes (3753, 3753 %, 3755, and 3755 %, Fourth Avenue)

The two identical two-story duplexes are symmetrically located at the rear of the parcel, constructed along
the alley and positioned behind, and visually centered between, the four, one-story duplexes. Each building
exhibits a compact rectangular form and mirrors the other in massing and configuration. Each roof is flat
with a parapet capped with Mission barrel tile along the front elevation, turning the corners approximately
two feet. Exterior wall surfaces are finished in heavy, non-original textured stucco. The front elevations are
symmetrical, each containing two front doors positioned toward the outer edges of the elevation. One door
serves the ground floor unit and is accessed by a low concrete stoop; the second door provides access to the
upper unit via a short flight of concrete steps with a stucco finished balustrade. Front doors consist of non-
original arched particle board doors. Fenestration consists of non-original metal-framed sliding windows
arranged in horizontal groupings on both stories. Decorative elements on each front elevation include
arched stucco finished plaster reliefs above upper story windows and wrought iron balconettes.

Rear elevations are utilitarian in character and contain non-original doors and predominantly metal-framed
sliding windows; fenestration patterns vary and are not symmetrical.

A non-original wood-framed infill structure occupies the space between the two buildings along the rear
property-line.

Side elevations are set back from the property-lines and contain limited non-original fenestration; adjacent
side yards are paved for parking.

Site Layout
The Property’s duplexes are arranged in a U-shaped configuration around a central courtyard, with one-

story duplexes located along the north and south sides of the courtyard and two-story duplexes located at

the base of the U along the rear property-line. The central courtyard contains mature palm trees and grass

and serves as the primary shared open space for the site. Two parallel concrete walkways extend from the
street right-of-way through the site to the rear of the Property and provide primary pedestrian circulation;

the walkways exhibit evidence of incremental alteration and repair over time. Additional concrete paving is
present along the side property-lines and functions as rear exit access to Fourth Avenue and the alley.

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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Technical Assessment of Stucco Finish

The existing exterior wall finish consists of a heavy, irregular troweled stucco characterized by inconsistent
application, oversized trowel marks, and an overall lack of uniform pattern. The finish was applied as a heavy
English-trowel (skip-trowel) coating that varies in pattern and thickness across all elevations, in contrast to
the smooth, sand-finished stucco characteristic of 1920s construction and of the Property’s 1924 period. The
finish is visually dominant, obscures the wall plane, and is substantially heavier than stucco finishes typically
associated with the Property’s 1924 construction period.

This stucco does not correspond to documented early twentieth century Portland cement finishes and
differs markedly from the finer sand or lightly textured finishes customary for San Diego buildings of the
early 1920s, including those with Spanish Eclectic influences. Based on texture, application method, and
comparative analysis with period appropriate finishes, the stucco represents a later non-original alteration
that conceals the original wall finish rather than reflecting original design intent.

Condition

The Property is in very poor physical condition and exhibits extensive deterioration. This Report’s
assessment of the Property’s physical condition is based on site observations conducted by a Nexus Planning
and Research representative and California registered architect and historical resources expert, Jennifer
Ayala on January 13, 2026. These observations concur with the building conditions and deterioration
documented in the Conditions Report prepared by Lloyd Russell, Architect, based on a visual inspection
conducted on October 8, 2025.2

e Advanced rot of original wood window sills due to prolonged moisture exposure;

e Significant deterioration and material failure of window frames;

e Extensive stucco failure, including exposed and actively deteriorating original stucco, particularly at
foundations and window sills;

e Delamination and material separation at roof parapets;

e Deterioration and delamination of all front doors;

e Cracking of foundations and localized wall and foundation movement;

e Evidence of water intrusion and active leaks;

e Concrete foundation curbs poured parallel to existing duplex foundations, suggesting efforts to
supplement structural support without reconstruction failing foundations.

Collectively, these conditions reflect long-term deferred maintenance and advanced failure of both original
and non-original materials affecting primary structural systems and exterior envelope components.

2 Russell, Lloyd, AIA. 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue Conditions Report. Letter and photographic documentation prepared for Allen
Matkins, October 15, 2025. Based on a visual site inspection conducted October 8, 2025.

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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This discussion addresses the Property’s physical condition and is not an evaluation of integrity, which is
addressed separately in this report (see page 20) in accordance with the City’s Guidelines for designation.
This section documents the extent of deterioration observable at the time of investigation.

The Property’s evaluated physical features include:

1. Rectilinear, symmetrical massing Appears original
2. Courtyard oriented arrangement of buildings with shared Appears original, with loss of ancillary
central walkways features including the original garages
3. Spanish Colonial Revival architectural style Spanish Eclectic stylistic references; non-
original as currently expressed
4. Stucco cladding Non-original finish
5. Wood-framed particle board entry doors. Fiberglass doors at Non-original materials
rear entries
6. Metal-framed slider-windows Non-original metal-framed sliding units
7. Flat roofs with parapets with mission tile-covered parapets Mission tile coping is non-original
8. Plaster reliefs on one-story duplexes Non-original
9. Plaster reliefs on two-story duplexes Appears original
10. Wrought iron detailing Appears original

B.6 CONSTRUCTION HISTORY

Assessor’s Residential Building Record - Attachment A.1

APN 452-063-35 e  One-story;

3749-49 % - 51-51 % -57-59-61-61 % e Double;

Fourth Avenue e flat-court;
e 8units;

e Standard Construction

e (Concrete foundation;

e  Wood frame;

e Stucco on;

e Wood-framed double-hung windows [no longer extant];
e  Flat roof with composition roofing;

e QGutters

e Builtin 1924;

e Four duplex buildings of approximately 960 square feet each
e Fireplaces [No longer extant]

e CUP [concrete uncovered porch] (16) 336 SF

e Flat, 1800 SF

e Garage #1 192 [No longer extant]

e Garage #1 216 [No longer extant]

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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e Miscellaneous Structures:
e 3’ frame and stucco wall, 127LF [No longer extant]

APN 452-063-35 e Two-story;
3749-49 % - 51-51 % -57-59-61-61 ¥ o 4 units;
Fourth Avenue e Standard Construction

e Concrete foundation;

e Wood frame;

e Stucco on;

e Wood-framed double-hung windows [no longer extant];

e  Flat roof with composition roofing;

e QGutters

e Builtin 1924;

e Four duplex buildings of approximately 960 square feet each
e Fireplaces (4) [No longer extant]

e  CUP [concrete uncovered porch] (2) 48 SF

APN 452-063-02

Notice of Completion — Attachment A.2
Two Notices of Completion document phased construction of one two-story duplex building, four one-story
duplex buildings, and an associated garage, completed between November 28, 1924 and January 19, 1925.

Water and Sewer — Attachment A.3
e Water service connection for 3759 Fourth Avenue, P. J. Osburn, dated August 27, 1924.
e No sewer service connection record identified.

Building Permits - See Attachment A.4
Nexus researched permits on file with the City of San Diego Records, listed in the Union Tribune, or noted on
the ABR.

Date Permit # Type Scope of Work Architect/ Builder

9/12/1924  Per Evening Building “P. I. Osborne. [sic] 3759 Fourth: four frame -/ Osburn
Tribune stucco cottages and garages. 3759-63 Fourth

Street: S1750 each.”

9/19/1924  Per Evening Building “P. Osburn. 412 Pennsylvania. Stucco cottage. -/ Osburn
Tribune 3757 Fourth: 4500.“

9/26/1924  Per Evening Plumbing  “P. Osburn. Per same. 3759 Fourth (8)” -/ Osburn
Tribune

10/17/1924 Per Evening Plumbing  “P. Osburn. Per same. 3761-63 Fourth (8 each)” -/ Osburn
Tribune

10/24/1924 Per Evening Electric “Osburn. Per same. 3759 to 3762 Fourth (12 -/ Osburn
Tribune each)”

11/21/1924 Per Evening Electric “Osburn. Per Balboa 3759-61 Fourth (30)” -/ Osburn
Tribune

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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11/24/1924 Per Evening Electric “P. J. Osburn, per Balboa, 3759-59 % Fourth -/ Osburn
Tribune (20) Same. 3761-63 Fourth (20)”

12/11/1924 Per Evening Electric “Osburn. Per Balboa, 3749 % to 3755 Fourth -/ Osburn
Tribune (24)”

11/20/1929 Per Evening Plastering  “Charles Norton, 3759 Fourth Avenue (2500 sq. - /-
Tribune yds.)”

6/4/1930 Per Evening Electric “Cleir Apts. Per same. 3753 Fourth (1 % - h.p. - /-
Tribune motor)”

11/1/1936  Per San Roofing “Brown, per same. 3749 Fourth (40 sq)” - /-
Diego Union

9/28/1939  Per Evening Plastering  “Leddell, per same 4™ (1200)” - /-
Tribune

3/20/2000 Legacy Building “Fire damage repair to replace 1,988 sqft / Your
Permit drywall in kitchen, bath, bedroom, & living Money's
1699425 room. Repair hole in roof, replace electrical. Worth

Stucco repair”

3/27/2000 Legacy Building “Replace free standing floor heater with wall - /Your
Permit unit in SFD” Money's
1692065 Worth

3/27/2000 Legacy Building “Replace water heater SFD to outside location” - /Your
Permit Money's
1449110 Worth

Site Plan with Building Footprint (See Attachment A.5.)
Aerial photograph provided with additions and alterations identified.

Lot Block Book Page (See Attachment A.6.)
Lot Block Book Page shows the Property was first assessed for improvements in 1925 under P J Osborne’s
ownership.

Previous Survey Forms (See Attachment A.7.)

The City of San Diego’s online database, California Historical Resources Inventory Database (CHRID) contains
a Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Survey (prepared by Jennifer R.K. Stropes, Jillian L.H. Conroy,
and Hilary Wehrle, BFSA Environmental Services, a Perennial Company) for the Property. CHRID notes that
the Property is “pending designation”.

The DPR form describes the Property as a bungalow court constructed in 1924 and 1925 consisting of two
two-story duplex buildings and four one-story duplex buildings arranged around a shared central walkway.
The DPR found that the buildings retained integrity of location and setting but noted that extensive
alterations, including replacement of original stucco texture, windows, doors, and removal of ancillary
features, had compromised integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling. As a result, the
Property was determined not eligible for designation under Criteria A, B, or C. The DPR's finding of retained

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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integrity of setting predates the adjacent eight-story development described in this Report; under current
conditions the Property no longer retains integrity of setting (see Setting, below).

The Property was listed in the 2016 Uptown Community Planning Area Historic Resource Survey (2016
Uptown Survey) and identified as a Potential Individual Historic Resource.® The 2016 Uptown Survey noted

the following:

e 3749 4™ Ave was given a status code of “553” (appears to be individually eligible for local listing or

designation through survey evaluation);

e Court (MPL%);

e Spanish Colonial Revival Bungalow Court;

e Heavily altered;
e Builtin 1930; and

e “Y” identified as a district contributor.

The 2016 Uptown Survey status code of 553 and the district-contributor notation are reconnaissance-level
survey findings, not integrity evaluations, and predate the City's 2023 adoption of the Bungalow Context.
The survey's finding that the Property appears individually eligible assumed a level of integrity that the
documented post-survey alterations and adjacent eight-story redevelopment prove incorrect, as detailed in

the Integrity section of this Report.

Chain of Title (Attachment B.1.)
Seq. Years (Recorded)
Lot 2
Lot 3
- May 28, 1924 (Lot 2)
November 18, 1924 (Lot 3)
August 28, 1925 — November 2, 1927
November 2, 1927 — August 5, 1932
August 5, 1932 — March 14, 1940
March 14, 1940 — June 26, 1940
June 26, 1940 — April 21, 1945
April 21, 1945 — February 19, 1946
February 19, 1946 — June 6, 1952
June 6, 1952 — February 20, 1957
February 20, 1957 — June 6, 1957
June 6, 1957 — December 28, 1962

OO NOOULLDE WN B

=
o

Total

Owners
Union Trust Company of San Diego
William H. Morton and Vera A. Morton
Pingree |. Osburn and June Osburn

D. S. Rowland and Lillie M. Rowland
Benjamin Vlier and Doris Rosa Vlier
Anna Murphey Brown

Charles M. Swank

Arthur H. Swank

Henry John King and Jeanne King

L. Leo Levitt and Rose S. Levitt

William H. Poschman

Poschman Properties, Inc.

Joseph W. Rogers and Isabel M. Rogers

3 Uptown Community Plan Area. 2016 Historic Resources Survey Report. Appendix C. C-9.

4 Multiple Property Listing.

DPR 523L (9/2013)




State of California - The Resources Agency Primary#
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET

Property Name: 3749, 3749 %, 3751, 3751 %5, 3753, 3753 %, 3755, 3755 %, 3757, 3759, 3761, and 3763 Fourth Avenue
Page 10 of 197

11 December 28, 1962 — October 1, 1979 17 Milo Youel and Helene Berens Youel
12 October 1, 1979 — June 10, 1980 <1 Betty Jean Comer

13 June 10, 1980 — September 9, 1980 <1 Milo Youel and Helene Berens Youel
14 September 9, 1980 — August 29, 1990 10 Gert Koppel and Edith Koppel

15 August 29, 1990 — March 17, 1993 3 Edith Koppel

16 March 17, 1993 — April 22, 1996 3 Gert Koppel

17 April 22, 1996 — September 21, 2006 10 Gert Koppel, Trustee

18 September 21, 2006 — March 27, 2024 18 Aline Koppel, Successor Trustee

19 March 27, 2024 — Present - Marshall A. Lewis, Successor Trustee

San Diego City Directory — through 2025 (Attachment B.2.)
San Diego City Directory listings from 1924 through 2025 were researched.

Deed from Date of Construction (Attachment B.3.)

The Property was conveyed to Pingree |. Osburn and June Osburn through two separate transactions in
1924, with Lot 2 transferred from Union Trust Company of San Diego in May 1924 and Lot 3 transferred
from William H. Morton and Vera A. Morton in November 1924,

Architect — Unknown
Historical research did not reveal the identity of either the Property’s architect or designer.

Builder — Pingree I. Osburn

Historical research, in the form of Notices of Completion recorded by the County of San Diego, reveals that
the Property was built by Pingree . Osburn. Pingree I. Osburn is not currently listed among the City of San
Diego’s established master builders.

Maps (Attachment C.1 and C.2.)
Copies of the 800 scale Engineering, the USGS, and original Subdivision Maps are included within the
Attachments.

Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (Attachment C4.)
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps show the Property’s development from 1921 through 1970. The Property’s
development appears for the first time on the 1950 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map.

Historical and Transitional (See Attachment D1.)

e Historical research within the San Diego History Center yields one historical photograph which includes a
portion of the Property’s parcel.

e The City Clerk’s archives contain a collection of film created by the Transportation and Storm Water
Department (1970s Photolog). Historical research within the archives yielded views of the Property’s
Fourth Avenue elevations.
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Current Photographs (See Attachment D3.)

Current photographs were taken in January 2026 and document existing site conditions and surrounding
development at the time of field investigation. Selected photographs from the 2024 BFSA report are
included in the Attachments for comparative purposes only, to illustrate changes to the Property’s
immediate setting resulting from subsequent adjacent development. These earlier photographs do not
represent current conditions and are not relied upon for evaluation of integrity of setting. The paired
comparison of 2024 and 2026 photographs demonstrates the magnitude of change to scale, massing, spatial
relationships, and visual context affecting the Property.

Alterations

According to historical research, including building permits, and site observations, the Property contains
significant alterations.

Date Location Description In-kind repair? Retain historical integrity?
1933 3755 Fourth  Roofing repairs Lack of Undetermined
Ave information
1939 3749 Fourth  Roofing repairs Lack of Undetermined
Avenue information
1939 3759 Fourth  Plastering repairs Lack of Undetermined
Avenue information
1939 3761 Fourth  Plastering repairs Lack of Undetermined
Avenue information
1974-1982 All units Replacement of original wood- No No. Design, Materials and
framed windows with aluminum Workmanship are impacted
framed windows (85 windows)
1970s-1980s | One-story Installation of supplemental No No. Design and Workmanship
duplex side  concrete foundation curbs impacted
elevations parallel to original foundations
1981 -2000 | Site wide Removal of detached garages No No. Design and Setting are
impacted
1982-2004 All buildings  Replacement of original stucco No No. Design, Materials and
texture with non-original thick Workmanship are impacted
non-specific trowel marked
stucco
1982-2007 All units Replacement of original arched No No. Design, Materials and
multi lite front doors with Workmanship are impacted
plywood doors in various styles
and window patterns (12 doors)
1982-2007 All units Replacement of original rear No No. Design, Materials and

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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Date Location Description In-kind repair? Retain historical integrity?
2000 3749 Fourth  Fire damage repairs including Insufficient Not enough information
Avenue roof patch, interior drywall, and  information
exterior stucco
Unknown All units Removal of original fireplaces No No. Design and Materials are
impacted
Unknown Site Incremental replacement and Insufficient Not enough information

alteration of concrete walkways Information
and site paving

2007-2008 Fourth Removal of stucco clad half wall No No. Design, Setting and
Avenue along Fourth Avenue frontage Feeling are impacted
frontage

2025 Adjacent Construction of eight story No No. Setting and Feeling are
parcel to building built to property-line impacted
south

2026-2027 6 parcels Demolition permit, PRJ- No No. Setting and Feeling are

(pending) across 1134984, 7/1/2025 and impacted
street Building, Mechanical, Electrical,

and Plumbing permits for a new
8-story MDU over 3 levels of
subterranean parking. See
Prelim Reviews PRJ-1131666,
PRJ-1126334, PRJ-1125913, PRJ-
1109403

B.10 SIGNIFICANCE

In evaluating the Property’s significance and integrity to determine whether it is eligible for listing in the City
of San Diego Historical Resources Register (San Diego Register), this Report applies the City’s adopted
Historical Resources Board (HRB) designation criteria and implementing guidelines, as set forth in the Land
Development Manual, Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix E). Consistent with those Guidelines,
nationally recognized preservation guidance published by the National Park Service, including How to Apply
the National Register Criteria for Evaluation (National Register Bulletin 15), is utilized as an interpretive
framework for defining historical context, identifying character-defining features, and evaluating integrity.
The City’s Historical Resources Guidelines expressly rely upon the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
related National Park Service guidance to inform evaluation methodology; accordingly, reference to these
national documents is appropriate and consistent with City practice. Use of National Park Service guidance

DPR 523L (9/2013)



State of California - The Resources Agency Primary#
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET

Property Name: 3749, 3749 %, 3751, 3751 %5, 3753, 3753 %, 3755, 3755 %, 3757, 3759, 3761, and 3763 Fourth Avenue
Page 13 of 197

in this Report does not replace or supplant the City’s designation criteria, but rather supports their
application by providing established evaluative principles widely used at the local, state, and federal levels.>

Historic Context Statement: Uptown Community

The Uptown Community Plan Area is located immediately north of Downtown San Diego on a mesa
dissected by canyons and bounded by Presidio Park and Balboa Park. Uptown contains some of the City’s
earliest suburban neighborhoods and reflects multiple phases of residential development associated with
San Diego’s growth from the late nineteenth through the early twentieth centuries.

San Diego’s early urban development accelerated following the establishment of Horton’s Addition in 1867
and subsequent real estate booms of the 1880s, which were supported by the expansion of street grading,
streetcar infrastructure, and public utilities. By the late nineteenth century, improved transportation
networks enabled residential expansion north of Downtown, laying the groundwork for suburban
development patterns that would later characterize Uptown.

Development within Uptown intensified during the early twentieth century, particularly during the Panama-
California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic context.® The Uptown Community Plan (2016) identifies
this period as a significant phase of residential expansion, marked by increased population growth,
continued streetcar service, and rising demand for housing. New construction during this era consisted
primarily of residential development, including single-family homes and a substantial number of multi-family
property types such as residential flats, bungalow courts, apartment courts, and small apartment buildings.

Architecturally, the period was influenced by the 1915 Panama-California Exposition, which contributed to
widespread adoption of Spanish Eclectic and Mission Revival styles throughout Uptown, alongside continued
use of Craftsman and other early twentieth-century residential styles. Multi-family housing types were
interspersed among single-family neighborhoods, particularly in areas proximate to Balboa Park and along
established streetcar corridors such as Fifth Avenue, University Avenue, Washington Street, and Park
Boulevard.

By the early 1920s, residential development in Uptown had become widespread, with the number of
developed parcels exceeding unimproved properties. Housing of all types was constructed to accommodate
continued population growth between 1920 and 1930, during which San Diego’s population nearly doubled.
As documented in the Uptown Community Plan and associated historic resource surveys, residential
development during this period was prolific and characterized by a wide range of building types and
architectural expressions.

5 City of San Diego, Land Development Manual, Historical Resources Guidelines, Appendix E, Parts 1.1 and 2; National Park
Service, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, National Register Bulletin 15 (1997); Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

6 Uptown Community Plan. Page HP 168.
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The Uptown Community Plan identifies potential historical significance for properties developed during the
Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic context period under the following
circumstances: developed between 1909 and 1929; association with the development of Uptown as a
streetcar suburb; association with important persons or events in local history; representation of a good or
rare example of a popular architectural style of the period; or association with the work of a master
architect, builder, or designer. Residential property types constitute the primary extant resources associated
with this historic context, provide the framework for evaluating the Property’s potential significance under
the City’s HRB designation criteria.

Property’s Historic Context: Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs (1909-1929)

The Property was developed in 1924 during the Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic
context period of 1909—-1929, as defined in the Uptown Community Plan. This period represents a significant
phase of residential expansion in Uptown, driven by population growth, continued streetcar service, and
increased demand for housing following the announcement and realization of the 1915 Panama-California
Exposition.

Multi-family housing was not a dominant feature of Uptown’s earliest development prior to the 1880s,
when land was abundant and infrastructure limited. As San Diego’s population increased and transportation
systems expanded, demand for higher-density housing grew. By the early twentieth century, multi-family
residential development emerged as a common response to housing needs, particularly in neighborhoods
proximate to Balboa Park and along established streetcar corridors.

During the Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs context period, residential development
intensified in Hillcrest, Mission Hills, and University Heights. New construction consisted primarily of
residential buildings, including single-family homes and a wide range of multi-family property types such as
residential flats, bungalow courts, apartment courts, residential hotels, and small apartment buildings.
These property types were interspersed throughout Uptown neighborhoods rather than concentrated in
distinct enclaves, reflecting evolving attitudes toward multi-family living.

The 1915 Panama-California Exposition further accelerated multi-family housing development in Uptown.
Residential hotels and apartment buildings were constructed to accommodate visitors and new residents,
while post World War | social and economic shifts contributed to broader acceptance of apartment living
among middle- and upper-income households. By the 1920s, multi-family housing in Uptown ranged from
modest court-type developments to larger multi-story apartment buildings, particularly in areas adjacent to
Balboa Park.

Survey data confirms the prevalence of multi-family housing during this period. The 2016 Uptown Survey
identified 2,289 properties, of which 991 were developed during the Panama-California Exposition and
Streetcar Suburbs context period and 794 were categorized as multi-family housing. These figures
demonstrate that both single-family and multi-family residential development were prolific during this era
and that multi-family housing was neither rare nor exceptional within Uptown.
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The Uptown Community Plan identifies potential historical significance for properties developed during this
context period where they demonstrate a clear association with the development of Uptown as a streetcar
suburb, are associated with important persons or events, represent a good or rare example of a popular
architectural style, or reflect the notable work of a master architect, builder, or designer. Residential
buildings constitute the primary extant resource types associated with this historic context.

This consolidated context provides the framework for evaluating the Property’s eligibility under the City’s
HRB designation criteria, particularly with respect to whether it represents a special or distinguishable
example of multi-family residential development within a widespread and well-documented pattern.

Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement 2021 (Bungalow Context)

The City prepared the Bungalow Context in 2021 and adopted it in 2023 to provide an evaluative framework
for bungalow courts and apartment courts constructed between approximately 1917 and 1960. The
Bungalow Context establishes the historical development, defining characteristics, and eligibility
considerations for these property types within the City.7 Consistent with City direction, the Bungalow
Context is the primary framework for this evaluation; the 2016 Uptown Community Plan Area Historic
Resource Survey is used only as a secondary, corroborating source and is noted as such.

The Bungalow Context identifies bungalow courts as a multi-family residential property type characterized
by a shared central open space that is directly connected to and visually oriented toward the street. In San
Diego, bungalow courts emerged primarily in the decade following the 1915-1917 Panama-California
Exposition, coinciding with a period of rapid population growth and increased housing demand. The
property type originated in Southern California in the 1910s and gained popularity due to its efficient use of
land, reliance on conventional residential construction methods, and appeal to residents seeking a balance
between apartment living and single-family domestic qualities.®

Under the Bungalow Context, a bungalow court is defined as a grouping of one-story detached, semi-
detached, or attached residential units arranged around a common court, with unit entrances oriented
toward the shared open space, which functions as an extension of the public realm.? The court itself is
defined as a landscaped central space accessed directly from the street and composed of a combination of
circulation features, planted areas, and, in some cases, low walls, fences, lighting elements, or entry features
that articulate the relationship between the court and the street.!

7 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021.
8 Ibid.

? Ibid.

10 |bid., definition of “Bungalow Courts”.

1 |bid., definition of “Court”.
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This Bungalow Context provides the basis for evaluating bungalow court properties for listing on the San
Diego Register, including eligibility criteria, assessment of property type characteristics, integrity, and
comparative context.

Bungalow Court Development and Typologies in San Diego

The Bungalow Context identifies bungalow courts as a widespread and well-established multi-family
residential property type in San Diego. Both architect designed and builder driven examples proliferated
during the mid 1920s, coinciding with a broader residential building boom that began around 1923 and
peaked in 1926. This expansion was driven by increased housing demand and the availability of standardized
construction methods and materials.*?

The Bungalow Context notes that hundreds of bungalow courts were constructed throughout San Diego,
primarily within streetcar suburbs such as Uptown, areas surrounding Balboa Park, Ocean Beach, and La
Jolla.2® Their low scale, inward oriented layout, and home like character allowed them to integrate into
neighborhoods otherwise characterized by single family residential development. As a result, bungalow
courts became a common and recurring development pattern rather than a limited or exceptional housing
form.

San Diego is distinctive for the quantity, variety, and extended period during which bungalow courts were
constructed. As such, the property type is significant at the thematic level as part of the City’s early
twentieth century residential growth, but individual examples must be evaluated for relative distinction,
integrity, and representativeness within this widespread context.'

The Bungalow Context identifies several standard bungalow court plan types. While architect designed
courts continued to be constructed, builder driven examples were more common and tended to exhibit
regularity and standardization in site planning, unit configuration, and architectural expression. Standard
plans included wide and narrow U-shaped courts, courts with minimal landscaped areas and central
walkways, and open plans consisting of parallel rows of units without a rear building.®

Typical bungalow courts consisted of one-story buildings arranged around a clearly defined central court,
with unit entrances oriented inward. Architectural styles reflected popular residential styles of the period
and were often secondary to the court organization and site planning concept. Units could be detached,
semi-detached, or attached, including duplex configurations. One-story linear or U-shaped attached unit
variations represented a transitional form between detached bungalow courts and larger apartment courts,
while still retaining the defining characteristics of the bungalow court property type.'®

12 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021.
13 |bid.
% |bid.
13 |bid.
18 |bid.
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History of the Property

The Property at 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue was developed in 1924 as a modest scale multi-family residential
complex consisting of a bungalow court and small flat building types. The original development included
four one-story duplex buildings and two, two-story duplex flat buildings arranged around a shared central
court. Although the Property occupies two parcels and was completed under separate permits and Notices
of Completion, construction occurred within a short time frame and reflects a single, coordinated
development effort undertaken by Pingree I. Osburn and June Osburn in 1924 and 1925.

A contemporaneous November 2, 1924 article in the San Diego Union identified the Property as a newly
constructed twelve unit bungalow court on Fourth Street and attributed development to J. Osburn,
reporting a total project cost of $45,000. The original development reflects speculative multi-family
residential construction typical of the mid 1920s in San Diego, characterized by utilitarian massing, limited
architectural detailing, and standardized construction methods rather than a high style or architect designed
project. Since its construction, the Property has remained in continuous multi-family residential use.
During the early ownership period from the mid 1920s through approximately 1940, the Property passed
through several owners, including D. S. Rowland and Lillie M. Rowland, Benjamin Vlier and Doris Rosa Vlier,
and Anna Murphey Brown. Available records from this period document routine maintenance and minor
repairs, including roofing and plastering work completed in 1933 and 1939, which appear to have been
undertaken as maintenance rather than as substantive alterations. No evidence was identified indicating
changes to the original site layout, building configuration, or use during this period.

Ownership during the mid-twentieth century remained largely residential or investment based, with the
Property continuing to function as a multi-family residential complex. Through the 1940s and 1950s,
alterations were limited to typical system upgrades and maintenance associated with aging residential
properties.

More substantial alterations affecting historical integrity began in the mid 1970s and continued through the
early 2000s. During this period, all 85 original wood-framed windows were replaced throughout the complex
with aluminum framed sliding windows. Supplemental concrete foundation curbs were installed parallel to
original foundations. These changes were not completed in kind and altered original design intent and
construction expression.

Between approximately 1981 and 2000, the Property’s two detached garages were removed. Per the Notice
of Completion, only one garage was original to the period of significance; the second garage was
constructed at a later, undocumented date and was not original. Removal of the non-original garage is not
an integrity issue. Removal of the single original garage resulted in the loss of one ancillary feature. During
the same general period, the original low relief sand finish stucco was replaced with a thick, non-specific
trowel marked stucco finish across the complex. Original arched multi lite front doors were replaced with
particle board doors, and original rear entry doors were replaced with fiberglass doors (22 total doors).
These alterations further diminished integrity of design, materials, and workmanship.
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Fire damage repairs were completed in 2000 at 3749 Fourth Avenue; however, available documentation
does not indicate whether this work was completed in kind. At an unknown date, original fireplaces were
removed from the units. Site paving and concrete walkways were incrementally altered and replaced over
time, though walkway alignments appear generally consistent with the original site layout.

Between 2007 and 2008, the stucco-clad half wall along the Fourth Avenue frontage was removed. This wall
functioned as a character defining feature of bungalow courts by establishing enclosure and a visual
transition between the street and the central court. Its removal represents a further loss of integrity related
to site design and setting.

Based on permit records, assessor data, and ownership history, the majority of integrity impacting
alterations occurred during periods of long-term ownership in the late twentieth century. Replacement of
original wood-framed windows with aluminum units (85 windows), installation of supplemental concrete
foundation curbs, and replacement of original stucco finishes occurred primarily during the ownership of
Joseph W. Rogers and Isabel M. Rogers (1957-1962), Milo Youel and Helene Berens Youel (1962-1980), and
Gert Koppel and Edith Koppel (1980-1993), with continued alterations during the subsequent ownership of
Gert Koppel and Aline Koppel (1993-2007). Removal of detached garages (one original; one non-original)
and replacement of original entry doors are documented or inferred to have occurred during this same
extended ownership period. Removal of the stucco-clad frontage wall occurred between 2007 and 2008
during the ownership of Aline Koppel as successor trustee. Earlier ownership periods are associated
primarily with routine maintenance and minor repairs, with no evidence of substantial alteration to the
original site layout, building configuration, or use.

HISTORIC CONTEXT OF THE RESOURCE

According to the Guidelines for the San Diego Register Designation Criteria, the significance of a historic
property can be judged and explained only when it is evaluated in its historic context.

Historic contexts are those patterns or trends in history by which a specific occurrence, property or site is
understood and its meaning (and ultimately its significance) within history is made clear. In order to decide
whether a property is significant within its historic context, the following things must be determined.’

1. Identify the themes, geographical limits and chronological period that the property represents:
The Property was constructed in 1924 and is located within the Hillcrest neighborhood of the Uptown

Community Planning Area in the City. The Property was developed during the Panama-California Exposition
and Streetcar Suburbs historic context (1909-1929) and within the City’s Bungalow Context (1917-1960).

17 Guidelines. Page 2.
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2. Determine how the theme of the context is significant in the history of the local area:

The Property is associated with two potential historic themes: development of multi-family housing in
Uptown and bungalow court development. These themes reflect well documented patterns of residential
growth in Uptown and the City during the early twentieth century, particularly following the 1915 Panama-
California Exposition, when population growth and housing demand increased substantially. As documented
in the Uptown Community Plan, by the close of this period the number of developed parcels in Uptown far
exceeded the number of undeveloped parcels, underscoring the widespread nature of residential
construction during this era.

3. Determine what the property type is and whether it is important in illustrating the historic context:

The Property is a multi-family residential bungalow court property type. Individual examples of this property
type are common within Uptown and Hillcrest and were constructed in substantial numbers during the
identified historic contexts. As such, the Property represents a typical expression of development patterns
rather than a distinct or elevated example important in illustrating the historic context.

4. Determine how the property represents the context through San Diego Register Criteria:
The Property does not represent its historic context through the San Diego Register Criteria. Specifically:

e Under Criterion A: Community Development, the Property does not exemplify or reflect special
elements of the City’s, community’s, or neighborhood’s development. Special elements are defined
as resources that are distinct among others of their kind or that surpass the usual in significance.
The Property is not rare or distinguishable among the numerous bungalow courts developed during
the same period.

e The Property is not significant under Criterion B: Person or Event, as no associations with persons or
events of historical importance were identified.

e Under Criterion C: Architecture, the Property was constructed as a bungalow court property type
with limited Spanish Colonial Revival stylistic references; however, cumulative alterations have
diminished its ability to convey distinctive architectural characteristics. As a result, the Property is
not significant under this criterion.

e The Property’s architect was not identified, and while the builder was identified as Pingree I.
Osburn, he is not recognized as a master builder under City criteria. Therefore, Criterion D does not
apply.

e (Criteria E and F do not apply to the Property.

5. Determine what physical features the property must possess for it to reflect the significance of the
historic context:
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For the Property to be historically significant and; therefore, eligible for listing on the San Diego Register
within the Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic context and under the City’s
Bungalow Context, a property would be required to meet one or more of the following thresholds:
e Represent a special or distinct aspect of bungalow court development, under Criterion A,
e Embody the distinctive characteristics of Spanish Colonial Revival architecture as a representative
example of the style, under Criterion C; or
e Constitute a good representative example of the bungalow court property type through the
retention of character defining features, also under Criterion C.

In all cases, the Property must retain sufficient integrity to convey significance under the applicable
criterion, as evaluated in this Report.

INTEGRITY

In addition to determining the significance of a resource under local, state, and federal criteria, a resource is
also assessed for integrity. Integrity is the ability of a resource to convey and maintain its significance. To
retain historic integrity, a resource must possess several, and usually a majority, of the seven key aspects of
Integrity: Location, Design, Setting, Materials, Workmanship, Feeling, and Association.

According to the City’s Guidelines for the application of the HRB Designation Criteria, there are two
important principles for understanding Integrity®®:

e Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical integrity clearly indicated by the retention
of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance.

e Integrity relates to the presence or absence of historic materials and character defining features.
Historical resources eligible for designation by the HRB must meet one or more of the designation criteria
and retain enough of their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historic resources and to
convey the reasons for their significance.®

1. Location: Location is the place where a resource was constructed or where an event occurred.

The Property remains its original location. Therefore, it retains its Location Integrity for its 1924 period of
construction.

18 Guidelines. Page 3.
19 Guidelines. Pages 3-4.
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2. Design: Design results from intentional decisions made during the conception and planning of a resource.
Design includes form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property.

The Property does not retain integrity of Design as a bungalow court. While the original 1924 site planning
concept of a multi-family residential complex organized around a central court remains partially legible,
subsequent alterations have substantially diminished the original bungalow court design intent. Removal of
the original detached garage altered original functional and spatial relationships within the complex.
Removal of the stucco-clad half wall along the Fourth Avenue frontage eliminated a defining boundary
between the court and the public right of way. Incremental changes to circulation features and site
elements further reduce the Property’s ability to convey its original court organization.

The Property also does not retain integrity of architectural design. Although original massing and scale
remain generally intact, alterations have obscured original architectural expression. Supplemental concrete
foundation curbs, replacement of all original wood-frame divided lite doors (22) and wood-framed windows
(85), removal of original fireplaces, and application of a thick, non-specific trowel marked stucco finish have
altered original design intent and architectural relationships. Collectively, these changes compromise
integrity of design.

3. Setting: Setting applies to the physical environment, the character of a resource’s location, and a
resource’s relationship to the surrounding area.

Historically, the Property was situated within a low scale residential environment characterized by building
setbacks, spatial separation between structures, and compatibility with surrounding early suburban
development patterns in Uptown. Comparison of photographs from 2024 and 2026, included in the
Attachments, documents substantial change to this setting resulting from construction of adjacent large-
scale development completed after preparation of earlier reference materials. Evaluation of integrity of
setting in this Report is based on current conditions as documented in 2026 photographs, which reflect the
completed context within which the Property now exists.

That setting has been substantially altered. Construction of an eight-story building immediately adjacent to
the Property, built to the property-line, represents a significant departure from the historic development
pattern. The change in scale, massing, and spatial relationships has eliminated historic setbacks, altered light
and air conditions, and introduced visual dominance inconsistent with the original residential context.
Additional eight-story (300 dwelling unit) development permitted directly across Fourth Avenue will further
reinforce this urbanized pattern. As a result, the Property no longer retains integrity of Setting.

4. Materials: Materials comprise the physical elements combined or deposited in a particular manner or
configuration to form a property.
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The Property does not retain integrity of Materials. Although limited original materials may remain in
isolated or concealed locations, widespread replacement of character defining materials has substantially
diminished material integrity.

Original exterior materials have been largely replaced. The original low relief sand finish stucco has been
resurfaced with a thick, non-specific trowel marked finish that is not consistent with stucco textures typical
of San Diego in the 1920s. In multiple locations the heavy coating has delaminated from the wall, exposing
earlier underlying material and confirming that it is a later applied layer over, rather than a continuation of,
the original finish. The replacement of the original sand finish with this non-original coating is a loss of
original material and of the surface workmanship that characterized 1920s stucco construction. All 85
original wood-framed windows have been replaced with aluminum framed sliding units, and all 22 original
doors, including the arched front entry doors and the rear entry doors, have been replaced with non-original
materials. These replacements were not completed in kind.

Original ancillary materials have also been removed. The original detached garage was removed, and
original fireplaces were removed from the units. Site materials have been incrementally altered through
replacement and patching of concrete walkways and paving. Collectively, these changes result in a
substantial loss of original materials.

5. Workmanship: Workmanship consists of the physical evidence of the crafts employed by a particular
culture, people, or artisan, which includes traditional, vernacular and high styles.

The Property does not retain integrity of Workmanship. Replacement of original finishes, 85 windows, 22
doors, and architectural features has obscured or eliminated physical evidence of early twentieth century
construction techniques.

The replacement of original stucco finishes, introduction of non-original structural elements, and
replacement of original openings removed visible evidence of original craftsmanship, including surface
treatments, joinery, and detailing. Removal of original fireplaces eliminated interior features reflective of
period construction practices. Alterations to site features, including removal of garages and modification of
walkways, further reduced legibility of original workmanship. As a result, integrity of workmanship is not
retained.

6. Feeling: Feeling relies on present physical features to a property to convey and evoke an aesthetic or
historic sense of past time and place.

The Property does not retain integrity of Feeling. Although it continues to function as a multi-family
residential complex and retains a partial courtyard arrangement, cumulative alterations to buildings, site
features, and the surrounding environment have diminished its ability to convey the historic character of a
1920s bungalow court.
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Loss of character defining features, extensive material replacement, and introduction of incompatible
adjacent development have weakened the informal domestic scale and residential atmosphere associated
with early bungalow court development. As a result, the Property no longer conveys the feeling of its period
of significance.

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

Historical research did not identify associations with a significant person, event, or master builder.
Accordingly, the Property does not retain integrity of Association.

Integrity Conclusion

Of the seven aspects of integrity, the Property retains integrity of location only. The cumulative loss of
integrity in design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association prevents the Property from
conveying significance under the identified historic contexts.

GUIDELINES FOR THE APPLICATION OF SAN DIEGO REGISTER DESIGNATION CRITERIA

According to the City’s Land Development Manual, Historical Resources Guidelines, Appendix E, Part 2, any
improvement, building, structure, sign, interior element and fixture, site, place, district, area, or object may
be designated as a historical resource by the City’s HRB if it meets one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion A: Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s, or a neighborhood’s,
historical, archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, landscaping or
architectural development;

Criterion B: Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history;

Criterion C: Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction or is a
valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship;

Criterion D: Is representative of the notable work or a master builder, designer, architect, engineer,
landscape architect, interior designer, artist, or craftsman;

Criterion E: Is listed or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing on the National

Register of Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State Historical Preservation
Office for listing on the State Register of Historical Resources; or
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Criterion F: Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way or is a
geographically definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a special character,
historical interest or aesthetic value or which represent one or more architectural periods or styles in the
history and development of the City.

CRITERION A: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:

Special elements of development refer to a resource that is distinct among others of its kind or that surpass
the usual in significance. %°

Eligibility under San Diego Register, Criterion A per the Bungalow Context (SDRHR HRB Criterion A, Special
Element)?!:
e Exemplifies or reflects a special element of the City’s historical, social, economic, aesthetic, and
architectural development related to
o Multi-family development to address population booms and resulting housing shortages
during periods of expansion in San Diego,
o Neighborhood growth as streetcar suburbs, and/or
o Community planning and development, such as zoning or land-use changes, economic
stimulus or redevelopment efforts, etc.

Eligibility Considerations per the Bungalow Context under SDRHR HRB Criterion A22:
e Asa finite resource type, properties that exhibit a majority of the organization, form, scale, and court
organization character-defining features of any bungalow court sub-type and with sufficient integrity
of the individual elements and the property as a whole may meet SDRHR HRB Criterion A.
e Properties with specific and important associations to the relevant historic themes are more likely to
be eligible for the National Register and/or California Register under Criterion A/1.

EVALUATION OF THE PROPERTY UNDER CRITERION A:

1. Historical Development shall exemplify or reflect a special or unique aspect of the City’s general historical
development; or shall exemplify or reflect a unique aspect of the City’s history.

20 Guidelines. Page 7.
21 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 65.
22 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66.
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Under the Bungalow Context, eligibility under San Diego Register Criterion A requires that a resource
exemplify or reflect a special element of the City’s historical, social, economic, aesthetic, or architectural
development.

The Property is not eligible for designation under San Diego Register Criterion A as a special element of
multi-family development. Although developed as a bungalow court, historical research does not
demonstrate that the Property is associated with a specific or exceptional population-driven housing
response. Instead, the Property reflects widespread patterns of multi-family residential development that
occurred repeatedly across multiple growth periods. As such, the Property does not represent a distinct or
elevated example of population-driven multi-family development within the City’s historical, social, or
economic history.

The Property is also not eligible under Criterion A for its association with neighborhood growth as a
streetcar suburb within the Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic context. While
Hillcrest and the Uptown area developed in conjunction with the streetcar system, residential construction
during this period was extensive and well documented. The Property does not represent an early,
influential, or distinguishable example associated with the initial phase of streetcar-driven expansion, which
reached its greatest extent prior to 1915. Rather, it reflects typical multi-family infill development and does
not rise to the level of a special or defining example of this pattern.

Historical research did not identify associations with zoning or land use changes, economic stimulus
programs, redevelopment initiatives, or other community planning efforts that would support eligibility
under San Diego Register Criterion A.

The Bungalow Context labels bungalow courts a finite resource type. That label is accurate but
unremarkable: every architectural style or property type tied to a defined period of significance is finite in
the same sense, including Craftsman, Mid-Century Modern, and Brutalist resources. Finiteness does not
establish that a property type is rare. The Bungalow Context reserves relaxed integrity expectations only for
contexts in which bungalow courts “are rare, or where some aspect of a bungalow court’s form, stylistic
expression, or history is rare”.??

The rarity-based integrity leniency therefore applies only where rarity is established, and is not a general
allowance.

The Bungalow Context is a citywide document. It addresses bungalow court development across the entire
City of San Diego and identifies examples in streetcar suburbs and neighborhoods throughout the city,
including: Uptown (Hillcrest, Bankers Hill, Mission Hills, University Heights), North Park, South Park, Golden
Hill, Sherman Heights, City Heights, Normal Heights, Talmadge, Point Loma, Pacific Beach, Ocean Beach, and

23 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66-67.
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La Jolla, among other communities. The Context notes that hundreds of bungalow courts were constructed
throughout San Diego. Its stated objective is to identify and support designation of eligible bungalow courts
across the entire city; bungalow court development is not an Uptown-specific aspect of the City’s history.
Accordingly, a claim to significance under Criterion A as a “special element” must be measured against
bungalow court development citywide, not against Uptown alone. To be a special element, this Property
would need to be a special or distinguishable example of bungalow court development across the City.

No comprehensive citywide inventory of bungalow courts exists against which that comparison could be
made. The Bungalow Context recognizes this. Recommendation 1 calls on the City to “conduct a city-wide
survey to identify eligible bungalow courts and apartment courts,” beginning in areas “not previously
surveyed, such as Ocean Beach,” and states that “a city-wide survey will be helpful in conducting
comparative analysis of the bungalow courts and apartment courts that would qualify for local, state, and
national listing, and in identifying rare or unique properties.”?* That survey has not been conducted. On the
present record, the City lacks the comparative basis its own Context identifies as necessary to determine
whether any individual court is special or rare citywide.

An affirmative finding that this Property is a special or distinguishable example of bungalow court
development across the City therefore cannot be supported without a completed survey.

Additionally, the Bungalow Context directs that, in areas with many bungalow courts, greater consideration
is given to the most intact examples and those with the highest quality of design.?> The Property is heavily
altered and is not among the most intact examples. Integrity is an independent requirement under both the
Bungalow Context and the City’s designation criteria, and connection with a finite resource type does not
remove the requirement. The Property’s extensive alterations are documented in this Report and
acknowledged in prior survey and evaluation findings; a property that no longer conveys its significance
should not be designated on the strength of the property type alone. Accordingly, the Property does not
meet this eligibility consideration.

Historical research did not identify specific or important associations with relevant historic themes that
would elevate the Property beyond common residential development patterns.

Documentation regarding original court landscaping is limited. However, the documented removal of the
original street-facing low wall, a recognized character-defining feature of bungalow courts, constitutes a
substantial alteration. This loss diminishes the enclosure, spatial definition, and visual legibility of the court
and represents a demonstrable loss of integrity. The absence of other coordinated site features further
limits the Property’s ability to convey significance as a special aspect of bungalow court development.

24 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 82.
25 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66.
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Based on this evaluation, the Property does not exemplify or reflect a special element of San Diego’s
historical development under San Diego Register Criterion A. The Property reflects common residential
development patterns rather than a distinct or elevated example of these themes. Consistent with the
Bungalow Context and adopted survey data, the Property is not eligible for designation under San Diego
Register Criterion A.

2. Archaeological Development exemplifies subsurface deposits and features that were part of early human
development on the site.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Archaeological Development, as no evidence
of subsurface deposits or features associated with early human activity has been identified.

3. Cultural Development exemplifies or reflects development that is associated with a group of people
linked together by shared values or beliefs, properties associated with significant achievements in the
visual and fine arts, or disciplines associated with the public or private institutions of higher learning
and/or academic inquiry.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Cultural Development, as historical research
did not identify associations with culturally defined groups, significant artistic achievement, or academic or
institutional activity.

4. Social Development exemplifies or reflects development that is associated with relations or interactions
with others.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Social Development, as historical research did
not identify associations with social movements, organizations, or patterns of interaction that rise to the
level of historical significance.

5. Economic Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated with the local, regional, state
or national economy or economics, including manufacturing, labor, agriculture, maritime or
transportation industries.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Economic Development. Historical research
did not identify any associations between the Property and economic activities such as manufacturing, labor
movements, agriculture, maritime industries, transportation industries, or other economic drivers at the
local, regional, state, or national level. The Property was developed for general residential use and reflects
common multi-family housing patterns rather than development tied to a specific economic industry,
enterprise, or economic trend that would rise to the level of historical significance.

6. Political Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated politics or the political
atmosphere or related movements.
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The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Political Development, as historical research
did not identify associations with political activities, movements, or events at the local, regional, state, or
national level.

7. Aesthetic Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated with an artistic arrangement in
theory or practice.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Aesthetic Development, as it does not
demonstrate an artistic arrangement or design approach that is distinctive, influential, or historically
significant beyond common residential construction practices.

8. Engineering Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated with Engineering
Development.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Engineering Development, as it does not
demonstrate innovative, distinctive, or influential engineering methods or technologies beyond standard
residential construction practices of the period.

9. Landscape Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated with garden and park design,
subdivision design or ecosystem/habitat restoration.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Landscape Development. Landscape features
are addressed in the Bungalow Context as supporting elements of court form and integrity rather than as an
independent basis for Criterion A significance. Historical research did not identify associations with
significant garden or park design, subdivision planning, or ecosystem or habitat restoration.

10. Architectural Development shall exemplify or reflect development associated with the city’s built
environment, especially that designed and constructed by non-architects, including real estate
developers, contractors, speculators, homeowners and others associated with the building industry.

The Property does not meet San Diego Register Criterion A for Architectural Development. Although it was
constructed as a common multi-family residential form associated with speculative development by non-
architects during a period of widespread residential growth, historical research does not demonstrate that it
is distinct among the numerous bungalow courts and similar developments constructed throughout Uptown
and the City during the Panama-California Exposition and Streetcar Suburbs historic context. The Property
reflects typical construction practices rather than a special or influential contribution to the City’s built
environment under this criterion.
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Integrity Considerations per the Bungalow Context?®

In order to be eligible for listing in the local, state, or national register, a bungalow court must retain
sufficient integrity to convey its significance. This includes integrity of the overall organization, form, and
scale of the development; the presence of a discernable court with designed landscape features, a
relationship between the units, court, and street; and sufficient design, material, and workmanship integrity
of the individual buildings that comprise the bungalow court. Integrity of feeling as a bungalow court is also
important, especially for the hybrid examples. Additional integrity considerations include:

o In areas where bungalow courts are rare, or where some aspect of a bungalow court’s form, stylistic
expression, or history is rare, possession of bungalow court organization, form, and scale may be
sufficient. More leeway in integrity of materials, workmanship, and landscape elements may be
appropriate. Regardless, Common alterations include the addition of security bars and replacement of
windows or doors in original openings and the replacement of fences or gates at the street-front
entrances into the court; these alterations alone are not sufficient to affect the property’s integrity. The
alteration of exterior cladding from one material type to another (such as changing original wood siding
to stucco) typically will result in an overall loss of integrity.

Consistent with this consideration, the replacement of windows and doors alone would not defeat the
Property’s integrity; here, integrity is lost through the cumulative effect of those changes together with the
re-texturing of the original stucco, removal of the original garage and the street-facing court wall, and
substantial alteration of setting. The original cladding remained stucco; the alteration was a change of
stucco texture rather than a change of cladding material type, so the cladding-change consideration on page
67 of the Bungalow Context is not directly applicable.

o At full, half, or court complexes, the addition or replacement of one-story buildings with buildings of two-
stories or more (except at the rear) may affect the integrity of a bungalow court’s organization, form,
scale, and feeling to the point where the property has lost integrity.

o Rear buildings may have been added to the site following the construction of the initial bungalow
development and may exhibit more alterations, such as the addition of a second story or removal of the
building itself, so long as the alterations do not detract from the overall form, scale, and sense of the
bungalow court. Existing original site or landscape features are not required but may enhance a
property’s significance and integrity. Properties that retain elements such as walls, fences, steps, paths,
and heritage trees are likely to be particularly rare and eligible for listing.

o The replacement of softscape (planted areas) with hardscape (paved surfaces) in the court is not
sufficient, by itself, to affect the property’s integrity, so long as the existence of a common open space
with landscape features and overall bungalow court form (units around the court) remains intact and
readily discernable. However, constructing additional units or structures inside the court area, such that

26 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66-67.
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the overall bungalow court form and existence of the court is lost or obscured, will likely result in a loss of
integrity.

Integrity Evaluation under Criterion A (Bungalow Context):

1. Location: Location is the place where a resource was constructed or where an event occurred.

The Property retains integrity of Location, as the buildings remain on their original site. However, retention
of location alone is not sufficient to convey significance under Criterion A where no special or unique
historical associations have been established.

2. Design: The combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property.

The Property does not retain integrity of Design. While the U-shaped court organization remains partially
legible, removal of the original garage and the street-facing court wall, replacement of all original windows
and doors, and application of a non-original stucco texture have diminished the original bungalow court
design intent.

3. Setting: Setting applies to the physical environment, the character of a resource’s location, and a
resource’s relationship to the surrounding area.

The Property does not retain integrity of Setting. The removal of the original detached garage and the
street-facing low wall, combined with incremental alteration of site paving and substantial redevelopment
on adjacent parcels, including eight-story multi-family buildings to the south and across Fourth Avenue, have
fundamentally altered historic spatial relationships, enclosure, and scale. These changes diminish the
Property’s ability to convey a bungalow court setting within a low-scale residential environment.

4. Materials: The physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of time.

The Property does not retain integrity of Materials. Original wood-framed windows, original doors, and the
original stucco texture have been replaced with non-original materials not installed in kind.

5. Workmanship: The physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people

The Property does not retain integrity of Workmanship. Replacement of original finishes, windows, and
doors has obscured the physical evidence of original early-twentieth-century construction techniques.

6. Feeling: Feeling relies on present physical features to a property to convey and evoke an aesthetic or
historic sense of past time and place.

The Property does not retain integrity of Feeling as a bungalow court. Alterations to windows, doors, stucco
finishes, and site features, along with the loss of character-defining elements such as garages and the
perimeter wall, have weakened the visual cohesion and inward-focused residential character associated
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with bungalow court development. Surrounding high-density redevelopment further erodes the Property’s
ability to evoke the historic feeling of an early twentieth-century bungalow court.

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

Historical research indicates that the Property is not associated with a master architect or builder.
Consequently, the Property does not possess integrity of Association.

CRITERION A (SAN DIEGO REGISTER) CONCLUSION:

While the Property was developed as a bungalow court property type, Criterion A requires association
with a special or distinguishable historical pattern rather than the presence of a property type alone. No
evidence was identified indicating that the Property exemplifies or reflects a special element of San
Diego’s historical development. The Property reflects common residential development patterns that
were widespread throughout Uptown, and, while the Bungalow Context labels bungalow courts a finite
resource type, finiteness is not rarity. The Bungalow Context applies citywide, and no comprehensive
citywide survey of bungalow courts has been conducted; the Context itself recommends one as necessary
for comparative analysis and for identifying rare or unique properties.?’ Per this Report neither the rarity
that would allow reduced integrity in the Bungalow Context nor a special, distinguishable prominence
throughout the City has been established.?® No special association is present, and the Property does not
retain the integrity required to convey significance under this criterion. No specific or important historic
associations were identified. Accordingly, the Property is not eligible for designation under San Diego
Register Criterion A.

CRITERION B: PERSONS OR EVENTS:

Is identified with persons or events significant in local, state, or national history. %

The resource must be associated with the person during the period that the person’s significant achievement
and contributions occurred. The person must have made demonstrable achievements and contributions to
the history of San Diego, the state, or the nation.>°

27 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 82.

28 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66-67.
29 Guidelines. Page 15.

30 Guidelines. Page 16.
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Historical research was conducted for all property owners and occupants with five or more years of
ownership or residency, consistent with City requirements. Detailed research findings, including biographical
information, census data, directory listings, and ownership histories, are provided in Attachment E.2.

The Property was developed in 1924 by Pingree I. Osburn and June Osburn and has remained in continuous
multi-family residential use under a succession of private owners. While several owners and long-term
occupants were identified, including individuals who resided on site or held ownership for extended periods,
historical research did not identify any persons associated with the Property who made demonstrable and
significant contributions to the history of the City, the state of California, or the nation during a relevant
period of significance.

Several owners and occupants were found to have professional careers, military service, philanthropic
involvement, or long-term residence in San Diego; however, none were identified as historically significant
under San Diego Register Criterion B, nor was a direct association established between the Property and the
period of any individual’s recognized achievements or contributions. In all cases, associations were limited
to general residential ownership or tenancy and did not rise to the level required to convey historical
significance.

No historical events of recognized local, state, or national importance were found to be associated with the
Property.

CONCLUSION: CRITERION B: PERSONS OR EVENTS

Historical research did not identify persons or events associated with the Property that made
demonstrable and significant contributions to the history of the City, the state of California, or the nation
during a relevant period of significance. While multiple owners and long-term occupants were identified,
none were found to be historically significant under San Diego Register Criterion B, nor was a direct
association established between the Property and the period of any individual’s significant achievements
or contributions.

Accordingly, the Property is not eligible for designation under San Diego Register Criterion B.

CRITERION C: ARCHITECTURAL STYLE

Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction or is a valuable
example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship. 3!

31 Guidelines. Page 20.
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“Style” means the composition, massing, scale, materials and details exhibit the essential physical features
of a recognized architectural style.3?

Understanding Criterion C

Criterion C applies to resources significant for their physical design or method of construction. To embody
the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of construction refers to the way in which a
property was conceived, designed, or fabricated by an individual, a group of people, or a culture. Distinctive
characteristics are those physical features or traits that commonly recur in individual styles, types, periods,
or methods of construction. A valuable example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship means
an important use of naturally occurring materials in construction of the resource or an important example of
a skilled craftsperson.3

Applying Criterion C

It is important to note that Criterion C states that a resource embodies the distinctive characteristics of a
style, type, period or method of construction; it does not state that the resource must be a unique or
distinguished example of a style, type, period or method of construction.3*

ASPECTS OF CRITERION C

1. “Style” means the composition, massing, scale, materials and details exhibit the essential physical
features of a recognized architectural style. This includes the evolution of the style (early, mature or late),
its regional variations, its adaptation for various social and economic market segments (upper, middle or
working class) or its transition from one style to another, if the transition is significant within the context
of local architectural history.*

Architectural Style of the Property
The Property contains limited character-defining features commonly associated with the Spanish Colonial
Revival (Spanish Eclectic) architectural style.

Spanish Eclectic Architectural Style (1915-1940)3¢
According to the A Field Guide to American Houses, the Spanish Eclectic Style of architecture has a period of
significance from 1915-1940.% The Spanish Eclectic style draws from multiple Spanish architectural

32 |bid. Page 21.

33 Guidelines. Page 21.

3 Ibid.

35 Guidelines. Page 21.

36 McAlester. Pages 566-578.
37 McAlester. p 519-534.
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traditions and became widely used in Southern California during the early twentieth century, including in
San Diego following the 1915 Panama-California Exposition.

Per McAlester,

The exposition was designed by Bertram Grosvenor Goodhue, who had previously authored a detailed study
of Spanish Colonial architecture. Goodhue wanted to go beyond the then prevalent Mission interpretations
and emphasize the richness of Spanish precedents found throughout Latin America. Inspired by the wide
publicity given the exposition, other fashionable architects soon began to look directly to Spain for source
material. There they found a still longer and richer sequence of architectural traditions which became melded
into a style that they continued to call the Spanish Colonial Revival. Because of its broad roots, we prefer the
more inclusive Spanish Eclectic.

The typical features of Spanish Eclectic design include a low-pitched roof with little or no eave overhang, a
red tile roof, arches above central doors and windows, stucco exteriors, and an asymmetrical facade.
Buildings can be one or two stories with side-gabled, cross-gabled, hipped or flat roofs. Building shapes
range from rectangular to “L”-shaped; many times, wings of differing heights are added to change the
footprint and height of the structure. Doors are an important feature and are often heavy, carved, impressive
wooden doors dominating the main facade. Sometimes heavy wood panels alternating with glass panes are
also used in the simpler style structures. Many times, arches or spiral columns, pilasters or other decorative
elements are used on the main entrance area. Different size and shaped windows are used on the facades of
the structure, but many times a large picture window serves as a focal point on the main facade. Doors
leading to exterior gardens, patios, and balconies are usually paired and glazed with multiple panes of
rectangular glass. Decorative window grilles and balustrades of wood or iron, balconies, fountains, walled
gardens, towers, tile terraces and wrought iron accent elements are also used as part of the design
vocabulary.

Eligible examples need not be high-style but may exhibit a simplified or vernacular expression of the style.
As stated in the Bungalow Context bungalow courts “typically exhibit a simplified or vernacular expression of

a given architectural style and may only exhibit a few of the style’s character-defining features.”%

Additionally, A Field Guide to American Houses outlines the following character defining features:

Feature of Characteristic 1924 2026
1. Walled entry courtyard Yes No
Demolished 2007-2008
2. Multi-level roofs No No

38City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 53.
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Both one-story and two-story
duplexes are flat roofs without any
variation
3. Eaves with little or no No No
overhang Flat roofs with parapets No change
4. Shed roof over entry No No
No change
5. Straight barrel mission tile, No No
regularly laid Flat roofs with parapets No change
6. Stucco finish Yes Yes, but not original
Period appropriate 1924 sand textured stucco
overlain with heavy textured (est. 1982-2004),
inconsistent stucco coating. Pattern is
inconsistent and varied across elevations.
7. Elaborate chimney top No No
with tile detail No change
8. One large focal window Partial Partial, but not original
Two arched window groupings at Windows were removed and replaced with
street-facing duplexes only metal-framed windows
9. Casement windows Yes Yes, but not original
All original wood-framed windows were
removed and replaced with metal-framed
slider windows (85 windows)
10. Dramatically carved wood  Partial No
doors Original wood divided-lite doors Original doors (22) replaced with non-original
(three over five), not carved laminated particle board doors with different
styles of glazing
11. Board and batten doors No No
No change
12. Balcony with wood or iron  Partial Partial.
railing Wrought iron features limited to Wrought iron features remain; however, they
second-story duplexes. are rusted and in poor condition
13. Exterior stairs Partial. Partial
Second story duplexes are accessed No change
from a short exterior concrete porch,
however, most of the stair is internal.
14. Small arcaded wing walls No No
No change
15. Trabeated posts and beam  No No
covered entry and rear Exterior loggia with trabeated posts and
loggia beams removed
16. Decorative iron sconce at No No

front door

Exterior lamps removed and replaced
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17. Stucco and tiled vents Yes Yes

No change
18. Iron Window grills No No

No change
19. Stained glass No No

No change
20. Arcaded walkway to rear No No

No change
21. Decorative tile or fountains No No

No change
22. Detached subordinate Yes No

garages, matching in style  The Property contained 2 Garages were demolished c. 1980-2001

subordinate one-story garages (one
original per Notice of Completion;
one non-original, constructed at a
later, undocumented date).

23. Flat roof with Parapet Yes Yes
No change
24. Period of Significance Yes Yes
(1915-1940) 1924 1924

Evaluation of Spanish Colonial Revival Style

At the time of construction, the Property incorporated limited and selectively applied elements associated
with the Spanish Colonial Revival style, including stucco cladding, flat roofs with parapets, and minor
wrought iron features. Even prior to alteration, stylistic expression was limited and secondary to the
bungalow court property type; consistent with the Bungalow Context a bungalow court is expected to
exhibit only a simplified or vernacular expression with a few style features, so this limited stylistic expression
is not, by itself, disqualifying.3®

The determinative issue under Criterion C is integrity. Subsequent alterations, including replacement of
original windows (85 windows) and doors (22 doors) and application of non-original textured stucco, have
further diminished integrity of design, materials, and workmanship. As a result, the Property does not
convey the distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Colonial Revival style and does not meet eligibility
thresholds under Criterion C.

Evaluation under the Bungalow Context:

39 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 53.
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Eligibility under San Diego Register, Criterion C per the Bungalow Context (SDRHR HRB Criterion C,
Architecture)*:

Architecturally elaborate bungalow courts may also be eligible for embodying the distinctive characteristics
of a style of architecture consistent with the City’s designation criteria guidelines.*

The Property is not an architecturally elaborate bungalow court and does not embody the distinctive
characteristics of a recognized architectural style consistent with the City’s designation criteria. Accordingly,
it does not meet eligibility standards under San Diego Register or Bungalow Context Criterion C.

While the subject Property reflects a bungalow court configuration, cumulative alterations have diminished
integrity of design, materials, and workmanship such that it no longer clearly conveys the distinctive
characteristics of the bungalow court property type when evaluated against intact comparative examples.
Consistent with HRB precedent and the Bungalow Context, meeting a typological definition alone is
insufficient to support designation where integrity thresholds are not met. Accordingly, the Property does
not meet eligibility standards under San Diego Register or Bungalow Context Criterion C as a representative
example of the bungalow court property type.

2. “Type” means the form and materials clearly demonstrate, through the presence of essential physical
features, a specific purpose and/or function.*?

Eligibility under San Diego Register, Criterion C per the Bungalow Context (SDRHR HRB Criterion C,
Architecture)®:

e Embodies distinctive characteristics of a bungalow court property type, often with a stylistic
influence that is secondary to the typology.

e  Properties with specific and important associations to the relevant historic themes are more
likely to be eligible for the National Register and/or California Register under Criterion A/1.

e Inareas or neighborhoods with many bungalow courts, greater consideration should be given to
properties that are the most intact or have the highest quality of architectural and/or landscape
design.

e Examples of any architectural style, regardless of quality or the prevalence of a given style, may
be eligible for listing, particularly in the local register, if the property exhibits most of the
relevant character-defining features of a bungalow court.

40 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 65.

1 Ibid.

42 Guidelines. Page 22.

43 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 65-66.
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e A higher quality of architectural or landscape design would be important for National Register
and/or California Register eligibility, especially if it is a common architectural style, such as
Minimal Traditional.

e Compare examples with others of the same property type when determining significance. For
example, half bungalow courts should be compared with other half bungalow courts, rather than
with full courts or court complexes.

Eligibility Evaluation under the Bungalow Context

The Property was developed in 1924 as a bungalow court property type, characterized by a coordinated
grouping of residential units oriented toward a shared central courtyard, with architectural expression that
was secondary to the site planning concept, consistent with the Bungalow Context. The original
development reflected a modest scale, builder-driven example of the bungalow court typology, relying on
standardized residential forms and limited architectural detailing rather than stylistic elaboration.

While the general court configuration and inward-facing orientation of the buildings remain partially legible,
cumulative alterations have diminished the Property’s ability to embody the distinctive characteristics of the
bungalow court property type. The removal of the original detached garage altered original functional and
spatial relationships within the court. The removal of the street-facing perimeter wall eliminated a
character-defining element that articulated the relationship between the court and the public right-of-way.
Incremental alteration of circulation features and widespread replacement of original exterior materials,
including stucco finishes, windows, and doors, further compromised the coherence and legibility of the
court organization.

As altered, although the Property retains most of the organization, form, and scale features that define the
bungalow court property type, cumulative alterations have eliminated the integrity of design, materials, and
workmanship required to convey those characteristics. Accordingly, the Property does not embody the
distinctive characteristics of a bungalow court due to a lack of integrity; therefore, it does not meet eligibility
standards under San Diego Register or Bungalow Context Criterion C.

Assessment Against Full Bungalow Court Property Type Character-Defining Features
The following assessment evaluates the Property against the character-defining features of the Full
Bungalow Court property type, as defined in the Bungalow Context.*

Organization, form, and scale: The Property exhibits one-story buildings arranged around a central common
court, with primary unit entrances opening onto the court; a U-shaped plan; bilateral symmetry with equally
sized and spaced units; and a two-story building element at the rear, consistent with the property type. The
Property occupies a double lot. These organization, form, and scale features are largely retained.

44 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 52-53.
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Court organization: The Property retains a central common open space accessed from the street, with two
concrete walkways, paving, and mature palms and grass. The original street-facing low wall that defined the
court-to-street relationship has been removed.

Conclusion: The Property retains most of the organization, form, scale, and court-organization features that
define the Full Bungalow Court property type. Accordingly, the Property’s ineligibility under Criterion C does
not rest on the absence of property-type features, but on the loss of integrity of design, materials, and
workmanship documented in this Report (replacement of 85 original wood-framed windows, 22 wood-
framed divided lite doors, and stucco texture; loss of the original garage and the street-facing court wall).

Bungalow Court Property Type Comparisons with Recent HRB Decisions

To date, at least two bungalow court properties have been evaluated by the HRB under the Bungalow
Context. The first property, located at 3655-3663 Sixth Avenue was recommended by Staff for listing on the
San Diego Register with a period of significance of 1925-1930 under HRB Criteria A and C. The matter was
put forward on January 25, 2025, accompanied by a staff report (in favor of designation) and a HRRR
(opposed to designation). The HRB denied designation due to loss of integrity.

Despite fitting within the general property type described by the Bungalow Context, the HRB determined
that cumulative alterations and diminished legibility of the court-form prevented 3655-3663 Sixth Avenue
from conveying significance under the San Diego Register criteria. This decision confirms that the Bungalow
Context does not supplant integrity requirements and that meeting a typological definition alone is
insufficient to support designation.

HRB Site No. 1496, the Torrey Apartments at 4260 Campus Avenue (Torrey), supports a finding of ineligibility
for 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue. The applicant's HRRR sought designation under Criterion C. On June 22, 2023,
staff recommended against Criterion C and the HRB declined to designate under it. Staff found that the
cumulation of alterations impaired the buildings' integrity of design, materials, workmanship, and feeling.
This is notable because the Torrey site retains its bungalow court site configuration, yet both staff and HRB
still found the buildings lacked the integrity Criterion C requires. The subject property, which has more
alterations than Torrey, fails Criterion C for the same reason. Eligibility under Criterion C depends on

building integrity, not the bungalow court typology or its site configuration alone.

Comparative Analysis per the Bungalow Context

Per the Bungalow Context, comparison must be made with other properties of the same property type. full
bungalow courts compared with full bungalow courts, and in areas with many bungalow courts, greater
consideration is given to the most intact examples. To date, a survey of bungalow courts across the city has
not been prepared in which to understand how this Property fits within the city’s inventory of bungalow
courts.®

45 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 66.
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3. “Method” means it is a rare or an important example of building practices, construction innovations, or
technical advances during a specific time in history.*¢

The Property’s construction is of standard construction methods and is not a rare or important example of
building practices, construction innovations, or technical advances of its specific time in history.

4. “Period” means the age and physical features reflect the era when the specific recognized architectural
style, building type, or method of construction became popular.*”

Due to significant alterations, described in the Alterations section of this Report, the Property no longer
reflects its 1924 “Period” of construction.

5. “Craftsmanship” means the resource exemplifies high craftsmanship and design with handcrafted,
unique and rare elements and may or may not be catalogued as belonging to a specific architectural
style. The resource’s design elements and/or features, or association with an individual’s design
approach or philosophy is unique in nature and does not reflect a specific design or style but is a
reflection of a very personal and/or creative effort. #

The Property is an example of average construction techniques that were common at the time of its
construction. The Property’s design does not contain unique elements that only belong to a specific
architectural style, its design is not associated with an individual’s philosophy and is not a reflection of a very
personal and/or creative effort.

6. “Indigenous Materials” means the resource is a valuable example of the use of indigenous materials and
may include the interior. The resource’s design elements and/or features, including design context and
period of design, or association with an individual’s design approach is reflective of indigenous design
through the use of local indigenous materials and available craftsmanship. #°

No indigenous materials were used in the design or construction of the subject Property.

4 Guidelines. Page 23.
47 Guidelines. Page 23.
48 Guidelines. Page 24.
4 Guidelines. Page 26.

DPR 523L (9/2013)




State of California - The Resources Agency Primary#
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #
Trinomial

CONTINUATION SHEET

Property Name: 3749, 3749 %, 3751, 3751 %, 3753, 3753 %, 3755, 3755 %, 3757, 3759, 3761, and 3763 Fourth Avenue
Page 41 of 197

CONCLUSION: CRITERION C: ARCHITECTURE

The Property was evaluated under Criterion C for its potential to embody the distinctive characteristics of
a type, period, or method of construction, or to represent a valuable example of the use of indigenous
materials or craftsmanship. Based on the analysis contained in this Report, the Property lacks sufficient
integrity and therefore does not embody the distinctive characteristics of a recognized architectural style,
property type, period, or method of construction, nor does it represent a valuable example of indigenous
materials or craftsmanship; accordingly, it is not eligible for listing under Criterion C of the San Diego
Register.

CRITERION D: MASTER BUILDER:

Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer, landscape architect,
interior designer, artist, or craftsman. *°

Eligibility under San Diego Register, Criterion D per the Bungalow Context (SDRHR HRB Criterion D, Work of a
Master)>*:
e Represents the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, landscape architect, artist or
craftsman.

CRITERION D: MASTER ARCHITECT

The Property’s architect was not identified during historical research.

CRITERION D: MASTER BUILDER

Historical research reveals that the Property’s builder was identified in a newspaper permit notice, a
newspaper article, and on two Notices of Completion as P. I. Osburn (a.k.a, Pingree I. Osburn). Osburn is not
considered a master builder in the City.

CONCLUSION: CRITERION D: MASTER ARCHITECT OR BUILDER

The Property does not meet the criteria for significance under Criterion D: Master Architect or Builder.

50 Guidelines. Page 28.
51 City of San Diego. Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement. September 2021. Page 65.
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CRITERION E: NATIONAL REGISTER

Is listed or has been determined eligible by the National Park Service for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State Historical Preservation Office for
listing on the State Register of Historical Resources.*?

CONCLUSION: CRITERION E: NATIONAL REGISTER

The Property is not listed on either the National Register of Historic Places or the California Register of
Historical Resources, and it has not been determined to be eligible for listing on either register by the
National Park Service or the State Historic Preservation Office. Therefore, it does not qualify under HRB
Criterion E: National Register.

CRITERION F: HISTORIC DISTRICT

Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way or is a geographically
definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a special character, historical interest
or aesthetic value or which represent one or more architectural periods or styles in the history and
development of the City.*?

CONCLUSION: CRITERION F: HISTORIC DISTRICT

The Property is not located within an existing historic district. Therefore, it does not qualify under HRB
Criterion F: Historic District.

SIGNIFICANCE CONCLUSION: CITY OF SAN DIEGO HISTORICAL DESIGNATION CRITERIA

The Property at 3749-3763 Fourth Avenue was evaluated under all applicable City HRB designation
criteria. Historical research and analysis did not demonstrate eligibility under Criteria A, B, C, D, E, or F.
The Property does not exemplify or reflect a special element of historical development, is not associated
with significant persons or events, does not embody the distinctive characteristics of an architectural
style, type, period, or method of construction, and is not representative of the work of a master. In
addition, cumulative alterations have diminished integrity such that the Property does not convey
historical significance under the City’s designation criteria. Accordingly, the Property is not eligible for
listing on the San Diego Register.

52 Guidelines. Page 33.
53 Guidelines. Page 35.
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Attachment A

Building Development Information

A.1 San Diego County Assessor’s Building Record
A.2 Notice of Completion

A.3 Water/Sewer Connection Records

A.4 Building Construction Permits

A.5 Site Plan with Footprint Showing Additions
A.6 County Lot and Block Book Page

A.7 Previous Survey Forms
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A.1. San Diego County Assessor’s Building Record
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A.1. San Diego County Assessor’s Building Record
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A.1. San Diego County Assessor’s Building Record
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court

Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement September 2021
City of San Diego

o It may also include dividers such as low walls and fences; small-scale features
such as lamp posts and fountains; and entry gates, piers, or posts that mark
the entry approach to the court from the street.

o Wide courts often feature more than one walkway and generous shared
landscaped areas and/or front yards at each unit.

o Narrow courts feature at least a single walkway and small planted area(s) in
front of units.

e Parking and Service Areas

o Little or no accommodation for automobiles in early examples; a parking area
or garages at the rear of the property and accessed from the alley may appear
in later examples.

Central motor courts and side driveways to access parking at the rear are rare.
At hillsides, garages may create a level plinth on which the bungalow court is
constructed. The garages may be at the street front.

o Service areas, consisting of simple walkways, are typically located at the rear
of units.

e Architectural Expression

o The property as a whole exhibits a unified, consistent architectural style.

o Buildings reflect architectural styles popular during their period of
construction, including but not limited to Craftsman, Revival styles (Spanish
Colonial, Mediterranean, Mission, Pueblo, Tudor, Colonial, French, Egyptian,
etc.), Art Deco, Streamline Moderne, Minimal Traditional, etc. Due to their
modest and economic nature, bungalow courts typically exhibit a simplified or
vernacular expression of a given architectural style and may only exhibit a few
of the style’s character-defining features.

53
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court
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E.2 Criterion A — Bungalow Court

Bungalow Court and Apartment Court Historic Context Statement September 2021
City of San Diego

Eligibility Considerations

e As a finite resource type, properties that exhibit a majority of the organization, form,
scale, and court organization character-defining features of any bungalow court sub-
type and with sufficient integrity of the individual elements and the property as a
whole may meet SDRHR HRB Criterion A.

e Properties with specific and important associations to the relevant historic themes
are more likely to be eligible for the National Register and/or California Register under
Criterion A/1.

e In areas or neighborhoods with many bungalow courts, greater consideration should
be given to properties that are the most intact or have the highest quality of
architectural and/or landscape design.

e Examples of any architectural style, regardless of quality or the prevalence of a given
style, may be eligible for listing, particularly in the local register, if the property
exhibits most of the relevant character-defining features of a bungalow court.

e Ahigher quality of architectural or landscape design would be important for National
Register and/or California Register eligibility, especially if it is a common architectural
style, such as Minimal Traditional.

e Compare examples with others of the same property type when determining
significance. For example, half bungalow courts should be compared with other half
bungalow courts, rather than with full courts or court complexes.

e Minor variations - such as more than one building at the rear, a storefront at the
commercial street side, or uneven building spacing - may be considered, so long as
the property is recognizable as a bungalow court and features most of the relevant
character-defining features.

e Hybrid bungalow courts may be significant because of their unusual development
pattern or mix of architectural styles, or as a reflection of different periods significant
to San Diego's history, so long as a clear, substantial bungalow court element is
present.

o Properties with a full or half bungalow court situated among other buildings
may be significant with the bungalow court as one contributing element,
though they may not be significant for the bungalow court only.

Integrity Considerations

In order to be eligible for listing in the local, state, or national register, a bungalow court must
retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance. This includes integrity of the overall
organization, form, and scale of the development; the presence of a discernable court with
designed landscape features, a relationship between the units, court, and street; and
sufficient design, material, and workmanship integrity of the individual buildings that
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sufficient information to definitively associate the individual identified in the advertisement with the
resident listed at the subject Property. Chain of title research does not identify Brinkofski as an owner of the

Property.

3753 % Fourth Avenue — Raymond C. Dishong (1958-1962)

Raymond C. Dishong is listed in city directories as residing at 3753 % Fourth Avenue from 1958 through
1962. Chain of title research does not indicate ownership during this period. Nexus research did not identify
additional information regarding this individual.

3753 % Fourth Avenue — D. J. Riddell (1989-1994)

City directories list D. J. Riddell as a resident of 3753 % Fourth Avenue between 1989 and 1994. Chain of title
research confirms that Riddell was not an owner of the property. No additional historical information was
identified.

3755 Fourth Avenue — P. J. Galligan (1937-1945)

City directory research lists P. J. Galligan as residing at 3755 Fourth Avenue between 1937 and 1945. Chain
of title research does not indicate Galligan held an ownership interest during this period. Nexus research did
not reveal additional information regarding this individual.

3755 Fourth Avenue — Charlotte Magnuson (1956—1960)

Charlotte Magnuson is listed as residing at 3755 Fourth Avenue from 1956 through 1960. Chain of title
research does not identify her as an owner of the property. No additional historical information was
identified.

3755 % Fourth Avenue — J. B. and Pearl Bailey (1940-1945)

J. B. and Pearl Bailey resided at 3755 % Fourth Avenue between 1940 and 1945 according to city directories.
Chain of title research confirms that they were not owners of the property. Nexus research did not identify
additional information regarding their backgrounds or historical significance.

3757 Fourth Avenue — Maureen Wilson (1975-1979)

City directory research lists Maureen Wilson as residing at 3757 Fourth Avenue from 1975 through 1979.
Chain of title research does not indicate ownership during this period. No additional historical information
was identified.

3757 Fourth Avenue — Kenneth Seper (1997-2020)

Kenneth Seper is listed as residing at 3757 Fourth Avenue from 1997 through 2020. Chain of title research
does not identify Seper as an owner of the property. Nexus research did not reveal any information
indicating association with historically significant persons or events.

3759 Fourth Avenue — Edith Mulligan (1963-1967)

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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Edith Mulligan resided at 3759 Fourth Avenue between 1963 and 1967 per city directory listings. Chain of
title research does not indicate ownership during this period. No additional historical information was
identified.

3759 Fourth Avenue — Marcella Domenico (1968-1972)

City directory research lists Marcella Domenico as a resident of 3759 Fourth Avenue from 1968 through
1972. Chain of title research confirms that she was not an owner of the property. Nexus research did not
identify additional information.

3761 Fourth Avenue — Frances Cossutt (1931-1938)

Frances Cossutt, identified in city directories as a nurse, resided at 3761 Fourth Avenue between 1931 and
1938. Chain of title research does not indicate ownership during this period. Nexus research did not reveal
additional information regarding professional distinction or historical significance.

3761 Fourth Avenue — E. P. Scott (1940-1945)
E. P. Scott is listed as residing at 3761 Fourth Avenue from 1940 through 1945. Chain of title research does
not identify Scott as an owner of the property. No additional historical information was identified.

3761 Fourth Avenue — Evelyn W. Miller (1956-1965)

Evelyn W. Miller resided at 3761 Fourth Avenue between 1956 and 1965 according to city directories. Chain
of title research confirms that she did not hold ownership interest in the property. Nexus research did not
identify additional information.

3763 Fourth Avenue — Katherine Palermo (1957-1988)

City directory research indicates that Katherine Palermo resided at 3763 Fourth Avenue from approximately
1957 through 1988. Chain of title research does not identify Palermo as an owner of the property during this
period. Nexus research did not reveal any information indicating historical significance or association with
important persons or events.

DPR 523L (9/2013)
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Ask the Experts: Historic Stucco

By Bruce Coons

Executive Director, SOHO

May/June 2023

Introducing occasional columns focused on basic care of the architectural details of your historic home
by learning what makes it historic.

One of the most frequent inquiries | receive is about historic and vintage stucco finishes from
homeowners wanting to know if their home’s stucco is original or what style it is.

Stucco is a type of plaster that has been used for centuries as a decorative and protective coating for
buildings. In Southern California, stucco has been a popular choice for many historic homes, with
several different styles throughout the region's history.

Here are a few of the most notable styles you will find in San Diego:

Mission Revival

This style was popularized in the late 19th and early 20th centuries
and was inspired by the architecture of the Southwest Spanish
missions. Mission Revival stucco is typically flat, with a medium to
heavy sand finish with sharp corners.

Spanish Colonial Revival

This style was popular in the 1920s and '30s and was inspired by the
architecture of the Spanish missions of California. Spanish Colonial
Revival stucco is typically applied as smooth, undulating, simulated
adobe plaster, with rounded corners.

Mediterranean Revival

This style was popular in the 1920s and '30s and was inspired by the
architecture of the Mediterranean region. Mediterranean Revival
stucco is typically smooth, with light-colored finishes and sharper
corners, and it often features decorative elements, like arches,
columns, and tile roofs.

Art Deco

This style was popular in the 1920s and '30s and was characterized
by its geometric shapes and bold colors. Art Deco stucco is typically
smooth, with a polished finish and clean lines that emphasize its
streamlined, modern look.

Mid-Century Modern

This style was popular in the 1950s and ‘60s and was characterized
by its clean, minimalist design. Mid-Century Modern stucco is
typically smooth, with a simple, unadorned finish and sharp corners
that emphasize its geometric shapes.
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