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S T A F F R E P O R T

FOR COMMISSION ACTION
MAY 5, 2022

8 Greenwood Common
Greenwood Common

Structural Alteration Permit #LMSAP2022-0002 to complete limited exterior
alterations at a single-family residential property in the Hillside
neighborhood.

I. Application Basics

A. CEQA Determination: Categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant
to Section 15331 of the CEQA Guidelines for Historical Resource Rehabilitation.

B. Parties Involved:

e Applicant: Kerstin Fischer, AIA
Fischer Architecture
2984 San Pablo Avenue

Berkeley, CA
e Owner: Rory & Cindy Reid
8 Greenwood Common
Berkeley, CA
C. Recommendation: Hold and conclude a public hearing; consider favorable

action on this request.

1947 Center Street, 2" Fl., Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: 510.981.7410 TDD: 510.981.7474 Fax: 510.981.7420
E-mail: Ipc@cityofberkeley.info
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Figure 1: Vicinity Map highlighting nearby City Landmarks, Districts and Structure of Merit
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Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan — 8 Greenwood Common (Sheet A0.1; Attachment 2)

aave en: nt GREENWOOD COMMON
into req. setback
(n) heat pump 3 - e
s property ine \r ; ;’x ';1 ‘L ‘-_77.:‘.:_> ﬁ .
!— = — 7 ‘ae:namm N EXISTING CARPORT (/r/—[ay e
H ] C T 2 | tno proposed alterations) E
e fonco, typ. ﬁLA\ e e || TR - =
; I I - - o
| i I : - kD o o % —areaof
H | I | proposed
| I | = X in) venting skyight, i alterations
i 1 | 1 ‘ [ 2o 0 ] |
! [ | ! ‘C f’ EXISTING STUDIO I ! "
H L] | e fat oot 61
! I I J = r
i I N N ):
: I [ Mol e oo e |
! [ = (n)conc. anding = ]' Iy
H <
II; I I y (1) conc. pavers R e
| | / / .3
w
5 L EXISTING RESIDENCE | Ll / ~
{no proposed alterations) C / a
1 I / 0 wupmgz LR
I | / L I
I | / !/ =
I w
| | [
| | 204, ; [
| | /TR /
I [ / Z /
Iar | / (0} core: WW"—D /
red. setback I /
| | b
H 4
| I |
i L,,,L ,454//’ 2,
] ,
g </
ﬁ o=
i &
H Bla __pmestyNe .—
i N I




ITEM 6

LPC 05-05-22
LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 8 GREENWOOD COMMON
May 5, 2022 Page 3 of 8

Figure 3: Photograph of Subject Building from 2017 (facing west)

Background

Project Site

This project is located within the planned development known as Greenwood Common,
on the west site of the 1400-block of Greenwood Terrace. Itis one of eight dwellings
built around a common, privately-shared open space. The subject property is zoned
Single Family Residential (R-1), and is within the Hillside Overlay (H).

The approximately 1,800-sg. ft., one-story main building and a detached carport (located
in the front yard setback adjacent to the Greenwood Terrace), were constructed in 1952.
The development was designed by Howard Moise, a colleague and collaborator of the
master architect William Wurster and landscape architect Lawrence Halprin. In 1972,
the original carport was enclosed and converted into a study, and an uncovered parking
space was created on the north side of the detached building. A new carport was
constructed to cover the parking space in 1979.

Landmark designation - 1990

In 1990 the subject property, along with all of the properties within Greenwood Common,
was designated as s City Landmark, citing direct associations with Wurster and Halprin,
the Third Bay Tradition architectural style, and integrated landscape design. A copy of
the Notice of Decision for this designation is provided as Attachment 5 of this report.

Page 3 of 8
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Application Submittals & Public Notices

On March 1, 2022, the applicant submitted the subject Structural Alteration Permit
(SAP) to complete limited exterior alterations to the accessory building and surrounding
yard area at 8 Greenwood Common and an Administrative Use Permit (#2P2022-0032)
for Zoning Officer approval for this scope of work. The Administrative Use Permit
consideration is pending the outcome of this SAP review.

On April 28, 2022, staff mailed and posted 10-day advance notice of tonight’s public
hearing, in accordance with Berkeley Municipal Code (BMC) Section 3.24.230.

Project Description

The applicant proposes to complete an interior remodel of a detached, accessory
building located within 8 ft. of the main building at the subject property. The accessory
building improvements would convert the existing use as a study to a guestroom,
complete with a new, full bathroom, and kitchenette. The associated exterior alterations
include: a window replacement on the east building elevation; removal and replacement
of a sliding glass door on the south elevation; and replacement of a wood landing with a
pour cement landing. The proposed alterations are summarized below in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of Proposed Scope of Work

Project Plans

Sheet Location Proposed Alteration

North Elevation
Al.2

A3.1

No change.
West Elevation

Remove metal slider window and replace with a
pair of new metal awning windows in same
opening.

East Elevation
(street-facing)

All Remove sliding glass door, slider window, and
A3.0 portion of building wall.

South Elevation | |nstall new sliding glass door assembly with
painted steel frame, and infill building wall with
matching exterior siding.

Remove wood landing on southside of subject
accessory building, and replace with new
concrete landing.

Yard Area Replace and/or repair existing concrete pavers
as needed.

AO.1
Al1.0

Repair and refurbish existing wood perimeter
fence as needed.
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The Project Plans and Applicant Statement are provided as Attachments 2 and 3 of this
report. Proposed color, finishes, and materials information is embedded in the Project
Plans and further illustrated in Attachment 4.

Issues and Analysis

Staff has identified the following relevant criteria pertinent to this project from the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (1977) and
the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance (BMC Section 3.24).

A. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
defines Rehabilitation as “the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a
property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.” The analysis
below summarizes staff’s findings for this project with respect to all ten of the
Secretary’s Standards.

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

Analysis: The property would continue its historic use as a single-family
residence.

SOl Standard 2

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

Analysis: The distinctive character of this Third Bay Tradition residential property
lies in its overall massing, low-pitched shed roof, horizontal wood siding, use of
natural materials, and understated detailing. These features would be retained
and unaffected by the proposed alteration of the window/door configuration. The
portions of the building walls that would be infilled would match the historic
building materials. The overall design and character-defining features of the site
and the collective Common would be retained.

SOI Standard 3

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

Page 5 of 8
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Analysis: The proposed scope of work does not include the introduction of
conjectural features or elements that would create a false sense of historical
development within Greenwood Common.

SOl Standard 4
Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be
retained and preserved.

Analysis: This Standard is not applicable to this consideration because
Greenwood Common has not experienced changes that have acquired historical
significance.

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

Analysis: The proposal would re-use and/or replace exterior building materials
(e.g.: wood siding) with matching materials and finishes, thereby adhering to this
Standard.

SOI Standard 6

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

Analysis: As recommended in the Conditions of Approval, the applicant shall
first consider this SOI Standard for any necessary repair or replacement work.

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

Analysis: If approved, this project would be subject to a Condition of Approval that
ensures only the gentlest measures are employed when chemical treatments are
required.

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



ITEM 6

LPC 05-05-22
LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION 8 GREENWOOD COMMON
May 5, 2022 Page 7 of 8

Analysis: The subject proposal does not require excavation or other ground-
disturbing activities.

SOl Standard 9

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

Analysis: The proposed new window and door are more contemporary then the
existing features that are proposed for removal. Though new, their design and
materials are also similarly understated. The proposed bronze finish has a dark
(color) value and would appear subtle against the aged, unfinished wood siding.
For these reasons, the window and door selections appear to be compatible and
sufficiently differentiated from the historic building design.

SOl Standards 10

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

Analysis: The essential form and integrity of the subject building would be
retained with this project because the proposed window changes are limited in
location and scope, and would not alter the overall building design and architectural
expression. If the proposed new windows and doors were removed in the future,
the building and its Third Bay Tradition design would remain and would not be
impaired.

B. Landmarks Preservation Ordinance (LPO) Review Standards and Criteria

In order to approve a request for a SAP, the Commission must find that the proposal
would not adversely affect the features or special character of the subject structure or
property. An analysis of the project with respect to the required findings of LPO is
outlined below.

BMC Section 3.24.260, Paragraph C.1

“For applications relating to landmark sites, the proposed work shall not adversely affect
the exterior architectural features of the landmark and, where specified in the
designation for a publicly owned landmark, its major interior architectural features...”

Analysis: The character-defining exterior features of this Third Bay Tradition

residential property include its overall building massing, low-pitched shed roof,
horizontal wood siding, use of natural materials and understated detailing. These

Page 7 of 8
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features would be retained and unaffected by the proposed alteration of the
window/door configuration.

“...nor shall the proposed work adversely affect the special character or special
historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value of the landmark and its site, as
viewed both in themselves and in their setting.”

Analysis: The special character of the subject property may lay in its
relationship to the other properties in the Common where they form a collective
representation of Third Bay Tradition architectural and landscape design. The
proposed door and window alterations at 8 Greenwood Common are limited in
their scope and location and would not be readily visible from the public right-of-
way along Greenwood Terrace or from within the Common owing to their
location on the southside of the subject building and behind an existing
perimeter fence.

In conclusion, staff finds that the Applicant’s proposal for 8 Greenwood Common
would not result in significant or irrevocable adverse effects for this historic resource
and recommends that the LPC make favorable findings for its approval as summarized
in Attachment 1.

V. Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of this request for a Structural Alteration Permit pursuant to
Section 3.24.260 and subject to the attached findings and conditions because the
proposed project would:

1) Preserve the character and architectural design of the subject property; and

2) Adhere to the standards of the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance for exterior
alterations to designated Landmark sites.

Attachments:

1. Draft Structural Alteration Permit Findings and Conditions of Approval

2. Project plans, received March 1, 2022

Applicant Statement, received March 1, 2022

Materials Information, received March 1, 2022

Notice of Decision, Landmark designation of Greenwood Common, 1990 (weblink)

ok w

Prepared by: Fatema Crane, Senior Planner; fcrane@cityofberkeley.info ; 510-981-7413
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ATTACHMENT 1

prRaAFT FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS

8 Greenwood Common — Greenwood Common

Structural Alteration Permit #L MSAP2022-0002

Structural Alteration Permit #LMSAP2022-0002 to make limited exterior
alterations to aresidential property in the Hillside neighborhood.

FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

1.

The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code 821000, et seqg. and California Code of
Regulations, 815000, et seq.) pursuant to Section 15331 of the CEQA Guidelines (“Historic
Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation”). Furthermore, none of the exceptions in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15300.2 apply, as follows: (a) the site is not located in an
environmentally sensitive area, (b) there are no cumulative impacts, (c) there are no
significant effects, (d) the project is not located near a scenic highway, and (e) the project
site is not located on a hazardous waste site pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5.

FINDINGS RELATED TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS

Regarding the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, the Landmarks
Preservation Commission of the City of Berkeley makes the following findings:

1.

2.

The property will continue to be used as a residence, consistent with its historic use.

The scope of proposed work is limited to window and door replacement, and removal
and in-fill of exterior building materials will match the existing historic features and
materials. The project would not remove any significant features of the building design
or alter its distinctive architectural character.

This property does not feature changes that have acquired significance in their own right,
and, therefore, it cannot affect such features.

The approved alterations to the building are limited in scope, would replace and in-fill
exterior building materials, and would not impair any distinctive materials, features,
finishes, and construction techniques, or examples of craftsmanship that characterize this

property.

Has conditioned herein, if deteriorated historic features will be affected by this request,
then they would be repaired or replaced to match the materials, design, and finishes of
the original items.

1947 Center Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: 510.981.7410 TDD: 510.981.7474 Fax: 510.981.7420
E-mail: Ipc@ci.berkeley.ca.us
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. The applicant does not propose chemical or physical treatments. However, standard
conditions of Structural Alteration Permit approval would require any chemical or physical
treatments to be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

. The project does not have the potential to affect any archaeological resources because
the applicant proposes no excavation.

. The proposed new windows and doors feature a selection of style and materials that are
compatible with the historic building design. These new elements are more contemporary
than the features to be removed and, yet, are similarly understated in style and tone
(color). They are found to be sufficiently differentiated and compatible.

. If the proposed improvements were removed, they would not permanently impair the
integrity or essential form of the subject building or collective Common.

FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER LANDMARK PRESERVATION ORDINANCE

1. As required by Section 3.24.260 of the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance, the

Commission finds that proposed work is appropriate for and consistent with the purposes
of the Ordinance, and will preserve and enhance the characteristics and features specified
in the designation for this property. Specifically:

A. The character-defining exterior features of this Third Bay Tradition residential
property include its overall building massing, low-pitched shed roof, horizontal wood
siding, use of natural materials and understated detailing. These features would be
retained and unaffected by the proposed alteration of the window/door configuration.

B. The special character of the subject property may lie in its relationship to the other
properties in the Common where they form a collective representation of Third Bay
Tradition architectural and landscape design. The proposed door and window
alterations at 8 Greenwood Common are limited in their scope and location, and
would not be readily visible from the public right-of-way along Greenwood Terrace,
or from within the Common owing to their location on the southside of the subject
building and behind an existing perimeter fence.
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STANDARD CONDITIONS

The following conditions, as well as all other applicable provisions of the Landmarks
Preservation Ordinance, apply to this Permit:

1. Conditions Shall be Printed on Plans

The conditions of this Permit shall be printed on the second sheet of each plan set
submitted for a building permit pursuant to this Permit, under the title ‘Structural
Alteration Permit Conditions’. Additional sheets may also be used if the second sheet is
not of sufficient size to list all of the conditions. The sheet(s) containing the conditions
shall be of the same size as those sheets containing the construction drawings; 8-1/2”
by 11” sheets are not acceptable.

2. Plans and Representations Become Conditions

Except as specified herein, the site plan, floor plans, building elevations and/or any
additional information or representations, whether oral or written, indicating the
proposed structure or manner of operation submitted with an application or during the
approval process are deemed conditions of approval.

3. Subject to All Applicable Laws and Regulations

The approved use and/or construction is subject to, and shall comply with, all applicable
City Ordinances and laws and regulations of other governmental agencies. Prior to
construction, the applicant shall identify and secure all applicable permits from the
Zoning Adjustments Board or Zoning Officer, Building and Safety Division, Public Works
Department and other affected City divisions and departments.

4. Exercise and Lapse of Permits (Section 23.404.060.C)

A. A permit for the construction of a building or structure is deemed exercised when a
valid City building permit, if required, is issued, and construction has lawfully
commenced.

B. A permit may be declared lapsed and of no further force and effect if it is not exercised
within one year of its issuance, except that permits for construction or alteration of
structures or buildings may not be declared lapsed if the permittee has: (1) applied
for a building permit; or, (2) made substantial good faith efforts to obtain a building
permit and begin construction, even if a building permit has not been issued and/or
construction has not begun.

5. Indemnification Agreement

The applicant shall hold the City of Berkeley and its officers harmless in the event of any
legal action related to the granting of this Permit, shall cooperate with the City in defense
of such action, and shall indemnify the City for any award of damages or attorneys fees
that may result.
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ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS

The following additional conditions are attached to this Permit:

6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

The proposed project is approved as shown on the drawings dated “received March 1,
2022.

No changes shall be made to these approved plans without prior approval.

This Structural Alteration Permit approval is contingent upon use permit approval.

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

COLORS. Prior to Landmarks plan checker sign-off of the Building Permit set of
drawings, the applicant shall submit color and materials information for review and
approval by Landmarks staff, in coordination with the LPC Chair as needed.

CLEAR GLASS. All glass is assumed to be clear glass. Any proposed glass that is not
clear glass, or includes signage, shall be indicated on all drawings, and shall be
reviewed for approval by Landmarks staff.

DETAILS. Prior to Landmarks plan checker sign-off of the Building Permit set of
drawings, the applicant shall submit window, door, base, and trim details for review
and approval by the Landmarks plan checker.

ROOF EQUIPMENT. Any above ground or roof equipment, such as transformer(s),
utilities, fire apparatus, air conditioning units, compressors, etc. shall be shown to
scale on the architectural drawings of the building permit set of drawings in both plan
and elevation, in order to determine if additional screening and SAP may be required.

LIGHTING Prior to Landmarks plan checker sign-off of the building permit set of
drawings, the applicant shall submit lighting details showing all existing and proposed
site and building lighting. Exterior lighting shall be downcast and not cause glare on
the public right-of-way and adjacent parcels.

LANDSCAPE PLANS Prior to Landmarks plan checker sign-off of the Building Permit
set of drawings, the applicant shall submit a Landscape plan including the number,
location, and species of all proposed plantings, and which existing plantings shall be
removed. The applicant shall provide irrigation for all landscaped areas or provide
drought tolerant plant palette. This shall be called out on Landscape building permit
drawings.

The applicant shall be responsible for identifying and securing all applicable permits
from the Building and Safety Division and all other affected City divisions/departments
prior to the start of work.
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17. The applicant is responsible for complying with all the above conditions. Failure to
comply with any condition could result in construction work being stopped, issuance of
citations, as well as further review by the Landmarks staff, which may modify or impose
additional conditions, or revoke approval.

18.  All building permit drawings and subsequent construction shall substantially conform to
the approved plans as outlined in Condition #1. Any modifications must be reviewed by
the Landmarks plan checker to determine whether the modification requires approval.

19. The applicant shall hold harmless, defend, and indemnify the City of Berkeley and its

officers, agents, and employees against any and all liability, damages, claims, demands,
judgments or other losses (including without limitation, attorney’s fees, expert witness
and consultant fees and other litigation expenses), referendum or initiative relating to,
resulting from or caused by, or alleged to have resulted from, or caused by, any action
or approval associated with the project. The indemnity includes without limitation, any
legal or administrative challenge, referendum or initiative filed or prosecuted to overturn,
set aside, stay or otherwise rescind any or all approvals granted in connection with the
Project, any environmental determination made for the project and granting any permit
issued in accordance with the project. This indemnity includes, without limitation,
payment of all direct and indirect costs associated with any action specified
herein. Direct and indirect costs shall include, without limitation, any attorney’s fees,
expert witness and consultant fees, court costs, and other litigation fees. City shall have
the right to select counsel to represent the City at Applicant’s expense in the defense of
any action specified in this condition of approval. City shall take reasonable steps to
promptly notify the Applicant of any claim, demand, or legal actions that may create a
claim for indemnification under these conditions of approval.






GENERAL NOTES

1. EXAMINATION OF THE SITE AND PORTIONS THEREOF WHICH WILL AFFECT THIS WORK
SHALL BE MADE IMMEDIATELY BY THE CONTRACTOR, WHO SHALL COMPARE IT WITH THE
DRAWINGS AND SATISFY HIMSELF TO CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH WORK IS TO BE
PERFORMED. HE SHALL AT SUCH TIME ASCERTAIN AND CHECK LOCATIONS OF THE EXISTING
STRUCTURES AND EQUIPMENT WHICH MAY AFFECT HIS WORK. NO ALLOWANCE SHALL BE
MADE FOR ANY EXTRA EXPENSE TO WHICH HE MAY BE DUE BECAUSE OF FAILURE OR NEGLECT
ON HIS PART TO MAKE SUCH EXAMINATIONS. ANY CONFLICTS OR OMISSIONS, ETC., SHALL BE
REPORTED TO THE ARCHITECT BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH ANY WORK.

2. ANY ERRORS, OMISSIONS, OR CONFLICTS FOUND IN THE VARIOUS PARTS OF THE
CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT AND
THE OWNER BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK.

3. WHERE REFERENCED IN NOTES, ARCHITECT SHALL BE FISCHER ARCHITECTURE, OWNER
SHALL BE CINDY AND RORY REID.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ARCHITECT AND OWNER WITH A COMPLETE COST
BREAKDOWN AND SCHEDULE OF CONSTRUCTION FOR THIS PROJECT PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT NEW MATERIALS AND FINISHES FROM DAMAGE WHICH MAY
OCCUR FROM CONSTRUCTION, DEMOLITION, DUST, WATER. ETC., AND SHALL PROVIDE AND
MAINTAIN TEMPORARY BARRICADES, CLOSURE WALLS. ETC., AS REQUIRED TO PROTECT THE
PUBLIC AS REQUIRED DURING THE PERIOD OF CONSTRUCTION. DAMAGE TO NEW MATERIALS,
FINISHES, STRUCTURES, AND EQUIPMENT SHALL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED. CONTRACTOR
SHALL COORDINATE TEMPORARY BARRICADES WITH ARCHITECT AND / OR OWNER PRIOR TO
COMMENCEMENT OF WORK.

6. ALLCONSTRUCTION WORK, IS TO COMPLY WITH THE 2016 CALIFORNIA BUILDING,
RESIDENTIAL, MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, PLUMBING, ENERGY, HISTORICAL, EXISTING AND
GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE AS AMENDED BY THE CITY OF BERKELEY, AND AS
APPLICABLE. [CAC 1-201(a)] ALL WORK SHALL BE DONE IN A THOROUGH, WORKMANLIKE
MANNER AND EQUAL TO THE BEST STANDARDS OF THE PRACTICE.

7. ALLWORKLISTED, SHOWN OR IMPLIED ON ANY CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENT SHALL BE
SUPPLIED AND INSTALLED BY THE CONTRACTOR EXCEPT WHERE NOTED. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL CLOSELY COORDINATE HIS WORK WITH THAT OF OTHER CONTRACTORS OR VENDORS TO
ASSURE THAT ALL SCHEDULES ARE MET AND THAT ALL WORK IS DONE IN CONFORMANCE TO
MANUFACTURERS REQUIREMENTS. WORK REQUIRED UNDER THIS CONTRACT SHALL INCLUDE
ALL LABOR, MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, ETC., NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THIS PROJECT. ALL
MATERIALS SHALL BE NEW AND UNUSED, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY NOTED, AND BE OF A QUALITY
ACCEPTABLE BY INDUSTRY STANDARDS.

8. THEUSE OF THE WORD "PROVIDE" IN CONNECTION WITH ANY ITEM SPECIFIED IS
INTENDED TO MEAN THAT SUCH ITEM SHALL BE FURNISHED, INSTALLED, AND CONNECTED
WHERE SO REQUIRED, EXCEPT AS NOTED.

9. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A CURRENT AND COMPLETE SET OF CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENTS ON THE JOB SITE DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION FOR USE OF ALL
TRADES AND SHALL PROVIDE ALL SUBCONTRACTORS WITH CURRENT CONSTRUCTION
DOCUMENTS AS REQUIRED. THE CONTRACTOR, IN ASSUMING RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE WORK
INDICATED, SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LETTER IN WHICH THEY WERE DRAWN.

10. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL RUBBISH AND WASTE MATERIALS OF ALL
SUBCONTRACTORS AND TRADES ON A REGULAR BASIS, AND SHALL EXERCISE STRICT
CONTROL OVER JOB CLEANING TO PREVENT ANY DIRT, DEBRIS OR DUST FROM AFFECTING IN
ANY WAY, FINISHED AREAS IN OR OUTSIDE THE JOB SITE.

11. THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS ARE PROVIDED TO ILLUSTRATE THE DESIGN INTENT
AND GENERALTYPE OF CONSTRUCTION DESIRED.

12. DETAILS SHOWN ARE TYPICAL U.O.N. SIMILAR DETAILS APPLY IN SIMILAR CONDITIONS.

13. ALLELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL,AND PLUMBING WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL BE IN FULL
ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE NATIONAL BOARD OF FIRE
UNDERWRITERS, THE STATE FIRE MARSHALL, THE SAFETY ORDERS OF THE DIVISION OF
INDUSTRIAL SAFETY, AND ANY APPLICABLE STATE OR LOCAL LAWS AND ORDINANCE. NOTHING
ON THESE DRAWINGS IS TO BE CONSTRUED TO PERMIT WORK NOT CONFORMING TO THESE
CODES. ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING INSTALLATIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ARCHITECT
FOR CLARIFICATION.

14. INSTALL BATT INSULATION BETWEEN STUDS AND JOISTS AT ALL EXTERIOR WALLS,
CEILINGS, AND FLOORS WHERE EXPOSED.

15. ALLDIMENSIONS ON CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS ARE TO FACE OF FINISH UNLESS NOTED
AS BEING TO FACE OF FRAMING. DIMENSIONS ARE TO BOTTOM OF FINISHED CEILING ORTOP
OF FINISHED FLOOR IN INTERIOR ELEVATIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

16. ALLDIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALE. ANY DISCREPANCIES SHALL BE
BROUGHT IMMEDIATELY TO THE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOT
SCALE DRAWINGS. QUESTIONS REGARDING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE
ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO ANY START OF WORK.

17. WINDOW AND DOOR SIZES ARE NOMINAL DIMENSIONS. REFER TO MANUFACTURER FOR
ACTUAL ROUGH OPENING SIZES.

18.NOT USED.
19. NOT USED.

20. SEALANT, CAULKING, AND FLASHING, ETC., LOCATIONS SHOWN ON DRAWINGS ARE NOT
INTENDED TO BE INCLUSIVE. FOLLOW MANUFACTURER’S INSTALLATION RECOMMENDATIONS
AND STANDARD INDUSTRY AND BUILDING PRACTICES.

21. PROVIDE SOLID WOOD BACKING FOR ALL SURFACE MOUNTED ACCESSORIES.

22. ALLWORK SHALL BE GUARANTEED AGAINST DEFECTS IN DESIGN, INSTALLATION AND
MATERIAL FOR A MINIMUM PERIOD OF ONE YEAR FROM DATE OF COMPLETION.

23. ALL MATERIALS FOR USE ON THE PROJECT SHALL BE STORED WITHIN THE PROJECT SITE.

24.CONTRACTOR SHALL PERSONALLY SUPERVISE AND DIRECT THE WORK OR SHALL KEEP A
COMPETENT EMPLOYEE, AUTHORIZED TO RECEIVE INSTRUCTIONS AND ACT ON THE
CONTRACTOR’S BEHALF, CONTINUOUSLY ON SITE DURING WORKING HOURS.

25. ALLQUESTIONS REGARDING PROJECT EITHER DURING BIDDING PHASE OR DURING
CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE DIRECTED TO THE ARCHITECT IN WRITING BY EMAIL or FAX:
andrew@fischerarchitecture.com

26. DEMOLITION: THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ENTIRELY DEMOLISH AND REMOVE FROM SITE ANY
STRUCTURE OR PORTION THEREOF, OR SITE FEATURE INDICATED TO BE REMOVED.

27.SALVAGE & RECYCLING: ALL ITEMS DEEMED SALVAGEABLE OR RECYCLABLE BY THE
OWNER WILL EITHER HAVE BEEN INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS, REMOVED PRIORTO THE
START OF DEMOLITION, OR WILL BE DIRECTED BY THE OWNER TO BE STORED BY THE
CONTRACTOR AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE OWNER. ITEMS TO BE RELOCATED
WILL HAVE BEEN INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS. REFER TO CITY RECYCLING AND SALVAGING
REQUIREMENTS ON FOLLOWING PAGES.

28. DESIGN BUILD: ALL ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL, AND PLUMBING WORK SHALL BE DESIGN
BUILD BASED ON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN THE CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.

29. Contractor shall submit a list of paints, primers, sealants, caulking, and adhesives installed
within the interior of the building. List to include material type (per CALGreen tables 4.504.1
and 4.504.3) manufacturer name, model name/number, VOC amount, and CALGreen VOC not to
exceed limit per product. "

30. PROJECT CLOSEOUT:

A.CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW PROJECT WITH ARCHITECT AND/OR OWNER TO ENSURE THAT
ALL REQUIREMENTS OF THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS HAVE BEEN FOLLOWED.

B. CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL REQUIRED CERTIFICATES AND NOTICES.

C. ALLWORK PERFORMED SHALL BE CLEAN AND READY FOR USE.

D.UPON SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION, THE ARCHITECT SHALL, AT THE CONTRACTOR’S WRITTEN
REQUEST, COMPILE A PROJECT PUNCH LIST NOTING ANY CORRECTIONS OR OMISSIONS.

ARCHITECT'S ACCEPTANCE WILL BE CAUSE FOR FINAL PAYMENT, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY
DETERMINED OTHERWISE BY OWNER.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Remodel of existing detached Studio building.
Exterior alterations include replacing one window on the east elevation, removing an existing window and existing door on the south elevation and
adding new multi-panel folding doors, adding one venting skylight in the existing roof, locating a new heat pump on the site, addition of a new

concrete landing, and repair of the existing wooden fence.
Interior alterations include creating a bathroom and kitchenette, new electrical and HVAC, new finishes.
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17 February 2022

tel 510.204.9250

fischerarchitecture.com Landmarks Preservation Commission
2984 San Pablo Avenue Fatema Crane, Secretary
Berkeley, California 94702 Land Use and Planning Division

2120 Milvia Street
Berkeley, CA 94704

Applicant Statement, SAP for 8 Greenwood Common
Dear Fatema,

Enclosed please find our Structural Alterations Permit Application
for 8 Greenwood Common. The scope of work included in this
application is limited to improvements to the detached studio
building only; there is no proposed work to the existing main
residence.

We have evaluated the proposed modifications to the studio
structure using the criteria established in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties,
Rehabilitation; our findings are as follows:

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

The proposed alterations maintain the use of the property
as a single-family residential structure.

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

The proposed alterations maintain the character of the
property. The proposed window on the east elevation shall
be largely identical to the original. The design of the new
doors on the south side of the studio references design the
tryptic of French doors along the east-facing side of the
main residence. Where original siding is removed, it shall be
saved and reinstalled where patching at the siding is
needed.
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3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time,
place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historical
development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural
elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The proposed alterations do not introduce false-historicism
onto the building. While new windows are referential to the
main residence’s existing French doors, the proposed doors
shall be a more modern 5-panel sliding/folding door
constructed of aluminum. The proposed alterations are
designed to bring modern amenities to the ageing structure.

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

The studio itself was not original to the home, but it has of
course acquired its own significance with respect to the
property and the Common. The window on the east
elevation of the studio shall be replaced in kind. While the
door/window features on the south elevation are proposed
to be removed, the new folding door that is proposed to
replace them maintains the views and indoor/outdoor
relationship between the studio interior and the courtyard
garden.

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

Where existing siding material must be removed to
accommodate the new folding door, it shall be saved and
reinstalled where patching is needed. The existing nailing
patterns shall be used in order to maintain consistency with
the balance of the exterior siding.

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement
of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible,
materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
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See #5 above for comments on existing siding
reinstallation. Where siding is needed in excess of historical
reserves, new boards of the same species shall be milled to
match the existing dimensions, surface finish, and stain
color of existing. The existing fence at the street edge is in
need of minor repair, and a combination of existing
materials and new in-kind material that are milled to match
the existing shall be used.

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

No chemical or physical treatments that would cause any
damage are proposed.

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

This standard is not applicable to this project.

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

As noted in the findings for standards #2, #3, and #5, the
proposed alterations to the studio building refer to the
proportions, style and architectural rhythm of the existing
main residence, but shall be executed using modern
materials. Wherever possible, existing siding that is
removed to accommodate the new folding door shall be
reused to patch exterior walls as needed.

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

It is possible that the proposed alterations could be
removed in the future without significant detriment to the
essential form and integrity of the studio structure.
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Thank you for your consideration of our application, we look forward
to hearing your comments and answering any questions that you
might have.

Sincerely,
FISCHER ARCHITECTURE

CAaTi

Kerstin Fischer, AIA
Principal
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Answer to Question No.7

Present Occupants: 1 Greenwood
2 Greenwood
3 Greenwood
4 Greenwood
7 Greenwood
8 Greenwood
9 Greenwood

10

Greenwood

Answer to Question No. 8

Common
Common
Common
Common

Common -
.Common

Common

Common -

ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 6 of 142

Ann’ and Robert W. Birge

Phyllis and Samuel Schaaf
Katinka and Frederick S. Wyle
S.B. Master - and James Symons
Joan and Richard McDonough

‘Elliot E.Porter and Iris Weiner
Diane and David Weber Shapiro
Anna Maenchen '

Present owners: See answer to question No. 7. -

The present occupants are the present owners.
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Answer to Question No.9

Original Owners: Greenwood Common
#1 Ann and Robert W. Birge
#2 Phyllis and Samuel Schaaf
#3 Mr. and Mrs. J. Ackerman
#4 Mr. and Mrs. Frederick Duhring
#7 Mr. Warren Gregory /Mr. W.W. Wurster
#8 Mrs. W.W. Douglas
#9 Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Blaisdell
10 Mr. and Mrs. Maenchen
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. Answer to Questions No. 10 and.No. 12

Date of Construction. and Architect/Builder

Greenwood Common
Greenwood .Common

Greenwood Common
Greenwood -Common
Greenwocod Common

OO ~IkWwWhH

Greenwood Common -
Greenwood Common

Greenwood Common -

1955 Dpnald Olsen

1957
1954 Joseph Esherick

-1954. Harwell Hamilton Harris

c. 1920; R.M.Schindler
1953 Howard Moise
1954 . Henry Hill

1952 John Funk

The planning of Greenwood Common was a joint effort of William
W. Wurster and landscape architect Lawrence Halprin,who designed
the communally owned central park as well as two of the private
gardens, namely .that of No. 7 and No. 3 Greenwood Common.
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" ARCHITECTURE
~ INSANFRANGISGO AND
~ NORTHERN GALIFORNIA

Revised edition by David Gebhard
David Gebhard Roger Montgomery
Eric Sandwaiss Robert Winter
Robert Winter John Woodbridge

Sally Woodbridge

3P

N Gibbs M. $mith, Inc.
Peregrine Smith Baoks
Salt Lake City
1985 o
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and cur atig It{l-fmj{) 1s a professor of architectural history
e Architectural Drawing Collection of the

Art Museum, Universi
Heis vice-ch'air:ri:rxgmty' of California, Santa Barbard.

mark C

in i i

Hepl!lc:x?;?r% :cll’lg architectural review in Santa Barbara,
the presidons ?tﬂumerc_)us national bodies, including
oy membery? N e Sog‘lety of Architectural Historjans;
Jo o memb of the National Architectural Accrediting
litions'—incl cds. a juror for national architectural compe-
i ol Hu }11ng the 19?5 competition for the Phoenix
City desi‘ e tas organized exhibitions of architecture
and ce g?hq 1(1 numlae( of major American museurms,
incluc ng the 935-86 [_-hgh Style Vanguard Design in
e ica,” organized with other guest curuators for the

itney Museum of American Art in New York City.

Much el his recent writi |
_ 3 iting has dealt with traditi
urchnectural images in America in this cenhﬁy.monal

RCBERT WINTER is a professor of the History of Ideas

at Occidental College in Los Angs ci
I geles.Hehasb
by the mayor and city council of Los Ancgljseleese?o?‘“}?ids

. 12-year membership on the Los Angeles Cultural Heri-

tage Boqrd and currently serves on the Pasadena Cul-
tural Her}tcge Commigsion. He has received a Presiden-
tial Citation for his work with the Los Angeles Chcpterl
BAmerican Institute of Architects. He has authored and
co-authored several publications dealing with Cali-
fornia architecture and design. '

ERIC SANDWEISS received a degree in American iolk-

lere from Harvard. He worked for three years at The

Foundation for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage,”

surveying over 5000 buildings in San Francisco and
lecturing on local history. He has written reviews for
California publications. Currently he is a PhD student
in architecture at the University of California, Berkeley.

:  of the City of Santa Barbara Land-
ommittee, and for many years has been invoI'v_éd.- e
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() Greenwood Common’ L. Halprin, land: arch. -

No. 1 1955; Donald Olsen . X

- No. 3 1954; Joseph Esherick

No. 4 1954; Harwell Hamilton Harris
No. 7 ¢.1920: R. M. Schindler

No. 8 1953; Howard Moise

No. 9 1954; Henry Hill

No. 10 1952; John Funk | S

Designed as cr'w__gountry refreat from San Fran- |

cisco.

/for year-round living, but conserves a -———

‘rustic character. -

. ! W.illicxm Wilson Wurster, famous Bay
Region architect and former Dean of the College

of Environmental Design, ~subdivided the
property on the flat meadowland

/into seven sites around a grassy common.

The architects of the Greenwood Common houses,

though not all of the same school, held compat- -

ible design philosophies which insured a har-
monious relation of place and part.




b

14, Rowell House 1915; John Hudson Thomas
Rem. 1921 149 Tamalpais Rd.
Thomas' great houss in the Craftsmon Style ex-
presses a personal handling of masonry and
halftimber.

15. Manchester House 1911; Williamson & Winter-
burn. Rem. by Bernnard Maybeck
2645 Shasta Rd.

('3\?1'109 a cottage on the edge of a canyon, Mey-

eck 'Chalet-ed” it into an imposing house of
“~“three storles on the canyon side. The two porches
on the road have typical Maybeckian wood join-
ery.

D)16. House 1959; Charles Warren Callister
2625 Rose St.
House 1958; Charles Warren Callister
2637 Rose St
Two houses by an influential Bay Area architect.
The upper one presents a formal, closed aspect
to the street while the lower one is nearly sub-
merged in the hillside. They are more visible
from Shasta Rd.

17. Warren Gregory House 1903-08; John Galen

...~ Howard .

" 7. 1458 Greenwood Terr. ,

.. Designed as a country retreat from San Fran-
cisco, this house was enlarged after the 1908
earthquake for yearround living, but conserves a
rustic character. For over 20 years it was the .
home of Williamm Wilson Wurster, famous Bay
Region architect and former Dean of the College
of Environmenial Design, who subdivided the
property on the flat meadowland opposite the
house into seven sites around a grassy ¢ommor.

~ The architects of the Greenwood Common houses,

"~ though not all of the same school, held compat-

~ ible design philosophies which insured a har
monious relation of place and part.

16" Two cottages  1955; Wurster, Bernardi & Emmons
- 1405 & 1425 Greenwood Terrace

A pair of small shingle cottages, one of which has
" been considerably added to in recent years.

N

258

‘1471 Greenwooq Terr.

L
i
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" Brk-North  EB-3c

House ¢.1950; Winfield Scott Welling.ton

Greenwood Commonsg L. Halprin, land. arch.

No. 1 1955; Donald Olsen

No. 3 1954; Joseph Esherick

No. 4 1954; Harwell Homilton Harris
No. 7 ¢.1920; R. M. Schindler

No. 8 1953; Howard Moise

No. 9 1954; Henry Hill
No. 10 1952; John Funk

Francis Gregory House 1907; Bornard Maybeck
1476 Gresnwood Terr.

A restrained and elegant box whose roof line
echoes the slope on which it perches. The hand-
crafted, somewhat whimsical aspect of the houses
up Buena Vista Way is absent here.

Warren Gregory House 1912; John G. Howard
1486 Greenwood Terr.

Howard's essay in the Maybeckian Craftsman
mode. )

Jackson House 1939; Michael Goodman
2626 Buena Vista Way

- A characteristic stripped-down Regency design of

the 1930s.

Over the crossroads of La Loma and Buena
Vista hangs an imaginary sign saying “‘Aban-
don 20th century hang-ups, all ye who enter
herel” This is Maybeck country, a land of inven-
tion coupling experimental materials and cradt
tradition, The houses listed below present a vo-
cabulary of Maybeck's design ideas; from cutaway
eaves as in 2704; to the use of "bubble-crete” dip-
ped sacks for siding as in 2711; to steep-pitched,
shingle roofs, polychromy, and industrial sash in
2733, Maybeck lived in 2711, and designed some
of the other houses for members of his family and
close friends. Far from being a pure designer, he
did a large part of the construction himself and
particularly enjoyed hand-finishing the interiors.

259
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. tn Canada: 20¢ additional !

BUILDINGS OF THE BAY AREA

A Guide to the Architecture of the San _unm.:ommno Bay Region

By John and Saily Woodbridge

For the sightscer no less than the architectural student, this book
offers a unique guide to the architectural riches of one of the few
flourishing regional styles in America. In the San Francisco Bay Area,
history, site, and climate have combined to produce one of the pioneer
regions in the devclopment of modern architecture, an architecture
that is wn,ncmm_.nw American, comparable only to the brilliant but short-
lived Aowering of Chicago at the end of the last century.

The visitor to the city who wants to cnjoy the surpriscs offered by

San Francisco’s local architecture will find this guidebook invaluable.

It is designed primarily for use: carefully indexed for easy reference,
it is organized by areas, each with an individual map closely keyed to
the hundreds of buildings described and iliustrated. A tour to the out-
lying areas is mapped out for the motorist interested in the numerous
contemporary houses that dot the hillsides around the bay, and the
armchair tourist, looking for a survey of the architectural history of
the Bay Area, will delight in the pictorial view of a m@nnﬂmoﬁmaw
endowed region.

JOHN MARSHALL WOODBRIDGE, the book's author and
photographer, is a working architect who has been associated with
architeetural firms in New York, Washington, D.C.,and San Francisco.
His wife, SALLY BYRNE WOODBRIDGE, who did the research
for the guide, majored in art history at Duke University. PHILIP
THIEL, the designer of the book, is a graduate of Massachusetts
Institute of Technology who has been engaged in visual design in the
San Francisco area. The sketches are by RAI OKAMOTO. :

Caver design by Philip, Thiel / Photo by John Woodbridge
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A Guide to the Architecture of the San Francisco Bay Region

compiled by John Bm...urn:.e...oomr_..m&mw
and Sally Byrne ssoo&v..m&mn

skelches by Rai Yukio Own._.no_.o

designed by Philip Thiel
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No.7

Residence

1486 Greenwood Terrace
John Galen Howard 1912

Residence

1401 Greenwood Terrace
Roger Lee 1955

Residence (formerly Gregory res.)
1459 Greenwood Terrace
John Galen Howard 1903-06

Two Cottages

1425-1437 Greenwood Tarrace
Wurster, Bernardi & Emmons 1955

Greenwood Common

Mo. T—Donald Olsen 1955

No. 3 —Joseph Esherick 1954

No, 4 —Harwell H, Harriz 1954

No. 7—R. M. Schindler < 1932

No. 10—John Funk  .1952

No. 9—Henry Hill 1954

No. 8 —Howard Moise 1953

Greenwood Cemmon is an exomple both of private community
planning ond a group of houses by well-known architects.

The land originally formed the grounds of the Gregory hiowse abave
the common and was divided 1o leave o square in the center

of the group to be owned ond londscoped in common.

The most interesting houses of the group ore the Gregory house
above, which displays oll the fire quolilies of the eorly Bay Region
style, and the Schindler house ot the foot, which shows

the peculiarly cubistic quality that distinguishes his work.
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"NEW EDITION

Edited by

- SALLY WOODBRIDGE

Introduction and Foreword by

DAVID GEBHARD

Photographs by
MORLEY BAER, ROGER STURTEVANT,
' and
OTHERS

Atrchitectural drawings by
RANDOLPH MEADORS
' ' and

FLOYD CAMPBELL

-
P

PEREGRINE SMITH BOOKS
SALT LAKE CITY
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Homes in Los Angeles. Best known and most com-
plete among Bay Area examples is Ladera on the San
Francisco Peninsula. Here John Funk, who did con-
siderable’ war housing work in addition to his wide
custom-house practice, Joseph Stein, who had a repu-
tation as a particularly political type among designers
in the mid-forties, and the widely expetienced social
housing landscape drchitect Garretr Eckbo planned

244

v,
————

HALPRIN, Greenwood Conmion, Berkeley, site plan,c. 1 ,550

.an ideal residential community. A significanc £

ment of this community actually got built bef*:fE
postwar housing boom, inflation, lending instee
hostility, and a decline in utopian optimism ooz
to halc development. Interestingly, Joseph Ei=

the great mass-producer’ of pure 1g5o’s style

Area design, would partly finish the project 2 de:
later. Ladera remains one of the few palpable fm
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“Much Jeg idealistic, more ‘pragmatic, somewhar
3ter, am? more conventionally architectural rather
Gree{::zlal, another proj?c_F”,of . the po'stwnr _e;n,

‘ t?d Common, merits special mention. About
350 William w, Wourster inherited the opportunity

buy the Gregory Properey in-Berkeley, a small es-
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tate owned by his and John Galen Howards's patron,
Mrs, Warren Gregory. Wurster subdivided the land
in a very special way. Instead of covering the area
with lots, he made a ringj_(')_f relatively small sites
around a central, communaily held park, The result-
ing cluster plan became a milestone in group housing
design, in 4 sensc the first of the planned unit devel-
opments’ (PUDS) that by the 1970’ would dominate -
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Completed Common will have tvo additioned howses in u[u--u aroa at deft. Proposed plomting will inclede move piae and plit e,

. . . and a big view across the bay

12 Baar
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Question No. 18

‘Publishéd Sources: (partial 1i$t)

1,

The Guide to Architecture in San Francisco and
Northern California, Revised Edition by

David Gebhard, Eric Sandweiss, Robert Winter,
Peregrine Smith Books, Salt TLake City, 1985

Bay Area Houses, New Edition, edited by Sally
Woodbridge, Peregrine Smith Books, Salt Lake City

Buildings of the Bay Area; A Guide to Architecture
of the San Francisco Bay Region, by John Marshall
Woodbridge, Grove Press Inc. New York S '

Articles about the Common or individual houses were
published for example in: '

Architectural Design, September 1955, p. X 19
House and Home, February 1957

The New York Times, Sunday, August 8, 1965

San Francisco Chronicle, Fébruary»27, 1955, p. 4
Oakland Shopping News, May 19, 1955
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Answer to Question No. 28

Greenwood Common is one of the fore-runners and models
of the post-World War II planned community developments in
the US. Designed by the Dean of the College of Environmental
Design, University of California Berkeley, William W. Wurster,
it consists of a plot of land in Berkeley, subdivided so that
there is a ring of houses carefully planned around a central,
communally held park.

Eight houses were built around the periphery in the fifties,
and the whole development was laid cut by Laurence Halprin, the
famous landscape architect, working cooperatively with
William Wurster and the eight architects.

Their product, Greenwood Common, combines a rare harmonious
visual style with a rural feel. On the high (South) side of the
Common, there are three one-story houses, close to the common
walk way lined with flowering plum treesThe light and sun comes
over their roofs to the rest of the development.The central
portion is the park-~like area, the equivalent of about 30%
of the total area. On the downward sloping lower side (the
North side) of the Common are four housés of two stories,
with the lower story on the down slope, towards Rose Street.

For approximately thirty years, the Common remained as
first designed and built. In the last few years, as owners
have begun to change, a threat has slowly developed, and in
1989, it became acute. This is a threat of maximum expansion
of zoning space, by erecting second stories on the high (South)
side of the Common, blocking out the sun and light, crowding
more sguare footage onto very small lots, blocking the view,
creating a risk of damaging or even killing some of the plum
trees, and changing the entire nature and architectural

.integrity of the Common.

The Common has become a regular stop on architectural.
tours and study trips. If is in fact an informal landmark in
Berkeley already, featured in most or all architecture books
of the Bay Area (see samples attached). The threat is very
real, as one new owner, even before moving in , filed plans
in August of 1989 for adding a second story higher than the
existing first story, with disastrous potential consequences
for the Common. Only quick and determined opposition prevented
those plans from going into effect (see Application N&.B0420,
dated , no date; proposed date of decision, August 14, 1989;
and community letters in opposition , in the Office of
Zoning and Planning , City of Berkeley. For convenience sake,

copies of some of those letters are attached).
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Answer to Question No. 28 . page 2

The owner of one of the other small houses on the

'.hlgh (South) .side has also communicated his plan to add

a second story, and the risk of a wall of second stories
along the South side of the Common , blocking sun .and light,
threatening trees, and oppressively crowding the Common,

is now very real. The historical, if informal,landmark
quality of this site would be clearly ruined by such a series
of second stories or other expansion. The new owner of NO. 9
Greenwood Common is continuing his conversations with the
Berkeley Zoning 6fficials about his plans for a second story,
without the necessity of any zoning department permit or
nelghbors' consent. We therefore belleve that communlty action
is necessary.
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444 Brannan

(‘Lawrence Halprin = &ieemse

30 August 1989

Vivian Kahn
Current Planning Officer
Zoning Dept., City of Berkeley
Berkeley, Calif. 94704

Re: Greenwood Commons
Dear Vivian Kahn:

1

I have recently been told that there .are changes underway
regarding this project which I worked on in 1955.

As with all of my projects, I remain concerned and interested in
their continued well-being, :

The Greenwood Commons project was a unique and avant garde pro-
ject for it's time, There was a wonderful collaboration of

landscape and architecture. It was evidenced by the congruence
of the modest, elegant architecture which was all of a Bay Area
Modern style -- all in scale and buillt around a common area.

(h)f All . of thisg has giVen‘thé projéét,a unique quaiity for which it
has become widely known. It therefore seems important to main-
tain this remarkable quality, and not alter it.

- Sincerely,
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CURRENT PLANNING
AUG 11389

<\ ) ) 2599 Buena Vista Way
Berkeley, California 94708
August 1l, 1989

" Ms. Vivian Kahn, Zoning Officer
c/o Current Planning Division
2180 Milvig
Berkeley, California  9h70l

Dear Ms. Kahn:

Although our entrance is on Buena Vista Way, our house ‘is
located on the promontory of which Greenwood Common is the central
part. TWe gre directly beside No, 10 and adjoin No. 9 on a diagonal,
We were therefore deeply concerned when we learned of the proposed
addition of g twenty foot second story to the latter, :

Greenwood Common is unquestionably one of the most remarkabie
architectural inventions in Berkeley, Starting with a spectacular
site, William Wurster, then Dean of the School of Architecture at
Cal, envisioned a graceful arc of houses around a central common,
reminiscent of the town greens he had known in Massachusetts when

- he was at MTT, Each house would have its‘own'architect and indivi-
j) dual character, but roof linés,‘landscaping and driveway access.would
be coordinated in such 2 way that visual harmony and, in this case,

a totally modern sense of community would be created. Cutstanding
architects were chosen by the individual owners. Wurster's unique
concept was realized, crowned by the allGe of plun trees on the south
side and the towering Monterey pines that the frame the area. 7Tt

is a remarkable moment in the architecture of the Bay Area and g
morument to Bill Wurster's genius. A1l of this would ibe destroyed
by the current vroposal., With the roof lines no longer coordinated,
the visual balance would be lost, the harmony of scale shattered.

TN

by the Common's neighborhood association and/or specific covenants
attached‘to.the,various properties. We respectfully urge the city
not to approve the proposed second story, ‘

Sincerely yours,

ok e l?anj (cz k’oonan
John T. Noonan, -
Mary Iee Noqnan

I
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CURRENT PLANNING | | EE

e 1 . ]
. IA‘G 1 ‘989 1491 Greenwood Terrace
)  Berkeley, CA. 94708

fugust 12, 1987

. Zoning officer

/= Current Flanning DHvisien
2180 Milvia Street,

perkeley, CA. 94704

Dear Sir/Madam. )

We understand that a permit has been reguected to
build a second story onto the existing structure at 7 Bresnwood
Cammon, EBerkeley. We wish to ledge a farmal objection to this
vapiation in the present environmental status of the Bresnwood
Common Aarea.

This very special place is an architectural
heritage for Rerkeley developed with prnfessiunal foresight by o ’
the great U.C. Berketey architect Professor Wurster.

Home owners in the area have hought their
properties well aware of the history and 1andscape balance. The
homoaeneity., integration, seale and 1ine of sight vistas should
be preserved.

. A unigue open area'such‘as Greenwood Common , adds
considerably to Berkeley’s architectural charm. There are many
other places where two~story houses with larger floor areas are
appropriate.

e reguest that the permit be denied.

Bt Bt



Current Planning Division.
2180 Milvia Street
Berkeley, CA 94708

Dear Officer Kahn:
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CURRENT PLANNING
UG 111989

19 Tamalpais Road
Berkeley, CA 94708
August, 13, 1989

We are writing concerning use permit no. B0420. This permit

describes plans for addition of a.second story to a height of

tweﬂfy feet and reér‘yafd'set back’of-é feet 6 incheslto.the home

of David Weber Shapiro at 9 Greenwood Common. We strongly oppose

an addition to that house or amny

other house on Greenwoocd Common.

The Common was designed years ago by William Wuster, a well known

architect, and it has become an historic spot of beauty in Berkeley.

An addition to that house would drastically changeéthe intended

design for small homes along the

of the neighbofhood we object to

or landscape design of Greenwood

Common. As long term residents
any change in the architectural

Common.

Slncerely,'

S, et S S L
Melinda and Bob Buchanan
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LARRY FOURNIER ,
2535 Hawthorne Terrace ’ : Telephone: 548-7186
Berkeley, California 94708 '

September 7, 1989

Ms. Vivian Kahn

Zoning Officer _
Current Planning Division
City of Berkeley

2180 Miivia Street
Berkeley, CA 94740

Subject: Use Permit Application Bo420
Dear Ms. Kahn:

I am writing to you in regards to an application for a second story addition to an existing singie
story house at 9 Greenwood Commons. | take a special interest in this application for a number
of reasons: :

1) I have resided a half block away at 2535 Hawthorne Terrace for the last ten years and
quite often choose the Commons as a destination for a short uphill walk, Itis especially
magnificent in the spring when the cherry tree walkway is in full bloom and a beautiful
Spotany othertime of the year. The proposed additon will have a major negative impact

on the fragile beauty of the cherry tree walkway and the general sense of openess.

2)  For five years | worked as a personal assistant to Lawrence Halprin, the landscape designer,
- forthe Commons. The Commons as it exists now is of major significance as statement
of the Northern California residentiaj design aesthetic of the mid-50’s. Having been
raised in New Orteans where preservation of the architectural heritage is a major concern,
t can only think of the term "tout ensemble" to describe how important it is to our Bay
Area heritage to maintain the Commons in_its entirety. -

Several years ago the City allowed an addition to one of two matching William Wurster
buildings at the east edge of the Commons. Theresults of wasan unmitigated disaster.
The addition being larger in size than the original, of greater height, and of absolutely
no architectural merit. Once these mistakes are done they can never be undone. |
don’t think the City of Berkeley would allow the owner of a Maybeck, a Morgan, or
any other of the City’s early twentieth centurty architectural masterpieces to destroy
the character of these homes with grotesquety out of character and out of scale additions.

3) At another level, the concept of the Commons reflects an awareness and sense of

owner is a contractor witha record of buying properties for resale and has no intention
of residing at the house; hence the lack of cencern for the history of the Commons
and the legitimate needs and concerns of the neighbors.

On ali these grounds, | strongly urge that you deny the use permit application.

Sincerely,

L

Larry Fournier
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 City of Berkeley

- 2180 Milvia
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Greenwood Common
Berkeley, California
94708 .

12 August 1989

Zoning Officer | | |
Current Planning Division ' j

Berkeley, California
94704

Dear Zoning Officer;

This letter relates to your proposed zoning decision on application
number B0420, a second story. proposed for #9 Greenwood Common.

We the neighbors on Greenwood Common have a number of concerns

‘__regardi‘ng this proposal.

The "Common® is a céntral, communally owned piece of land around
which our houses are all built and which serves as our common
garden. It is our communal entrance to all our houses. Thus here,
more than in most locations, the actions of any one of us affect the
lives of all.

Our specific concerns are as follows:

1) Greenwood Common is an area_of special architectural interest,
included in all the guidebooks and prominently featured in Sally
Woodbridge's Bay Area Architecture as "a milestone in group
housing design", “"the first of the planned unit developments”.  As
such, Greenwood Common became a model for many communities
in California and around the world, as a way to maximize open
green space and harmonize the built environment.

Each house was designed independently by a different architect,
but the architects consulted with each other and took care .in the
matter of the proportion, height, building materials, colors, etc.
they employed, in order to achieve a harmonious and coherent
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whole. Based on the many architecture classes and buffs who
come walking here to look, we think the original plan must be
judged a great success. Architects whose work is represented
here include Joseph Esherick, Henry Hills, and R’ N Schindler. The
developer was William Wourster.

The proposed 'second story at #9 Greenwood 'Common"is the first
major addition to this "group housing design®, our neighborhood,

since it was conceived (except for an addition at #7, which is set

back, over the crest of the hill, and does not abut the Common).
The proposed addition would be located in an extremely prominent
place, at the high side of the Common, directly abutting it, and
just in the center, 'so it has a particularly great impact. There is
no set back from the Common at #9. '

For all these reasons, we feel the proposed addition would change
the character and proportions of this special architectural area,
which have been so well respected and preserved until now, in a
significant and detrimental way.

We are also concerned about the double row of cherry trees which
the proposed addition would touch and overshadow. This lane was

- planted by Larry Halprin, the well-known landscape designer and

3)

space planner of thee Common, and is enjoyed by ourselves and by
our neighbors, who come in Spring to walk under the flowering
branches toward the. Bay view at the Western end. The proposed
addition encroaches -so closely on these trees that some branches
would almost certainly be damaged or need to be cut; more
significantly, the light to at least two of these trees will be
limited to such an extent that we fear they will die.

The proposed second story is very tall in proportion to the _
existing house and the size of the lot. In the model shown us by
Mr Shapiro, the house looks top heavy and unbalanced. The

~existing house, by the famous Bay Area architect Henry Hill, is

4)

particularly sleek and low, which would exacerbate the looming
effect of the proposed addition. The existing house is already on
the highest part of the Common, further exaggerating the height
effect of the proposed second story.,

The height of the proposed second story will cut down on light to
the Common, and cast a deep shadow where now we enjoy dappled -
sun. #3 Greenwood Common is just along the flat part of the
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Common, where children play; this will now be in shade at times

of the day when it is now in sun.

5) This same height will also prevent us from looking across the
Common and seeing the cherry trees sithouetted against the sky.
- With the addition, we would see only a dark mass of building.”

6) Finally, we are concerned about the process regarding the
proposed zoning decision. Each of us had one conversation with
Mr Shapiro, and were told by him that he was legally entitled to
do what he was proposing, that he was within zoning regulations,
and that in effect. we had no basis for objecting to his plans. Our
clear impression was that he was tatking with us out of
"courtesy", not because we were part of any process, or had any

potential "say” in what was going to happen.

Perhaps based on -

this impression that we couldn't do anything anyway, we did not

vehemently object to his plans.

On calling the Zoning Department, we learned that Mr Shapiro had
told the Zoning Department that "no one had any problems with his

proposals”.

This is incorrect, as outlined above.

We did not wish,

- nor did we authorize Mr Shapiro, to make such representations on
‘our behalf. To the extent that we have the right_to object to the
proposed addition, we specifically do so in this letter as stated

above.

Yours sincerely,

§oMute—~
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. to Question NO. 30

_qﬁoted-from.the State of California Historic -
Resources. Inventory, (8) 2244, VIM W/565220/4192000,
page 2, No.20. Significance: '

"The natural meadow was subdivided by: William Wurster

shortly after he bought the Warren Gregory house and
property in 1954. He wanted to create. a cluster of
houses by the best Bay Area residential architects

of the day around a communally owned space. Though not
all of the same school, the architects held compatible

- design philosophies which .insured a harmonious relation

of place and part. One house, #7, was designed by ,
R. M. Schindler about 1920, yet loocks as modern as

.the others. They are #1 (1955) by Donald Olson: #3 1(1954)

by Joseph Esherick; #4 (1954)Harwell Hamilton Harris;
#8 (1953) Howard Moise; #9 (1954) by Henry Hill;

#10 (1952} John Funk. These are some of the most
prestigious addresses in Berkeley. "
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- Answer to Question No.31

. See attachment for qhestion-No. 28_-
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- CURRENT PLANNING

FEB 20 1990 #1,3,4,7 Greenwood Common
) Berkeley, CA 94708 K

Landmarks Preservation Commission
- City of Berkeley

2180 Milvia Street

Berkeley, CA 94704

February 18, 1999

Dear Commissioners :

in support of the three initiations of landmarking for Greenwood Common ,

: that is, the application of December.l, 1989 (the "owners' application");

! the application of December 30, 1989 (the "Berkeley residents' application")
and the initiation by the Landmarks Preservation Commission itself

We believe that the Substance of the Commission's request jig
brovideq herewith, We have hag the invaluable assistance of our
‘authority ang Consultant on the historical ang architectural Ccontents
&y OF this submission,'Elisabeth Kendall Thompson, FAIa, architectural _
,’historian;-Senior-Editor; Architectural Record, retired; ang Editor,

‘ Sept/October issue of Architecture California, Ms. Thompson resides
at 2877 Shasta Road, Berkeley, ca 94708. The authors of various
Sections of thig Submission are identifieq in the Table of Contentg.

architects ang houses ang how their work fit into the times ang style
of itsg Creation, ang the legal methods involved, :
The guestions ip the "application requesting designation for landmark
statug" to which these Supplemental materials are directed are principally
--Questiong 7-18, ang #30-31, ‘as more fully discussed in the Commission's
"HISTORIC/ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS".

If you have any further Questions, pleage advise any of the
undersigneq, ‘ .

Yours very truly,

‘. Mﬂ@e@\ﬂ 1 O\ &)\_/Lmd'l_\#'f
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Terrace. He also constructed a leg house, a barn, ana Beveral
farm buildings en the Property. on the Crest of the hiiil

Captain Thomag died on May 28, 1990, ana a Portion of the
property including Greenwood Common wag acquired in 19p3 by
Warren Gregory, a Prominent 8an Francisco lawyer ana one of
the founders ©f the sierra Club. 1In 1903 Mr. Gregory
commissioneq John Galen Howard to builqg a«substantial.country

Terrace. 1In 1906 =~ after the gan Francisce earthcguake and
fire = the Gregorys moved to Berkeley and made 1459 Greenweod_

.- vicinity, Daniel Gregory, Warren Gregoryiefgrandsen, o -
remembers many interesting gatherings in the Gregory home, at
the famous wpa Loma salongn Presided over by Mr. & Mrs. :

Warren Gregory died in 1927, Mrs. Gregory continueq to live
on Greenwood Terrace and to maintain the "La Loma salons" for
many years. A few Years before 1952 Mrs, Gregory returned te
live in san Francisoco, ang a frienaq, Elizabeth Ellis, resideq
in the Gregory home and carried on the tradition,

v

T When Mrs. Ellig died in 1952, wWilliam Wurster, a cloge family
by friend of the Gregorys, offered to burchase the Property ana

R
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such, ang conscientiously held to a neighborhood Scale in a
Plan that derives fron that useqd ip New England.villages,

Precedents, though the Scale was larger: Radburn ip New
Jersey was one famous city plan based on commonly enjoyed
°Pen space. Here in Berkeley, Rose Walk ang Orchard Lane hag

Greenwood Common'sg derivation differs, however, jin that it
is small. ap open space, undefined, has no particular form.
I;'is‘thq_houses‘that surround the common that define and

give form to this exceptiona] and unusual pianneq
development, There are eight, al1 built within four Years,

built some 1g Years pefore William Wursterig concept of
G:eeanod Common became Possible of implementation.

He could not know then that, some thirty years later, he
would own that beauti fuj bPlace, would live in the ©l1d house
on the hiij, and would be able to share the beauty with
colleagues of 1ijxe ming and spirit, :

University and lived on nearby Tamalpais Road, and Ernest o.
Lawrence, the great Physicist, who also lived nearby; and
nume:ous‘young architects eager for g dramatic site on which
to place the house they burneqg to design. But neither the
old house, nor the landg across the road, was for sale -
until, in 1953 Bilil Wurster, by then dean of the_school'of
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% group met. This priceless asset now is held as °bpén space by
é$i)* the group, enlarging the Common to approximately twice its °
e original size, anag enhancing the role of the common open

single story houses on the flat'area, 80 that wmthe Project
would appear more spaciousg.n (Exhibit C). Wurster believeq

other and the inherent beauty of the Place with a will te
Create something beyond the usual use of 1ang, And owners
and architects understood his concept, concurred in it, gsaw
his vision, and found it well-pleasing. Written rules were
not hecessary in such a climate of mutual Sensibility,

o their mark, locally ang in most cdses, nationq11y. Most
?ﬂ . later achieveqd intarnatlonal Teputations, ang Were published
ﬁ?”  in many parts of the world in architectural Publicationg -

writers,-e&itors, and others, who flocked. to see-the”COmmon,
or called or Wrote Wurster - ""all the timew - to ask mhow it

materials, but underscored always by the great sense of
freedom, as Wurster himself pointed out in an essay, np _
Personal viewn {Exhibit D}: freedom from the pPast, from old
custom, from accepted convention, freedom to respond to the
"immensity of the scene.n : ' :

W’;) The Bay Area Tradition has been characterized as having e
‘ Several periods of development: the Greenwood Common area
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Excerpts from 7
Transcript of Oral History:

William Wilsoen Wurster; College of Env1ronmental Design,
University of. California, Campus Planning and Architectural.

Pratice; An Interview Conducted by Suzanne B. Riess, Berkeley, 1964
.Bancroft Library.

“\ . o : .2
.p. 252 Riees:'How do you come to live in this house (1459 Greenwood
. Terrace)? Would you tell the story of that?.
Wurster: Well,.in 1913 I was a freshman, just came from ,
Stockton, which has flat country. I lived south of
= the campus, and I walked up north and came on this
 little road with all these pine trees and thought,
"Gee, who can l;ve in such beauty as that?"and

I never forgot it.:...

P.257 Riess: When you returned from Cambridge where diqd you live

v U . before you moved here? : :
4) Wurster: In 1950 we took the Max Radln house....Then we

bought the llttle house out on the point here
[ 7 Greenwood Common, by R.M. Schindler, ca. 19132,

below the present home]_ Then I organlzed a group
which bought Greenwsod Common -and divided that up,
made an interesting neighborhood plan so. that the
center lot is owned by everybody and nobody can ;
build on it unless there is complete approval. The
houses in the Common are all done by famous architects.

' - Howard Moise's staff did Helen Douglas s little house
Henry Hill did the [Thomas c.] Blalsoell ‘John Funk
did the [otto] Maenchen. Harwell Harris of Texas
and Southern California did Mrs. Duhrlng s, and Joe
Esherick did Jim Ackerman's. and Don Olson.did the
[Robert W)Birge house. Tt's an alphabet of modern
architects. ...,

:) p.259 «+..,; it's been a great success, so much so that I

’ get letters all the time from people asking how it

can be duplicated in another place.

Exhibit a (m

-
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m’w Eght be :i:yte:oto the normal mise (not permitting 301
extensionsg . tharc.' to have g oeptral a.ptmmn at the east of

Gentlyalo;Zingorﬂatr | 4
pont. wulmuor?mlmrcuutmd'toimmﬂwm

mdmhimumna-stepe' LoRay Common will swvad:
acbion 2 : 3 to s fencing of :

. mﬁét&w. Atthemtmm;;ﬂdbe i
ﬂuimamumj_ L o poesible adop of soms wmiform hmhzgog‘;

It is " |
”h:gedth.thant‘ %reat- w:-ation vill be given to the height of
only cne-stoxy above the Co:moisi’ﬂfﬁ, i g8 oty ofor i mt::;.
(This 1a written as a stion m'ﬂ\;"m m{dw:o?utidbem roed ap g oues
; suzge construed ar a mandate
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the design — no need of shelter from Summer raing ang great need of ground areas
covered with grave] or brick, which do not need water, ‘

There is no recipe in which one can place all thege ingredients and foresee-a resul;,
But I do think in analyzing the vitality of the work of this ares it jg necessary to List
some of these differences from other places, not only to star the results as a Baedecker,
but to help find why they are 5o, : )

- The West has stil] 4

The hills ang great bay, which. cap be shared by so many homes, haye always
brought the emphasis on what you look 4, not what you live i, This is added to the

Take-a-chance clients, mild, eyen climate, 1o insects or bugs, a long dry season and,
above and over all, the !'mmensity of the scene — g} have had their share in shaping

the design, Is j small wonder to find the vitality of architecture with these as the
starting point ? _

e .

pioneer society. An element of -éambﬁng, of fAking a chance, -

LPC 05-05-22
Page 53 of 142

) P2 Wiliam VW Whrster, A Risonal View
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- his followers secrs £o me to betray a provincial misu.nderstanding of both architectyre
and history ; while 1o eftempt, as some Eastery crities haye done, to disparage the work
in the Bay Region by referring to it as the “redwood cottage style” is 10 display an

perhaps formulated to the point of finding literary expression; yet one must Rot per-
haps attribute too mtuch intellectyg] innocence to this movement, merely becayse jt was
conspicuously lacking in manifestoes, T am sure the leaders of this school knew whgt
they were doing and why, even if they did not explain themselves in print,

There comes g point in every human development, however, where further growth ig
impossible without achieving a gertajn degree of self-consciousness; and it is uselegs to
complain, as g Bay Region Patriot did 2 kinle while ago in the Arehisecturqy Review of
London that the Bay Region architeets didn’t wape to be “discovereg” and theorized

Weke Forest College in “Georgian” awskened g scandalized protest on the part of the
local architectura] profession. The main problem of architecture today is to reconcile
the regional, the mechenical and the human, the ‘cosmopolitan and

the indigenous, Ny manner of building thet exaggerates the Jocal g the expense of the
universal cgn possibly answer to the needs of our time; and jf the Bay Regith work

regard for the setting of nature, the climate and topography and vegetation, with al}
those regiona} qualities whose impértence Frederick Lew Olmstead wisely stressed two
generations ago in his exemplary program for the development of Stanford University,

Bay Region 'architec’ture both belongs to the region and transcends the region: §i
embraces the machine and jt transcends the machine, It doeq Dot ignore particular
needs, customs, conditions, but translates them into the common form of gy civilizg.
tion. These qualitjes are what makes the work of the Bay Region architects g0 signi-
ficant — both g5 achievement and g5 Promise,

EXHIBIT E -2 (Tr)
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Periodicals ang Journals
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1955: The Work of Henry Hill, Introduction by
Christopher Arnold. - : - e

House and Hoge,“Fébruary'1957: Twelve Houses on 21/2
Acres: work by Esherick, Funk, Harris, Hill, Olsen,

Journal of the Bociety of Architéctural Historians,
vol. X no. 3, October, 1951. Domestic Architecture of
the san Francisco Bay Region, by Elisabeth Kendall
Thompson. :

Architectural Forum, Architectural Record, Progressive
Architecture, many issues (listed in Readers' Guide, .
o Architectural Index, etoc.) Work of the architects

associated with Greenwood Common, including William
Wilson Wurster, and landscape architect Lawrence
Halprin whose work is also found in magazines ana
journals in the field orf landscape architecture.

Periodicals and Journals; Newspapers

. o The Berkeley Voice: Two articles by carl Wilson, _
W )- , . Berkeley Historical Society. Nut Hill, May 23, 1984;
o Capt. Richard Thomas, Nut Hill Pioneer, June 6, 1984.

o)
Nate,
piet g

Documents: Official

Deed, Lot #4, Greenwood Common, Mrs. Frederick Duhring;
,p;elimina:y_t;tlg report. S8eptember 22, 1952, Book
“6830, p. 513, "

Deed, Wheeler Tract, to Warren Gregory, June 2, 1902,
Book 844, p. 214. ,

Directories, cities'of.Berkeley and Oakland, 1921;
1930, 1933; 1943; 1952,

- Map, Record of Burvey, dated July 17, 1952, for - C
subdivision of a portion of area known as LaLoma Park,
and a portion of amended map of the Wheeler Tract, =
drawn by E. S8teigelman, civil Engineer, to be known as
Greenwood Commen. Official-neqords cf Alameda County,
Alameda County Courthouse, Oakland.

Above documents in Cfficial Records Department, A1ameda
County Courthouse, Oakland, California. S

Typescript of an oral history: wwILLIAM WILEON WURSTERP!
Ccllege of Environmental Design, University of .
California Campus Planning and Architectural Practice", -
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conducted in 1963 by Suzanne B. Riess, Regional Oral‘
History Office, The Bancroft Library, University of
California, Berkeley, 1964.

Documents' Personal

Cerespondence. Mrs. Warren Gregory to Mr. Harrill,
April 1944, stating that her Greenwood Terrace property
was not for sale.

Correspondence: Harwell Hamilton Harris, FAIA, to
Elisabeth Kendall Thompson, FAIA, February 6, 1990.

Notes by Ann Birge, original owner and resident, 1
Greenwood Common, on conversation with william Wilson
Wurster, at time of design of their house, 1955.

' Interviews by Elisabeth Kendall Thompscn, FAIA, with

Joseph Esherick, FAIA, architect, February 14, 1990;
John Funk, architect, February 5, 1950; Jack Kruse,
architect, partner of Henry Hill, architect, February
6, 19907 Robert Klemmedson, architect for Bamuel Bchaaf
house, February 14, 1990; and Mr. and Mrs. Richard
Duhring, son and daughter-in-law of Mrs. Frederick
puhring, first owner, #4 Greenwood Common, and her
daughter, Mrs. John COOPer, February 9, 1990 and

_February 13, 1990..

@

4\\-/



ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 59 of 142

Gfeenwoéci Common
III. The Houses of Greenwood Common V(General)
Elisabeth Kendali Thompson
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5 ) The Houses of Greenwood Common
An alphabet of architecture, Bill wWurster called this
collection of eight houses around the Common, with the 1905
house for the Warren Gregorys across the road and up the

- hill to represent the earlier period, often called Bay
Tradition #1, when the then~contemporary names of s :
distinguished architects were John Galen Howard, Ernest
Coxhead, Julia Morgan, Bernard Maybeck. When Wurster added
two small rental units on Greenwood terrace, the alphabet

was well represented.

The houses around the Common, with one exception, were all
designed and built in the 1950's, a period that could be
called Bay Tradition II. The exception is the house by R.M.
Schindler, once thought to have been designed and built in
1920, but later fixed by Wurster himself as “ecirca 1932n,
The Schindler house is not part of the Bay Tradition, either
I or II; it derives from Schindler's European origins,
although it shows the influence of the speclal qualities.of
its california location. Many alterations through the years
have taken from it whatever purity it once had, and yet
through all the remodelings and additions, Bchindleris
strong forms and his convictions on design are still there.

Of the 1950 houses, it can be said that they, like earlier
™. - and some later houses, are in the genealogy of a Bay Area
) tradition based in simplicity, honesty and an esthetic of

beauty that climate, topography and the great Bay have

engendered.

Each house is individual, each is what its architect would
design because of himself - his backround, his education and
training, his particular sensitivity to the elements of
design. That they are part of a "8tyle' cannot be argued.
That they have style is self-evident. These architects were
affronted when an English magazine picked up a comment by
Lewis Mumford that they were exemplars of the Bay Region
Btyle. Their outcry became a cause celebre, clarified only
through the cataleg essay by Mumford in 1949 in connection
with the exhibition at the San Francisco Museum of Art. .
(Exhibit a). ' S S

In describing these houses we have not repeated comments as
to the place of each in regard to Bay Traditions I and II.
Buffice it to say here that they represent what each of
these architects was doing in that period of his
architectural life, and if "Tradition II" covers their ‘
vitality, their individuality and their excellence, that is

a satisfactory chronological categorization.

The principal things to remember about the architecture of
the Bay Region, especially as shown in architect designed
houses, are these: '
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From Lewis Mumford: "Bay Region architecture both belongs to \ )“
and transcends the region...It does not ignore particular

needs, customs, conditions, but translates them into the

common form of our civilization." (Exhibit B). '

From William Wurster: %The ‘hills and great Bay, which can be -
shared by so many homes, have always brought the emphasis on
what you look at, not what you live in...The West has still

a pioneer society. An elememt of gambling, of taking a '
chanoce, exists still, and this goes into the lives so that
who you are is not so important as what you are. This is
"quickly translated into the houses, and there is not such a
fetish of permanence or tradition.m (Exhibit C). '
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A symposium for architects was held in the Auditorium of the Muscum of Modern Art

on the evening of February 11, 1948. The discussion 1was based on an excerpt from the
Skyline by Lewis‘ Mumford in The New Yorker, October ] 1, 1947, which follows:*

- Meanwhile, new winds are ‘beginning to blow, and

presently they may hit even backward old New York.
The very critics, such as Henry-Russell Hitchcock, who
twenty years age were identifying the "modern” in
architecture with Cubism in painting and with a general
glorification of the mechanical and the impersonal and
aesthetically puritanic have become advocates of the
personaliems of Frank Lloyd Wrigbt. Certainly Le
Corhusier’s dictura of the twentica—that the modern
bouae is a machine for living in—bas hecome old hat.
The modern accent s on living, not on the machine.
(This change must hit hardest those academic American
modernists who imitated Le Corbusier and Mies vun
der Robe and Gropius, as their fathers imitated the

reigning lights of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts.) Sigfried
Giedion, once a leader of the mechanical rigorists, has .

come out for the monumental and the symbolic, and
among the younger people an inclination to play with
the "feeling” elements in design—with color, texture,
even painting and sculpture—has become insuppres.
siblé. “Functionaliam,” writes a rather pajned eriticin a
recent issue of the Architectural Review of London, 'the

_ only real aesthetic faith to which the modern architect

could lay claim in the inter-war years, is now, if not re.
pudiated, certainly called into queation . ., by thoee who
were formerly its most illustrious supporters.”

We are bound to hear more of this development dur-

- ing the next decade, but I am not alarmed by the pros. .

pect. What was called functionalism was & one.sided
interpretation of function, and it was an interpretation
that Louis Sullivan, who popularized the slogan “Form
follows function," never subscribed to. The rigorists
placed the mechanical functions of a building ahove its
human functions; they neglected the feclings, the senti-

_ments, and the interestsof the person who was 1o ocoupy

it. Inatead of regarding engineering as a foundation for

~ form, they treated it as an end. This kind of archi.

tectural onesidedness was not confined to the more arid
practitioners, Frank Lloyd W'right, it is said, once
turned upon a client—let’s call him John Smith—who
had added a few pleasant rugs and comfortable Aalto
chairs 16 Mr. Wright's furnishings, and exclaimed,
*(By permission copyright 1947, The New Yorker Magarine, Inc.)

"You have ruined this place éqmplctcly. and you have
disgraced me, This is no longer a Frank Lloyd Wright

_house. It is a Johan Smith house now.™

Well, it was time that some of our architects re-
membered the non-mechanical and non-formal elements
in architecture, and that they remembered what a
building eays as well as what it does. A house, as the
Uruguayen architect Julio Vilamajé has put it, should
be a¢ personal as one's clothes and should fit the family
life just as well. This is not a new doctrine in the United
States, People like Bernhard Mayheck and William
Wilson Wurster, in California, alwaye practiced it, and
they took good care that their houses did not resemble
factories or museurna. So I don't propose 1o join the
solemn gentlemen who, aware of this natural resction
against a sterile and abstract modernism, are predicting
a return to the graceful sicreotypes of the eighleendy@
century. Rather, I look for the continued spread, to
every part of the country, of that native and humane
form of modernism one might call the Bay Region style,
a free yet unobirusive expression of the terrain, the
climate, and the way of life on the Coast. That style
took root about fifty years ago in Berkeley, California,
in the eatly work of John Galen Howard and Mayheck,
and by now, on the Coast, it is simply taken for granted;
no aneout there is foolish enough to imagine that there
is any other proper way of huilding in our time. The

- style is.actually, a product of the mceting of Oriental

and QOccidental architectural traditions, and it is far
more truly a universal style than the so-called inter-
national style of the ninciecn-thirties, since it permits
regional adaptations and modifications, Some of the
best examples of this at once native and universal tradi-

~ tion arc being built in New England. The change that is

now going on in both Europe and America means only

that modern architecture is past its adolescent period,

with its quixotic puritiés, its awkward self-conscious-

ncss, its assertive dogimatism. The good young archi.

tects today are familiar enough with the machine and

its products and proccsses to take them for granted,

and o they are ready to relax and cnjoy themselves
» little. That will be better for all of ue.

Lewis Muesrorn

The Museum of Modern Art Bulletin, Spring 1948: Vol. XV, No. 3

Sy e o
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Photayraph eredit: Cover, Roy Stevens; page 8, Roser Sturtevant; xe 17, G. E, Kidder Smith; p, 18, GG, E, Killder Smith; yuge 19,
page 10, E-l-u Stoller; page 12, ';iclor Keppler; page 15, Roy Stevens; oy Stevens.
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L.ewis Mumford

THE ARCHITECTURE OF THE BAY REGION

THIS EXHIBITION repairs a serious omission in the existing histories of American archi-
tecture: it establishes the existence of a vigorous tradition of modern building, which
took root in Celifornia some half a century ago. Apart from the buildings of Irving
Gill and the Brothers Greene, some of the best examples of this work were produced in
the Bay Region area; and the early work shows qualities of boldness, directness, and
human sensitivity, combined with a certain quiet restraint, that seem embedded in the
very character of the region. The Bay Region architects have given form to their very
informality,
Apart from a few illustrations in Talbot Hamlin’ B Pageant of American Architecture
(1926}, the existing histories of American architecture pay no attention to this remark.
o - able tradition: even the revised edition of Tallmadge’s history (1936) included no
P o . - . . example. That singulir omission will probably be duly remedied in Professor Hugh ! ) _
= - : " Morrison’s forthcoming history of American architecture; but it stands as a reproach e
to those who have cultivated the field, Yet perhaps the architects of the Bay Region are
themselves partly to blame for this neglect: but for Bernard Maybeck's fine reticence,
his work would have been hailed long ago st the West Coast counterpart to Wright's
prairie architecture. Yet the lmpulse to bury their lights under a bushel, so foreign to
our usual American tendency to over-expose, over-publicize, over-claim, was a highly
honorable one: that example of humility and self-respect makes the older architects of
the Bay Region school worthy leaders of the new generation.
e o At the time of writing Sticks and Stones in 1924, I was as ignorant of the Bay Region
school &s my later successors. When 1 published The Broun Decades in 1931, however.
I went out of my way to mention the work of Gill and Maybeck, though it did not fall
directly within my- purview; and since that time I have buttonholed every promising
young scholar 1 could find, begging him or her to explore in detail the work of the
early Bay Region school. None of these efiorts bore any visible fruit, until a few years
- 'ago, by some unfortunate-slip, I characterized the buildings that have been assembled
for this exhibition as examples of the “Bay Region Style,” and contrasted it with the
restrictive and arid formulas of the so-called “International Style,” That reference con-
jured up the proverbial (tea-with-lemon) tempest: chiefly because its basie and its
. applications were misunderstood. Dr, Sigfried Giedion, of Zurich, even thought for a
brief moment that I was making a reactionary attack upon the whole modern move-
ment, A symposium was conducted by the Museum of Modern Art for the purpose of
clarifying the issues thet had been raised.
My purposes, I would emphasize, were entirely honorable. What I wes calling atten-
_ tion to, in the work of the Bay Region school, was the fact that, though it was thor- o
e oughly modern, it was not tied to the tags and clichés of the so-called International Style: )
¥ o . that it made no fetish of the flat roof and did not deliberately avoid projections and -
overhangs: that it made no effort to symbolize the rachine, through & narrow choice

: E.:.lXHIBIT B E
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For the mogt part, this organje architecture seems to have come about through an
unforced persong] growth: at the beginning Maybeck and Gill acclimated to California
the seedlings that had been planteq East of the Mississippi by Richardson. Sulliva.n, ,

. E) u L] £

- perhaps formulated ¢, the point of finding literary eXpression; yet one mug not per-
aps attribute toq much intellactyg] innocence to this movement, merely because it wag
conspicuously lacking in manifestoes, | ap, sure the leaders of this school kneyy what

There comes g point in every human development, however, where further growty, is
impossible without achieving g certain degree of self-consciousnegg 3 and it is uselegy ¢,

. the best of the Bay Region school, ag we drove‘_around Berkeley in'..l941, that I firgt .
* was able to trace, from the inside, the origins and continuities of this vital modern
tradition. Standing iy front of Maybeck’s Christian Seience Church, | learned from

Even in a conservative part of the country like the Southeast, the Proposal to design
Wake Forest College in “Georgian” awakened g scandalized protegs on the part of the

the universal and the regional, the mechanical and the human, the cosmopolitan and
the indigenoys, No manner of building that exeggerates the loca] af the expense of the
universal can Possibly answer to the needs of our time; and if the Bay Region work

needs, customs,’_conditions, but translates them into the Sommon form of oyr civilizg.
tion. These qualities are what makes the work of the Bay Region architects g0 signi-
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William W. Wurster | | c8)

A PERSONAL VIEW

THE YEAR was 1013 and the impressions were those of a seventeen-year-cld freshman
coming from the great valley of California, coming from a conventional background to
begin the study of architecture at the state university.

The moving experience of the first evening was to be repeated to a greater and lesser
degree many times when one realized that here was a group of clients and architects
who placed greater value on ideas and proportions than on permanency, refined detail,
conformity or amount of money spent. The ascendancy of this point of view has come
to mark the best domestic architecture of the area around San Francisco Bay.

It was a big room with four-foot-wide boards in panel form on the walls and ceiling.

. The redwood was left unfinished as it came from the tree, which takes on a pink-brown

color with the years. A natural pine floor, no carpets or rugs and a fireplace with a

~ raised hearth used for a seat the twenty-four feet of the width of the room with a flat

continuous cushion on the hearth except directly in front of the fire. There was a long
window seat with a similar cushion. There was a piano in one corner and a gnarled oak
trunk with brown leaves standing from floor to ceiling in back of the piano. I can’t
recall any pictures, and there was no other furniture — no ornaments, no curtains —
and spread out far below were the lights of the city.

Such a place as t_his"ddesn’t need permanence or really precious materials or work-
manship to make it convincing. It doesn’t need the patina of age which we are so apt
to over-invest with interest. ’ ' .

It took great skill to bring about this room. It meant giving up the idea of windows.
as holes in the wall, of competing with the view with the triviality of fabrie, color or
pattern. It meant steering free of the rufiles of existence. The gain was rewarding, for I -
know thit many were inspired by this sort of thing, and you find it in much of the work -
of Schweinfurth, COxhéad, the Greenes, Polk, Howard and Maybeck. This phase of
architecture was almost an anonymous one, for the architectural publishers sought in
the main for the monument.and heavy commercial and civic pieces. These wonderful
homes were enjoyed and exclaimed over, but they defy photography. And they should,
for you can'seldom take a picture of space as it can only show surface at the end of space.

The magic of the room I described could never be translated to the written or picture
page, for it was a way of living and the house a frame for such a life. The intertwining
of the interior and the exterior might have started with the view from the window, but

Sehibid € (T
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it was soon translated to access so a person could not only see the out-of-doors but
could walk into it and become a part of it. Of course, the climate played a part in this

-as did the lack of bugs and insects. But it took someone to perceive this, and the imag-

inative group of men I have mentioned gave a foundation for all of us who have come
later. In the beginning it might have needed flamboyant sites to free the designers from
convention but now the obvious advantages of this freedom mean that even the most
prosaic locations have a share in this viewpoint, The Berkeley fire of 1923, which
destroyed sixty blocks north of the Campus, swept away much of the very thing I have

-described. With trees ‘destroyed as well as structures there was small incentive to
‘attempt the same venture again. - : I S

California in some degree shares the quality of the desert light of Arizona, which
has ever stressed distance rather than the near-at-hand, This explains why delicacy of
detail in California seems trivial compared to its real use and need jn New England,
where the air is hazier and the immediate surroundings are filled with the green of
leaves, This means there is every inclination to examine the flutings on the fireplace,
which are not unlike the very blades of grass in the foreground. The long dry season
in California, from May until November, leaves its mark on life and so, in turn, on
the design — no need of shelter from summer rains and great need of ground areas
covered with gravel or brick, which do not need water,

There is no recipe in which one can Place all these ingredients and foresee a result,
But I do think in analyzing the vitality of the work of this area jt is necessary to list
some of these differences from other Places, not only to star the results as a Baedecker,
but to help find why they are so. :

The West has still a pioneer society. An element of gambling, of taking a chance,

- exists still, and this goes into the lives so that who you are is not so important as what

you are. This is quickly translated into the houses, and there is not such a fetish of

permanence or tradition,

The hills and great bay, which can be shared by so many homes, have always
brought the emphasis on what you look at, not what you live in. This is added to the
other reasons for the Iack of minute decoration. ,

Take-a-chance clients, mild, even climate, no insects or bugs, a long dry season and,
above and over all, the immensity of the scene — all have had their share in shaping
the design. Is it small wonder to find the vitality of architecture with these as the
starting point? : .

xhibil - 2(1)
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Greenwood Common
III. The Houses of Greenv;'ood Common (Continued)
A Description of Each House; Architects, Owners, Architectura}
Characteristics . o
$ Elisabeth Kendal] Thompson, with James Symons for #4 Only
Feb 18, 1990
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1 Greenwcod Common

pate of

- construction: - 1955

Architect: ponald E. Olsen

Donald Olsen was born in Minneapolis
and graduated from the University
of Minnesota with a B.A. degree in
architecture in 1942. In 1945 and 1946
he attended Harvard University Graduate
school of Design and graduated in 1946
with an M.A. in architecture. He
operied his own office in 1953 after
working in the office of Wurster, -

- . Bernardi and Emmons for three years.
He has been architect for a nunber of
residences, for several commercial
buildings, and was one of the three
firms selected to design wurster Hall
(college of Environmental Design) at
the University of california, Berkeley.
‘His work has brought him a number of
design awards, especially in the -
residential field. '

Tn addition to his architectural
practice, Don Olsen is a professor of
architecture at the University of
california. He is a Fellow of the
american Institute of Architects, the
highest honor the Institute can bestow
on a member. ' .

owners: Original and Current:
Robert W.-and ann C. Birge. Dr. Robert
Birge is Assoclate Director, Emeritus,
Physics Division, of the Lawrence .
. Berkeley Laboratory. Dr. Ann Birge is
professor of Physics at california
State University, Hayward.

The Birge residence is at the corner of Greenwood Terrace
and Rose Street, and occupies the site of the Gregory’s
former tennis court. DBecause of the low level of the
tennis court, the architect was able to work out a two-

"story plan which would still keep the overall height of the

house relatively low.

To enter the house from Greenwood Terrace there is a bfidge

to the front door; planting in this area stays green year
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With a look to the future, the architect provided for a

‘fourth bedroom and bath within the original envelope of the

house, so that no addition need be made,

qualities of the Bay Region itself, by customs, values,
climate, a8 way of life quite different from that liveq
anywhere else. This is a straightforwarg house, and its

- Program was straightforwar + Says Don Olsen, the architect.

But it is much more: &n aesthetic that reflected the
straightforwardness and simplicity ang lasting search for
truth ang honesty that jis the scientific ethic, .

As a house on the Common, it offers another dimension of
architectural approach. Like all the others it is a wood
frame building, but here sitting on top of a stone-blqck
base. The exterior siding is wood boards, laig vertically
and stained, in the natural wood Color, not painted, It is
a simple rectangle in form, but its interior is not
dogmatic; the wood-finisheqd living and dining rooms, the
shelves of books, the comfort and simplicity Clearly
recognize the humane needsg and the human ways, and make

their satisfaction €asy -and natural.

"It was a joy working with Don," said the Birges in a note
about their house. "What a joy it was to do the house with
you," said the architect whenlrgcently he and the Birges
met at a meeting, Clearly, the meeting of minds, ang
hearts, is the way to a good house., :

other’s ajims. The Birges spent an hour with Wurster,
absorbing what his concept of the Common was, what he hoped
each lot owner would do with hig property. ' After that, he
left the architect--and the clients--alone. He gave no
specifics. He believed in the individual, and he deeply
believed in young architects, especially when they had
shown their potential for excellence. Those who were
chosen for Greenwood Common did not let him down,
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2 greenwood Common
Date of. Construction: 1957

Aarchitect: Robert Klemmedson, AIA.

. : Klemmedson's work, largely .
residential at the time that the
Schaafs chose him to design their
house, found inspiration in
Japanese architecture and designed
several houses in the vicinity of
@reenwood Common that show this
influence. The Schaaf house has
gsome of this influence as well.

Klemmedson continues to practice at
this date (1990) at 14 Orinda Way,

orinda, with his son Ronald.

owners: ’ professor and Mrs. Samuel Schaaf.
The Schaafs are the original
owners. Mr. Schaaf is professor
emeritus of mechanical engineering
at the University.

The House at 2 Greenwood Common

The’wide‘sweep of the pitched'rbof'of this house-shelters an:

open plan for the social areas of the main floor, and the
glass south wall opens these rooms to the fenced garden,
making this part of the house like a pavilion, and in this
sense Klemmedon's pleasure in Japanese architecture is
clear. The roof's rafters are open to the interior, creating
exceptional spaciousness. The house is set back from the
roadway which runs from Greenwood Terrace to the garage for
47, and the small parking area. This provides a sunny patio
and garden (designed by landscape architect Lawrence '
Halprin). . '

Both exterior and interior walls are redwood.

The lot falls steeply from the Common to Rose Btreet.
Bedrooms are located on.the lower floor, and in the years
since this and the other houses on the north side of the
Common were built, a high leafy hedge of pittosporum has
grown and shields these rooms from traffic on Rose Btreet.
although this street is a dead end at La Loma, it is one of
the two ways of reaching the Common. -

The house appears to be in very good condition and is well-
maintained. It complements the other houses on the Common,
and appropriately meets Wurster's aim of providing "“an
alphabet of architecture" through the varying approaches to

design of the different architects.
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3 Greenwood Common

Date

‘ﬁuof_cqnstruction:'

Architect:

~Bare facts do not;tell'thé-qualitkébfff;
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1954

Joseph Esherick, raza.
Institute Oof Architects bresented its
Cold Medal, itg highest honor for any

field of architecture, to Esherick in
1589, 1n 1986, the Institute gave

- whose present Principals ére, besides

Esherick, George Homsey, Peter Dodge
and Charleg Davis, foundeq the firm in

World war 11, Earlier, he hag worked
for Gardner Dailey, a distinguished

'architect'whose polished_designs house -

many of San Francisco’s prominent -
citizens.,

In 1952 Esherick. was asked to lecture
at the University College of
Environmental Design., He subsequently
became associate professor, brofessor,
and chairman of the department of
architecture (1977-81). He retired .

' but continues
to practice architecture at his office

his designror of;his.teaching,,imhqu,,_"5

students, Like Christopher Wren'sf,f;:;
works, Joe Esherick’s speak for.him;= o

- both ‘in terms ofAphy51cal,presencef¥his=~--
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Esherick." Another speaks of learning
to "“deeply respect people and
cultures." Yet another, nhe influenced
virtually every aspect of ourvowanOrk”
‘and study." And one summed it ‘ups
npeacher of teachers, Master, Builder
and Friend." . ‘ '

Oowhers: : original:- Prof. and Mrs. James Ackerman
. 1954 - 1960
Later: Prof. and Mrs. Wwilliam Farnham
1960~ 1975
current: Mr. and Mrs. Frederick S. Wyle
1975 -

Professor Ackerman was professor of
Architectural and Art History at the
University of california, Berkeley, the
highly respected author of a book on
the Renaissancerarchitect palladio (and
a video tape on the same subject). He
was professor of Art and aArchitectural

5 o P Histprysat‘Harvard since 1960, and

e ‘ : . retired recently: he now holds the

Pl . v ) A
B , title of professor emeritus. .

Professor Farnham was professor of
English at the University. Mrs.
Farnham was also a professor of
"English, at Holy Names College.

Frederick S. Wyle is an attorney with
offices in San Francisco. His wife,

- Ratinka, is active in community and
school affairs.

3 Greenwood Common is very much an Esherick house, from the
siting and the«approach"to‘therentrance*through-a '

- rectangular patio‘(actuallY—a-deck) to the high-ceilinged’
1iving room with its great-scaled windows. Esherick
designed the house with two special aims in mind: to
provide for the paintings that Jim®Ackerman collected--it
was his joy to "discover" young artists and help them on
their way, artists like Paul Warner and Richard Diebenkorn-
~and to make a house in which Mildred, his wife, could move
about easily and do all the things necessary for keeping
and enjoying the house. ~Mildred had had polio and used a

wheelchair.

]
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The house does achieve both. There are splendid—spaceé
where paintings can hang, in light that lets them fulfill

o, St
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- their intent, on walls that make a suitable background for
whatever their colors and forms and line. -Joe is a -
magician of light: his rooms are filled with light but

' never with glare. How .does he do this? = By .careful . i
balance, by sensitive sensing of the quality of light in a
particular place, and fitting the sources--with Joe,
windows are never holes in the wall; they are the means to
lighting appropriately. The living room in this house has
this magical quality of light. Great doors, almost floor
to ceiling glass, open to the patio on the south; a corner .
window to the west brings in sunlight filtered through pine-
branches, two windows to the north, tall and narrow, add
cool light from.the sunless north. In warm weather, the
doors to the patio can stand open, and the room is less
room-with-walls and more space without boundary.

When the house was designed, barrier-free architecture had
not begun to be talked about, but that is what the design
is really intended to provide. Many of the ways Joe
accomplished this were of his own devising; there were no
"standards" and no specialized equipment. The kitchen sink
was set at a low height, the plumbing was installed to make
it possible for a wheelchair to fit under, counters were

"_low-set,-with Space for the chair, cupboards were

accessible, drawers easy to open. Doorways and halls were
wide enough for the chair to roll along unimpeded.
Bathrooms similarly were geared to wheelchair use, with
hardware now readily available, but unknown then. Joe
adapted, or designed, what he saw as essential aids to
living easily.

The current occupants, the Wyles, find the house right for
them though these special needs are not theirs. "It’s such
an easy house to keep," says Mrs. Wyle. The kitchen’s
windows have a lovely view to the northeast and the

Berkeley hills. Some minor changes were made in thiz area
in the late 1970’s, and old €quipment was replaced
{(refrigerator, ventilator). 1In a recent interview, Joseph
Esherick volunteered the comment that this house "is one of -

my favorites.n® -

One major change was made in 1961, when the Farnhams owned
the house; the bedroom nearest the living room was changed
to make a dining room. The west wall was brought out two
feet~-which made the entry more protected--and a closet to
the south was closed off. At the same time the one-car
garage was enlarged to take two cars. Otherwige the house
today is as originally designed.

' dn the. lower level there is a study, a bedroom and bath,
and storage space. The bedroom is used for guests, and



ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 76 of 142

b
Y

though with less light than the study, is -actually a "cozy

-place," and guests have enjoyed its‘quality,-

There are three bedrooms on the main level, one with
eastern exposure,  one facing south-with French doors - ..o .

“‘opening into a small garden, -and one facing west on to the

patio.” The westerh view from the corner window in the
living room, beside the fireplace, is toward the Bay and
Mount Tamalpals, framed by Monterey pine branches, and the
tall ‘windows make the branches themselves somethlng +to look
up to see,

The house is in excellent condition. It is a wood-framed

-structure, with wood floors. Window frames are also wood

painted black (a recognizable Esherick design feature).

* The Wyles added a hot tub at the northeast corner of the

lot, removing a short concrete stair to do so.
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4 Greenwood Common
Date of Construction: 1954

Architect: Harwell Hamilton Harris, FAIA, was bomnin =
. - Redlands, California in 1903 and attended Pomona -

College and the Otis Art Institute in Los Angeles,
where he studied sculpture among other subjects. He
continued his training in engineering and city planning
in the offices of MT Cantell and Richard Neutra = -~
respectively. From 1930 to 1933 he collaborated with
Neutra on projects for the Congres Internationale
D'Architecture Moderne (CIAM) and served as
Secretary of the organization,

In 1934 he started his own practice in Los Angeles.
The 432 sq. ft. pavilion-like house in Fellowship Park
(1935) which he built for himself drew immediate
attention, and became a mecca for young architects
drawn by its simplicity, and by the simplicity in
lifestyle that its design demanded. The Fellowship

T, - E - Park house has been widely admired but has proved
o ) _ SO - difficult to imitate successfully. 1t brought Harris not
N, ’ '

only fame but clients, many wealthy enough to want
more spacious houses that have become equally
famous, '

In addition to practising architecture, Harrig taught
design at the Chouinard Art School and Art Center and
at the University of Southern California, and was a
visiting lecturer in architecture at schools and colleges
in many parts of the U.S. In 1951, he became director
of the School of Architecture at the University of
Texas, Austin, leaving that position in 1955 to return :
- to private practise. In 1961 he went to Raleigh, North - P
-Carolina as Professor of Architecture at the North o
Carolina State University, '

Harris' work has been widely published in this country -
and abroad. He has received numerous awards and is
the subject of a book to be published next year by Lisa
Germany. In 1965, a collection of photographs of his -
work and selections from his writings and talks was
compiled by the Student Publication of the Schoolof - -
Design at North Carolina State, In 1983, the RN
University of Texas organized a travelling exhibition
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of his work and a catalog of it was compiled by Lisa
Germany. A revised and updated edition is
forthcoming and will carry a foreword by Harris'
friend Bruno Sev1 of Italy

Harris retired from practise in 1975 and lives in the
residential half of the building in Raleigh which also
housed his office.

- Mr and Mrs Frederick Duhring 1954-74

Unlike most of the original owners, the Duhrings were
not connected with the University. Frederick Duhring
was with Mason-McDulffie, the real estate company,
and may have been introduced to William Wurster in
this connection. The Duhrings also knew Weston
Havens, a local property owner and investment
counselor with an office at the American Trust

- Company in Berkeley. Havens was a friend and great

admirer of Harwell Hamilton Harris, by now a
prominent Southern California architect, and when
Mrs: Duhring asked Havens to suggest the names of

- architects, he referred her to Harris, reminding her - )

that Harris had designed his own landmark house on
Panoramic Way (1941) in Berkeley, with its dramatic
inverted truss.

Prof and Mrs Woodbridge Bingham  1975-88

Professor Bingham was a sinologist at UC Berkeley
His wife Ursula was for many years a noted figure in
civic affairs in Berkeley. She is best known for the
formation of the Women's Town Council of Berkeley,
founded to brmg together women representatrves

_ from civic organizations and boards and commissions

of the City of Berkeley. Mrs Bmgham presently lives
in Oakland.

SB Master and James Symons 1988-
SB MaSter, a graduate of UC Santa Cruz and the .

Harvard Business School, is President of Master-
McNeil, Inc., a consulting firm. James Symonsis a

. physicist and is presently the Director of the Nuclear

Science Division at the Lawrence Berkeley . . )
Laboratory. Their son is Henry Ben, age two. B
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Description of #4 Greenwood Common

"I"he'_Ho'use

The lot slopes away to the north and west and js barely visible from the access road.
The Duhring's children recall their parents’ respect for their new neighbor,
Professor Walter Hart of the UC Berkeley English Department; the house was sited
carefully by Harris to take advantage of the topography, and to avoid overlooking
the patio garden of the Hart house on Leroy. (Professor Hart's house was originally
designed by John Galen Howard for his own use, and Julia Morgan later added a

splendid second floor library overlooking the patio.)

The Duhring lot had beautiful views toward Mount Tamalpais and the Bay in the
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interlocking, low-pitched roofs seem appropriate to their location among severél : ()
tall pine trees. )

Since Harris was practising in Southern California, he needed a local architect to

. supervise the work. For this he selected Hervey Parke Clark, an architect with
“offices in San Francisco. Clark was an excellent architect, well recognized as one

of the Bay Area's important younger designers. He was a man of quiet

temperament, but the addition of a third voice in the process may have contributed

to some tension that apparently existed between the strong-willed clients and

architect. '

Few changes have been miade since the house was built, with the exception of the
kitchen which was remodelled by the present owners in 1988.

VThe Garden

The garage, gates and fences around the house were designed by Harris and are an

integral and very successful feature of the design. Maximum use of the available

space is made by dividing the garden into four distinct areas, separated by board

and batten fencing. These fences are arranged in such a way that the interior of the

house is entirely hidden from view as visitors enter the garden and approach the
front door. The landscaping was designed by Geraldine Knight Scott, the noted .. . .
Bay Area landscape designer, who was also considered as landscape designer for ( ) .
the Cornmon,

The entry from the Common is particularly effective; it consists of a porch and a
gently sloping brick stairway, lit by Japanese lanterns leading to a small formal
garden in the Japanese style. This area features Japanese maple, sasanqua,
flowering crab apple and species thododendrons. .

The patio garden outside the dihing-room is also in the Japanese style, but to the

north of the house, the garden outside the studio is planted with California natives
which fill the slope down to Rose Street and shelter the house from view. '
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7 Greenwood Common

\:) Date of .Construction: According to William Wilson

, ' : Wurster, FAIA, in an interview in
1963, the house was built
“c. 1932', Mr. and Mrs. Wurster
lived in the house 1950-1953.

According to present resident and
owner, Mrs. Richard McDonough, who
recently had some interior work
done on the house, it is possible
that an earlier house had been
remodelled in 1932.

Architect: Rudolph Schindler, a Los Angeles
architect whose other work in the
Bay Area is a house for Professor
.Kaun at Point Richmond.

owners: Warren Gregory, to 1950.

William Wurster, 1950-1953. Dean,
College of Environmental Design,
University of california, Berkeley.

Morley Baer, 1953-1972,
‘Architectural photographer
Addition by Henry Hill in the
1950's, '

David wetle, artist, 1972-1973. Mr.
Wetle died in 1973 after living a
#7 for 12 to 18 months.

Clifford Morse, 1974-1976.
Architect :

Joan and Richard McDonough, 1976~
Addition 1984, by Jay Claiborne
~ Landscaping by Meacham & O'Brien
) Lo e - Addition 1988-89 and remodeling by
- LT ' '~ Gary E. Parsons, architect. - -

The architect for the house as it was known in 1932 has been
identified by Dean Wurster as Rudolph M, 8chindler, by that
date a well known Southern California architect. Schindler
was born in Vienna, Austria, September 5, 1887, educated at
the Imperial Institute of Engineering and at th vienna
Academy of Fine Arts, and worked as an architect in Europe
until 1914 when he emigrated to the United States.
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Schindler greatly admired the work of Frank Lloyd Wright
(published in Germany in 1911), and it was this admiration
and strong sympathy for the philosophy of Wright that drew
him to the Chicago area. He ‘became an assistant to Wright
and when Wright went to Japan for the building of the

‘Imperial Hotel, he sent Schindler (in 1920) to Los Angeles, -

where Wright's house for Aline Barnsdall was under
construction. After Wright returned from Japan, Schindler
remained in Los Angeles, where he had met many local
residents and had no doubt found kindred spirits among many
Europeans who. had gravitated to Southern california, some to
work in the film industry - artists, musicians, writers, and
film directors.

Research to date has turned up very little work that _
Schindler d4id in the Bay Area. This house and a house in
Point Richmond (1936) for Professor Kaun of the Slavic
Languages department at the University in Berkeley, a
remodeling for Prof. Mathurin Dondo, some furniture designed
for a client named Perstein in 1933, are listed in the
chronology of Schindler's work in the catalog for the 1967
exhibition in Los Angeles of his work. :

Schindler was ahead of his time in his spatial concepts, and
innovative in expressing them. while still a student, he

~wrote in a "manifesto': "The old problems have been solved

and the styles are dead...The architect has finally
discovered th medium of his art: SPACE. A new architectural
problem has been born.'" Cezanne, Wright, Otto Wagner,
Cubism, De Stihl - these fired his imagination anad :
reinforced his developing philosophy of design, and in time
became part of his work in his own individual expression.
Three of his Southern california houses stand out: the
Lovell Beach House at Newport Beach in 1926, the Buck House
in Los Angeles in 1934, and his own house in Kings Road,
Hollywood, in 1922, But there are many more in that area.
The few Bay Area examples, while not outstanding as are
those named, nevertheless lend luster by their origin to the
Bay Area. ‘ o

The many remodeling of the Greenwood Common Schindler make

it difficult now to ferret cut the original. Even so, there
is something individual about it, for all the ideas that

have changed it through the years, and a careful study of
Schindler work makes possible a good sense of the special
genius of this singular and prophetic architect, to use
Esther McCoy's phrase. S8he knew him well, having worked "in
his office dAuring the war years. : ,

Greenwood Commcn as it is in 1990 is a two story house, with
three bedrooms and three baths, a study, living room, dining
room and kitchen, with pantry. The entrance from the Common
is from the parking area along a covered path which runs.
beside a small landscaped court on one side and the wall of
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The small entry can be seen through a glass door, framed in
wood painted black., The living room, though not especially

-large, aeemsrneverthelesg Spacious because itg Space flows

talk, this view ig tempereq by the Presence of trees which-
frame and enhance the beauty of the ocutlook. 8liding glass

The kitchen, addea in 1988-g9 by Gary Parsons, gets light
from "clerestory" windows (this room is dug inteo the
hillside), ang borrows light from the large windows in the
dining room. Parsons changed a short.stairway in the living

another floor with two bedrooms and baths.

This échindler house, presumea to have been used by the
WarrennGregorys as a guest house, is one of his relatively .

1988-89, it was discovered that beneath the wood floor there
had been a floor of brick. Was thisg once a patio? This may

be one of the enigmag df‘architecture, unless research finds
& way to discover its original intent. S
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1953

Howard Moise, Professor of
Architecture at the Department -

" (1ater Bchool) of Architecture,.

University of Californla, ie87-
1965,

Howard Moise was born in New
Mexico, but was not there long: his

family moved to Los Angeles when he

was four years old, and he was

educated in that city's schools. He
.began his training in architecture

in the office of Myron Hunt, an
architect of unusual perception,
who was an early exponent of modern
ideas in design, and an ambassador
of california's special cl;mate and
topographical assets.

He went on to study at Harvard,
where he received the B.A. and M.A.
degrees -in architecture, was.
elected to Phi Beta Kappa (not

" often bestowed on students in

architecture), was a member of the
gignet Club and editor of the
Harvard Lampoon.

For several years he woried in
architectural offices in New York
City, principally in those of James

‘gamble Rogers, where he was made

responsible for the exterior design
of the "first vertical hospital" -
Columbia Presbyterian Medical
Center ~ a high rise hospital.-In
1933 he was asked to come to.the:

‘University of California at.

Berkeley as professor of
architecture, a post he occupled
until retirement in 1954. He
initiated a course in Planning and
one in Housing, intended for non-
architecture students, as a means
of educating public officials in
the issues and basics of those
fields. An able and sensitive
designer himself, he became an
exceptional teacher both in those
courses and in design courses for
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architectyre etudente.‘Throughout'.
his teaching Career, angq in line
with department-cuetom, Professor _

Owners: Mrs. w,w, Douglas, original

Private batio on the Sunny sige ©of the house {which also B e

acts as buffer againgt trarfic along Greenwood Terrace,
the Accesg road to the Common) . The 1erge~living room )
encompasseg a din1ng Space Which cap be closed Off by o

Here, and in the Blaisdell'and Maenchen houses, the wooqg .
exterior boaras are drop-sided to give a flush-get
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appearance =~ & statement of-the simplicity their architects 5”‘)
believeq’in-and wanted to certify. L

fieled
o

- phis is one of three Common houses to have a pitched roof -
a perhaps less simple form than a flat roof would have
-p:6vidgd'e,but;suitablyﬁhanq;QQZhereﬂas to scale, and

-::app:opfiate tb;the_chﬁ#actg:gof‘theshouse.

The’conditibn of the house seems good, put some of the
.exterior boards are peginning to puckle, on the south and
west sides, where the sun strikxes with the greatest fervor.
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9 Greenwood Common

Date of
Constructidn{_ 1954

Architeeti” : (Albert) Henry Hill

After graduating from the University of
California, Berkeley, with 5 B.A., in
architecture, Hil1 attendeq Harvarq
University, studying With the renowned

simp;e_designsT_—HiII“ﬁes an
individualist, and whatever influences
he absorbeqg from whatever Sources--the
early Bay’Area’architects, the
International‘style, French
Impressionist painting, music (he
designeq his houses to the Strains of

each concept. He was Sensitive to the
elementsg of design,'and S0 well traineq -

inviting, simple_in-plan, spatial
Concept ang flow,‘and’rich in the
- eXperience of_architecture.

_)t o He was the architect fop Some larger .= -
' Projects: the Longshoremen’s Hiring
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Hall in San Francisco (1950) is a large
concrete—framed, domed structure in the
Fisherman’s Wharf area of the
waterfront. Hill won the commission in
a competition held by the Union., Among
his near 500 designs for houses is the
large housing project for embassy
employees in the Vienna Woods, Jjust
outside Vienna, austria. In this

- country he had clients in Tllinois,
Kentucky, connecticut, and Southern
california in addition to various

locations in Northern california and,
of course, the Bay Area. '

Henry Hill began the practice of B
architecture in the office of John Ekin
pinwiddie, one of the younger
architects in the Bay Area and an
innovative and generous architect who

later becane pean of the School of

architecture at Tulane University, Nevw

orleans. After Hill returned to the

Bay Area when his_service in World War . .
11 was over, he became a partner in the .
firm of pinwiddie and Hill., For a : C ) )
prief period, the firm included the

distinguished German architect Eric

Mendelsohn (Dinwiddie, Mendelsohn and

Hill 1946). From 1947 to 1965 he

practiced as Henry Hill,rArchitect; in

1965 the fFirm became Hill and Kruse

{John Kruse had been his 1ong-time

associate). After leaving pinwiddie,

the Hill offices were at 555 Clay

street, an address to which architects
~from many parts of the world found

their way to visit and confer with

Henry Hill. : .

Hill was not daunted by the gize of a
conmission. He designed a house in

: , Kensington-which he called "The peanut"
7 : pbecause it was SO cmall. But it was
o - eminently 1iveable, and in the few
times it has peen on the market, has
peen so sought after that its price novw
has skyrocketed. another small one was
done for a client who said to him "Do
architects design housesS for clients
with a total budget of $10,000?" “wof -
course," Hill unhesitatingly replied. , Coe
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And he did a delightful house and

garden on a hilltop lot which gave joy

as well as satisfaction to its owner.
Owners: = - - Original: - ‘Dr. and Thomas cC. Blaisdell.,.

S Dr. Blaisdell was professor of - e

political science at the University of

California from 1951 until he retired.

During the Truman and Roosevelt

administrations he held a number of

high positions, including that of

ASsistant'Secretary of Commerce under

President Truman. " He was one of the

major planners of the Marshall Plan.

He died in December 27, l98s. :

Mrs. Blaisdell was Catherine Maltby of
Connecticut, a graduate of Columbia
University with B.A. and M.A. Qdegrees,
She was a well-known teacher of
remedial reading, at Sara Dix Hamlin
School in San Francisco and at Hillside
School in Berkeley. She was active in
the University Y.M.C.A., League of
Women Votes and the Town and Gown.Club.
She died at the age of 86 in 1979,

iy~
%
X
]
foyg

Subsequently, after Dr. Blaisdell’s
death, from June of 1989, Diane and
David WeberShapiro. Mr. Webershapiro
is a real estate operator and builgder.

The house built for the Blaisdells is small and compact,
making the most of the small flat lot on thé south side of -
the Common. ' The bedrooms are rooms with walls, doors and
windows, but the rest of the house is "open plan," very
typical of Hill’s approach to design. a large plate glass

trees that leads to the original common area and its great
view to the Bay. The corner kitchen wall was made up of
panels of plywood painted in soft shades of blue and rose,
and of glass in the same shape which admit daylight over
the sink.,

Hill’s houses are always a delight to be in, to live in and
to use: He was an imaginative, innovative designer whose"




ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 90 of 142

joy in life and thoughtful concern for ofhers was lntegral

with what he designed.

The condition of the house seems to be fairly good. Some

“interior changes -have been made -geince June of 1989, and the

exterior window space has been increased, taking the place
of painted plywood panels, but otherwise it is essentially

‘as originally designed and built.

The low profile of the house is appropriate to its location
of the Common, unobtrusive visually and respectful of sun
for the trees and lawn. :



10 Greenwpod Common

Date of

- Construction: -

Architect:
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1952

John Funk.

John Funk was born in Upland,
California. He is a graduate of the
University of california Berkeley (B.A.
and M.A. in architecture). After o
graduating, Funk worked in the offices

of William Wilson Wurster in San
Francisco for Several years, leaving to

‘travel abroad for a year.. . Then he

" ‘returned, opened his own office, and

although more or less retired in 1990,
continues as John Funk, Architect.

The 1945 publication of Built in ggA by

the Museum of Modern Art in New York,

featured Funk’s house for Marvin L.

Heckendorf in Modesto on the dust

:

publication in Architectural Forum -

(March 1941) gave his practice a'big‘

‘boost nationally, marking him as one of

important younger architects of the
period, along with Hill, Esherick,
Dinwiddie and, of course the older
masters, William Wurster and Gardner

Dailey.

‘The Heckendorf House (1815 Patricia ..

Lane, Modesto) is "remarkably free of
personal idiosyncracy on the part of
¢lient or. architect...and has a.classic
dignity and restraint," said Elizabeth

‘Mock in Built in USA. This freedom

from idiosyncracy, and the classic. ==
‘quality of its restrain and dignity are

~ hallmarks of Funk‘s work. His work--

whether in houses, apartment buildings
or the large School of Dentistry at the
University of California in San’
Francisco, is clear, crisp in detail,
elegantly simple. )

Professor and Mrs. Otto Maenchen. Mrs.

Maenchen was still living in the house.
in 1990. Prof. Maenchen died some -

Jacket and in the book, and its earlier _

)
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years earlier. Prof. Maenchen was a ‘f)
professor of history of art at the

University; Mrs. Maenchen is in fact

Dr. Anna Maenchen, a psychiatrist, who

until recently practiced from this

heouse. ' R

' As of this date (February 1990), the
Maenchens have been the sole owners and
occupants of #10.

The Maenchen House well represents Funk’s gualities as an
architect. The location of the lot at the western end of

the southern side of the Common gave it -irherent prominence ,
but imposed restraint-in expressing ‘that important position ' '
relative to the other houses. Funk’s solution was to keep

the profile of the house low, but‘to give it interest by
designing the roof as a shallow V, a form often called
"putterfly roof." This visually notable distinction

recognized the important location without violating the low
line of demarcation for the southern boundary of the Common
which had been the Wurster concept: the roofs on the south

side are at almost the same height the length of the row.

Designed as a-two story house (possible because of the ’ )
lot’s slope to the west), the main floor was used by the -
owhers, and Mrs. Maenchen’s mother occupied the "mother-in-

law apartment" on the lower level.

The H-plan of the house places bedrooms and Prof.
Maenchen’s study in a wing toward the east, connected by a
glass-walled entrance gallery to the social rooms on the
west, with a broad view of the Bay and hills of San
Francisco and Marin Counties, and the Bay and Golden Gate
bridges. A sunny patio makes for views on an intimate
scale from master bedroom and living room. A landscaped
entry court, planted simply, appropriately echoes the
simple landscaping of the Common to the north.

The exterior siding, stained dark reddish brown (or

brownish red), is set vertically to offset the low height
of the house. Prof. Maenchen’s study is finished in
redwood. The house is wood framed, and has a large crawl
space under the upper floor areas on the east; the lower
floor is on a concrete slab.

In February 1990, the original integrity of the house has
been maintained intact. : :

The condition of the house. in February 1990 appears to be ;)
relatively poor, needing repairs. ~The owner has been very e
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ill for some time, ang is now very old, so this is not
- surprising. Nevertheless, what the house is remains clear
and its elegance is not impaired. - ‘
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Greenwood Common: The Landscape Plan _ | C)

| (a) Landscape Plan Design and Evolution

In the book "Lawrence Halprin: Changing Places”, published in conjunction with’
the exhibition of the same name which took place at the San Francisco Museum of
Modern Art from 3 July to 24 August 1986, Mr Halprin's work on Greenwood
Common is described as follows: '

_On a 2.5 acre site purchased and subdivided by William Wurster into twelve
individual lots and a shared open space, Halprin designs five of the private
-gardens and a common area as a centerpiece for the development. Addressing
the idea that suburbs lack communal parks, each lot has access to the half-acre
common, while each house sits ona small, private, low-maintenance lot skirting
the common. The plan allows all residents to enjoy a view of San Francisco and
the Golden Gate Bridge. This project will later influence Halprin's approach to
The Sea Ranch by clustering houses around a shared common space. Gardens
include Ackerman Garden, Baer Garden, Maenchen Garden, Schaff Garden, and o
Waurster Garden, Completed 1958. )

That Mr Halprin was an excellent choice to provide the balance of man-made and _
natural that the Greenwood Common site called for is suggested by a comment of . N
Proctor Melquist, editor of Sunset Magazine, who noted about Mr Halprin | ) :
*Lawrence Halprin is concerned with every mark man makes upon the land and

every move man makes across the land. If Halprin's philosophy is wide-ranging,

his practice of landscape architecture and environmental planning tends to prove

his point.”

‘Another telling comment appears in critic Elin Schoen's review of Mr Halprin's

book "Cities", in which Schoen notes that Halprin "makes it obvious that man-made
habitats can be as pleasant to live and be in--that they are, in their way, as natural as
pristine green ones."

Mr Halprin had become involved in the Common at a very early stage, as he ,
explained in a letter to Mr Morley Baer dated 28 January 1955 (Exhibit 1).

“_YWhen the Common was first being devéloped, Mr Wurster asked me to come

over from San Francisco and advise him on the trees to plant on either side of the
walkway into the Common. This I did as a simple courtesy to him and advised the
plums and their present spacing ... This is essentially all I did, although I believe I
also suggested the gravel on either side of the asphalt walk, the type of toping and -
the width of the walk." - _ ‘

When it came time, several months later, for the owners to consider the overall -
landscape of the Common itself, as closely associated as Mr Halprin already was
with Greenwood Common, his selection as landscape architect was not -
preordained. On 29 June 1955, 30 June 1955, and 20 August 1955 a committee of
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T, o :
e { 'j owners (Mr Baer, Mr Ackerman, Mrs Douglas, and Mrs Birge) interviewed :

i Lawrence Halprin, Geraldine Scott, and Robert Tetlow for the job. Each gave '
different suggestions, recorded in the committee's notes (Exhibits 2, 3, 4). Mr

Halprin "favored.leaving the Common as simple and open as possible, He felt the

most satisfactory ground cover would be grass...A large open area of this sort

would truly supplement the small gardens and play areas of the individual

lots...The area should function as a community center rather than as a strictly

decorative piece.” :

Geraldine Scott "favored planting trees heavily in spots, lightly elsewhere, and
leaving open space for recreation. She was not enthusiastic about the Board's
desire for ground cover or tanbark (too windy), suggested pebbles or grass,

preferably the later a cheapest to install (though not to maintain)."

Mr Tetlow "was concerned about a sense of entrance to_the Common, both from
the green path and from the north access drive. He thought the entrance to the
green path from Greenwood Terrace might be enhanced, and a unified border on
the north access road would help. He also expressed the need for a sense of unity
for the houses facing on the Common."

By 25 September 1955, the date of a letter to Mr Halprin (Exhibit 5) , Mr Halprin

N had been selected. It has been suggested that this was as much for his ability to pull
"“f?.( ) - - together the group, and his vision of touch football matches on the Common, as for

= the simplicity of his preliminary plan discussed with the Committee in June.

A contour map was provided Mr Halprin on 8 October 1955, prepared by Elmer F
Steigelman, Consulting Engineer, for a fee of $25. Then began a series of letters
and discussions between Mr Halprin and the Greenwood Common's landscape
committee, based on Greenwood Common Inc's decision, at their board meeting on
5 October 1955, to proceed with the landscaping. (Exhibit 6).

Work on the preliminary plan began, and by 3 April 1956 both a preliminary cost . - -
estimate ($7402), and a Statement for the Greenwood Common Landscape Plan-

upon completion of preliminaries ($250) was submitted by Mr Halprin. Itis =~
interesting to note that four benches and a cast fountain were included in these - Lo
preliminary estimates, (Exhibit 7). = - . =
This estimate apparently proved rather high for the owners to undertake all at

once, and Mr Halprin was asked to provide a plan for proceeding in stages. -
(Exhibit 8). Meanwhile, the owners reviewed Mr Halprin's preliminary plan, and
provided suggestions for changes; there was much concern to eliminate any - .
unnecessary expense, and to safeguard views by the planting of light airy trees and . -
low shrubs. *

By 14 May 1957 the plan had been agreed upon, and bids were submitted on 25 T
June and 3 July by Tak H Sakanashi, the landscape contractor associated with -
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Halprin's firm, (Exhibits 9 & 10). On 1 May 1958 another bid was received from ; ,’)
Mr Sakanashi for the installation of the lawns. (Exhibit 11).- '

_ Lookmg back on the pro_]ect from the vantage pomt of 1989, Mr Halpnn wrote the .
‘ -followmg _ _ o

"The Greenwood Commons project was a unique and avant garde project for its
time, There was a wonderful collaboration of landscape and architecture. It was
evidenced by the congruence of the modest, elegant architecture which was all of
-a Bay Area Modemn style--all in scale and built around a common area.

All of this has given the pro_;ect a unique quahty for which it has become widely
known. It therefore seems important to maintain this remarkable quality, and
not alter it."

(b) Landscape Plan Significance

It is difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate the significance of Lawrence Halprin's
Greenwood Common landscape plan in isolation, so intertwined is it with the

design of the houses. And that, in many ways, is the basis of the Common's great
success and significance; it is a finely balanced "wonderful collaboration of
landscape -and architecture," consciously designed, and very much an expressionof ~ 7
the 1950's Second Bay Area Style, Fortunately for us today, the designed o B )
landscape retains its integrity of location, design intent, materials, workmanshlp, ' -

and overall feeling. The design of the landscape, placement of the building sites,
paths, plantings, driveways, and lighting is complementary to and totally integrated -
with the archltecture

As such, the Greenwood Common landscape, its relation to the houses, and the
houses' relation to each other, can be seen as one of, if not the, most successful
expressions of "Postwar Dreams", as this aesthetic is referred to by Roger
Montgomery in his essay "Mass Producing Bay Area Architecture”, published in
the book "Bay Area Houses", Sally Woodbridge, editor. Montgomery writes:

Among the most interestin g of these efforts at 1deahzed postwar envuonments L
were those that the architects developed for themselves. All across the counn'y, bl
as the Second World War ended, architects helped bring into existence small
communities that integrated more or less successfully Modern design, _
responsible and conservative land management, the spirit of communitarianism
and cooperation, and an enhghtened upper-mlddle-class life style. In the west,

these ideals produced communities like Mutual Homes in Los Angeles. Best

known and most complete among Bay Area examples is Ladera on the San

Francisco peninsula... -

Much less idealistic, more pragmatic, somewhat later, and more conventionally . - )
architectural rather than social, another project of the postwar era, Greenwood - -
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The role of Halprin's landscape plan in consummating this marriage cannot be
overestimated. His retention and highlighting of the existing Monterey pines, the
simple, perfectly placed plum walkway and other paths, the broad, naturalistic

swath of meadow, the minimal use of showy plant materials in favor of natives and

other drought tolerant selections; all reiterate and reinforce the inherent unity and
unpretentiousness of Wurster's vision, '
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LAWRENCE HALPRIN
landscupe architect .

JANUARY 28, 1955

MR, MORLEY BAER
7 GREENWOOD COMMON
BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA

DEAR MORLEYS

THANKS FOR YOUR INQUIRY ABOUT MY [NTEREST JN GREEN¥OQD COMMCN, PLEASE LET ME ANSWER AS
BEST 1 CANM.

FIRST, | HAVE BEEN TOLL BY VARIQUS PEOPLE THAT MY PLAN FOR GREENWOOD COMMON WAE NOT
ACCEPTABLE, | WOULD LIKE AT THE BTART TO CLEAR UP MY RELATIONSHIP TO THE CONMON AND THE
PEOPLE PORDERING IT, WHEN THE COMMON WAE FIRST BEING DEVELOPED, MR, WURETER ASKED ME

TO COME OVER FROM EAN FRANCIECO AND AOV{SE HIM ON THE TREES TO PLANT ON E{THER SI0E OF

THE WALKWAY |NTO THE COMMON, THIG | DIO AS A BIMPLE COURTEBY TO HiM AND ADVISED THE

PLURS AND THEIR PRESENT BPACING, THE UBUAL FLOWERING STREET TREE IV BERKELEY {& PLUM OR
PEACH AND THE. PCACH 18 60 SUBJECT TO FiIRE BLIGHT (l DIFFICULT DISEASE TO CONYROL) AB TO
HAKE 1Ty 1 BELIEVE. A POOR STREET TREE BELECTIONg -THIG 16 ESSENTIALLY ALL | 010, ALTHOUGH
t BELIEVE | ALSO BUGGESTED THE GRAYEL ON EfTHER GIDE OF THE ASPHALT WALK, THE TYPE OF TQP-
PING AND THE WIDTH OF THE WALK, | MADE NO PLAN FOR THE COMMON AND REALLY COULD NOT HAVE,
GINCE | KNEW NOTHING,_A* THE TIME, NOR DO | NOW, OF THE USE WHICH 118 PEOPLE WANTED TO
MAKE OF |T AND HAD SPOKEN TO NO ONE ABOUT IT, '

THE ONLY PLAN | HAVE EVER DEVELOPED FOR YOUR AREA 18 THE GAROEN | OEGIGNED AND BUPERVISEQ
FOR MR. AND MRS, MAENCHEN, IN AODIT!CN, MRE, DDUGLAE ASKED ME TO ADVIBE HER ON HER PLANTING
AND | BPENT A SHORT AND PLEAGANT MOUR WJTH MER ONE DAY LAST YEAR BUGGEBTING PLANTS SHE M|aHT
FIND REWARDING IN HER GARDEN=-THOUGH THE ACTUAL PLAN OF HER OUTDOOR AREA WAS OEGIGNEO 8Y THE
ARCHITECT FOR THE HOUSE, MR, MO}!GE, o

BECOND, AG T0 THE DEVELOPMENT OF PLANE FOR THE COMMON, | WOULD MAKE THE FOLLOWING SUGGEST]ONB3

T

le THAT A COHMITTEE cr GREENWOOD COMMONERS D:TERHINE A PROGRAM FOR THE COMMON wulcu wouLD
. INCLUDE THE UBES TO WHICH IT.WOULO BE PUT, COST OF INSTALLATION, AMCUNT or MAINTENANCE 1T
WOULD RECEIVE, BTAGES OF DEVELOPMENT, AND THE "QUALITY" THEY WOULD LIKE TO HAVE, ETG.,ETC.
2. THAT SURVEY INFORMATION &€ ORGANIZED OF THE AREA UNDER CONSIDERATIDN,

Js  THAT ?HENI?HE COMMITTEE Ol SCUSS THE DEGIGN OF THE AREA WITH WHATEVER OFFICES |T DEBIREG
THROUGH A BERIES OF PEREONAL | NTERVJEWS, PREFERABLY, TO DETERMINE FLES AND THE DES{GN

E XL\\LF‘V 1—
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MR, MORLEY BAER -2 ) JANUARY 28, (955

ATTITUDES OF THE LANDBCAPE ARCHITECTS UNDER CONGIDERAT{ ON,

“1F YOU BHOULD WIEH, | wiLL BE HAPPV TO PARTICIPATE IN BUCH DIECUSE] ONS WHEN THE TIME COMESB,
AND PLEAGE LET ME KNOW IF | CaN BE OF FURTHER ASBIBTANCE,

VERY TRULY YOURS, : .

LAWRENCE HALPRIN o ‘ ,
LH/AT ' '

C Exhibd | e
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REPOHT ON DISCUSSICH KITH LA:’.’RL.HCB H:-L?RIH ABOUT [
ILE COHHOH JUNE29, 1955,

’ - : ’

Members _present ¥ore iir, Baer, kr, Ackeman, Mrs, Dougles, and
. m-a. Birgu. - :
} Mr. Helprin favored leaving the Common as al.nplo end open as possible,
He felt that the mogt Batisfaotory ground cover would be grasse His second
cho.‘l.ca wes tha existing rye gresss He thought that na.lntainanuo reed not
be axooaa:lvo, and the area oonld then be used for a vardety of purpoael
t.rou relaxation in the sun to pusing a rootball A large open sres of
this esort would trusly supplement the emall gardens and pley areas of the
indivldual lots, Mr, Helprgn thought t.hat Plantings should be kept to the
periphery, end & minimg of troas Fused, The avea should function as a
community center rathor then as a ntriota.y doeorat:lvo Flece, ¥y, HEJ-W ‘ )
falt strongly thnt tho existing path to the llaanohen house cut.s up the aru. o
bedly and should bo moved. Probably the leat two plum trees should alse

be moved, .
H&Iprin auggentad working on an hourly baé:.s. Be charges $10.00
per hour for his Pad tine, and $6.00 per hour for office time. He thought
8 preliminary plan would cost about $200,00 on this basis, He utlnatod
the cost of grass and aprinklers as ronghly 20¢ per squere foot, a.nd aophalt
at 30¢ per square foot. o '

Ann C. Birge

'QXL\\LH'\“Q—
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RETORT OF DISZHSSTAM frypay GERALDTbE SCOTT o+ ravpssay
(TTANE FOY THE gopgy, JUNE 30th, 195¢

ott favopeg planting treeg h93911y in spots, 1i1ghtly
’ gnd_leaving opén Bpaces fop recreation, ‘8he was not
' the Boapg'g desire ror'ground,cbverﬁob”

"°8pest to ingtg1y (though not to maintain), Favors
Uegrass that needs outting only every 2 *eeks, easy to .
Requirea watering ¥eekly, more in dryest -spells.

more regular cars, She 2dvieed a garderer on

I Bystems for cragg improvedq, Recent rubbep pipe systemg
ter lawng ape do¥n, 80 deoision does not have to
P of PR : . N

’ Any vorlk done on the_common'requires some-gradins and 'soil work,
and Whatever 4g planted will involve 20¢ a foot zinimum

& digeags ¢onron gt present, "Blehip nipe looks very wych the -same,
&nd 1s hardiep, The originaj thick Planting 1n gpots could be
thinneg later ag desireqd, ‘embers of the eomm
New ~rowthg blooked theip view at g certain point, but the plan
%7 RoUld be to haye ther grow the view, ° S RS

F.r ehildrens Play spage large, amooﬁh 8tones ocan be attraotive
8nd fun, $25q would give ug g 61zable mound ¢g good ones.

Yo final declisions on Parking., :pg, geott 414 not want to make
eonelueiong ®¥lthout an adqquate_wap of the Cormon,

A fund vags 4dvised fop tre care or the pineg that are alréady‘

on the eommon, ¥re. Scott BUuzzested that g growth of thig aue
&y not surviye lonz,

Price. rra, seott O8timeted that pep desizn fee would be about #3CT.

she Suzzesteqg trhat gre be retsineqd afterward to Supervisge, 81"99_
the Talntenance ournt not to be 1lert Unsontrollea. .. . ' -

Exhibt 3

Buggested pebbleg or gragg, preferably the =~ .

3 | @
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AUGUST 20, 1955

Menbers present vere Mr. Ba.er, Mr. Agkeman, and Mra. Birge

Mr. ‘I‘etlow was concerned. about B sense of en’crance to the Cmn‘
both frcm the green path and from. tbe nort:h aecess drlve. Be thought _
the entrame to ths green path :rrcan Greenwood Terrace miglrt be enhanced,

and & unified border on the north access road vould help. Ee also -

,expressedthomedtoraumdmwrmthahousenfminaonthe :

Comon Mr. 'ret.lov 11ked the position of thn existins vam » and

“

thought that ths plant mterial used :Ln t.he southea.st corner oi' t.hc

%monmightbedirfemntrrmthatonm:eatorthac@on Eel:u;edt

:the ex:lstina fence on lot #T but thought the corner mighb be, sof tened

vith plantinga The sl:l.ght s].ope between lots #6 and #7 thay gives 8
reeling af the CO:mon decl:l.ning into ].o'c #’I might he leveled. ‘He was

very mtemsted. :Ln doins the Job and. estim'bed his charge for a pres,

,m pm as $1oo.oo.

notes __'by 'A.nnvc.,_ Birge

o5
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SOpt. 25. 1955-

.lr. Lanrence Halprin
. B66 Commero. isl St.
- San Frenoisco 11, Celif.

Desr Mr. Halprin,

In conmnection with survey information on Oreemwood Common, Mre
Elmer Steizolman has already made up & map of the Common showing oone
tours at five foot intervala. He thought, however, that you would
probably need a nap showing one foob intervala. He oan make up such

& map from. information he hes from his previous survey for a fee,
Would you plesss let me know what sort of map you will need for your
lansaape plan? I will try to oall you Monday abart this detail se _
" that s deoision onn be reached at the direotors' meeting Monday evening.

. The anmual meetini¢ of the membership of Greenwood Common, Inde,
. : will be held on Wednesday evening, Oatober B,y We will oconsider the
requiremsnts for the landsoape plan of the n and hope to get all
the sugzestions from the members at that time. If you have gonsidera=
tions thet should be.on the agenda that evening, would you please lot
Morley Baor or myself know tham before Oot. 5 The basis for oonslder=
_‘atlon at the present time is Eﬁ sontained in the followlng seotion
_taken from the minutes of the direotora’ mesting of June 2, before
" our preliminary discussion with yous ’ : '

- APter oonsiderable discussion, the Directors .oome
"piled the following list of requirements for the Common
Propertye (1) Ths plen should be simple in form, and an -
. open feeling should be maintained. (2) Native planta should
_ be used that would not require watering after they were .
onoe established, (3} There should be a und oover that
would keep the adobe 8oil from orackings (4) Some area ,
_ghould be left without plantings for ohildren’s play. This -
ares, posaibly eovered with tanbark, mizht be out on the
brink of the hill to the south of lot #7. Although there
would be no play equipment at present, a play soulpturs or
large wooden stumps mizht bs considered in the future, The
Directors 4id not think swinga would he suitable for the e
Commone (5) Some area should also be available for adult Q
: : relaxation with a book and a blanket, (6) Definite plans
.+ . - should bs made for replanting the pine trees, ~-{7) Any
' " plan should be deaigned-to oarry well into the future. -
E’B)' More adequate use of the parking area should be nade
than at the preaent time, but the area should not extend
more than & few fest further into the Commons (8) A .walk
is needed from the parking area to the genter of the Comrion,
with a ramp up onto the level of the Common in place of,
or in addition to, the existing stepss (10) Money should
be set aside at the beginning for maintaining the plantinge
while they are gotting established,

¥e will also oonsidar grass as a ground oover, us sugzested by you
in our meeting with you on June 29, ‘e would oertainly weloome further
sugrestions from you for discussion Oote e |

V;ary sinoerely yours,

E )\\'\ \&)\Jr g’ Ann C, Birge, Secretary |

1 Oreemwood Cormon
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Wr. Lawrence Halprin . é?j
064 Commercial Streat
san Francisco 1n

1 have beend appointed 1o take Morley's place a8 Chairman of the Landscaps Com~
rittes for Greenwood CommOn, The Committes has asked me to meat with you to

procaed with the preliminary plan for the landscape developments pefore we
mect, however) 1 would like to set down what I understand to be the feelinge

of ths membership on what ought to be jncluded in tha jnatructions to youle I
aa authorised to speak for the pembership until you nave completed the prelin-
inary, after which we will call anotber meating to discuss what appears thers.

Tn additicn to what I am setting down balow, I aball gend you our reports Te—
lating to landscaping in ths pest. These include(s)rep®Et of s discussion
with Rotert Tetlow, () report of & discussion with Gereldine 3cott, (8) Te~
port of & discussion with yourself, (d) a 1iat of suggestions to the pambership
on the character of building and environment desired an the Common, (e) mimtes
of the Board mesting of Sctobsr Sthy 1955, in which we resolved to proceed with
the landscaploge The following nolaes are largely based on the last meeting of

ihe Landscspe Comaities on November 2}, 1955 They ‘ahould be considered as

additions o the proposals set down in Mrs. Birge's leiter of September 25th
to you, which will probably be in your filea. - ' '

CENTRAL AREA

requiring the least care., IL the progran is 6 be achisved in stages, tbe
ground cover is $o have a low priority. S Lo I &
2, "peforestration®. Yote that Xrs. scotits objectlon 4o Montersy pins should
be answored if this kind 59 suggestads The membership is not necessarily: .
comitted to pines. Thera iz sOoms difference of opinion on & planting  °
gchame that might causs blockage of the view during the early year® of “

- 1, Gr’aéi 18 undarstood as an accaptabl grcund cover. Tbs toughest pbuibla,

'y, The play area for childrea should be considered as having low pricrity in
gradual schame. - _

‘he The walk that angles in towaxde the Masnchen doow if it is to e changed,
should not be designed so as 1o bring passersty along the Plaisdell fence

or the M. windows, though & shange is generslly wanted, both of these

~ families are concarnsd for their privacys A compromiss golution ls in ocrder.

5, A walk is needed from the parking ares to the path mr;'_tl;:mad abovs.

6. Low 13 zhts for pedestrians along the access from greerwood Torrldc to the
‘viaanchen's and fros G.T. to the Pasr's should be provided, possibly to be
supplied with power at the expense of individuals nearest to them.

AT R )
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.

8. The developmsnt of the parking area in front of the Baer's is considered

"~ adong the most impértant initlal steps. It should follow suggestions 8 ard .
-9 of Mrs. Birge's letter. e , S

9. The driveway leading to this area may be widened to its full width, and the
possibility of using one side of it for parking, given enough room, should
e counsidared. ’ . :

ACCESS TRIVEAAY

10. The mouth of the driveway towards G-reemod Texrracs should be such as to sug-

gest entranoce, a focus, - -

11. e owmers of property bn the North side of this drivewsy are consﬁoring
planting in & uniform fashion and would like to have s scheme presented that
they could carry out individually. Involving the few feet of border along
tho drive.

ROSE STREET '
12, .The suggestion mode in Jtem 11 goes alse for the 20 foot setback area along

Fo,

#7y . Rosa Strest. A single scheme involving the four rear gerdens of a general
54, ' sort would be helpful. 1t should be rcugh emough to allow full play for in=

g3

dividuality, and nsed not be drawn up in any detail.

Developmenty Ve have at present 600 & year. Additional assespgments can be made
. by unanimous vote. This has & drawback that if the assessment gets

t20 heavy it will not be worth it for the members of the Cormon who
ars not arourd to pass on it. One mexber is selling his propsriy
and nsturally doesn'$ want to sink much into it, though be is wille
ing to do a little to improve the sale valus. Our $600 must taks
care of maintanance atc., and such things as typing this letter.
As the minutas state, the decision on how to finance the work wiil
depend on the discussions over the preliminary plan, so it is dif-
ficult to say much more aboub the financlal end at this tims.

I am mending you this matsrial so that whea you want to aeet with me you will be
clearer oh what the probloms ars.. I will wait for your answer 4s towhen we can
meet. You can reach me most afterncons at the University, extension 715, If
not, try the Ark, extension 5h9, or my home evenings, Ashberry 3-L050. If we
don't contagt by next woek, I will ring you. _ : '

Cordially yours,

J. 8. Ackarzan

T bt G (cont]
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PRELJMINARY COSY EGTIMATE

L.  BREAKOUT AND REMOVE PAT.H'_ ' . ) $100,00 '
© .QRADING L : e o 300,60
-2, GRABB © 4128 BQeFTs @ o020 - . S 825,60
' w/ GPRINKLERS - C " 100,00
HEADERS AT EDQGE OF GRASS 1307=0" @8 ,75 : 100,00 °
3, 1w 2400 6Q.FT. @ $10 PER FLAT . 240,00
4,  WALKS 1728 6Q.FTe 8 30 51_3.40
HEADERS 576 pPLUB JI2 = 688 €@ ,50 ) - 344,00 -
5. penches 4 @ 13 _ 500,00 . ‘
6. WO0D BULKHEAD 100 FAGE FT. 8 £2 200,00
7. ROAD WIDEN TO 200 2820 EQeFTe [ .30 - 846.00
REPAVE COWRT ' 1ot ' © «20 = 382,00
PARKING GEWER =~ 266 . W20 = 56,00 .
DRAINS & DRAINAGE 150 . ¢ §5,00 = 750,00 2034, 00
8. »THOSE pises - R : 150,00 PLUS OR MINUB )
9, LIGHTING FIXTURES(HANBCHEH & eonoAnn) 4 ] 360.00 240,00
10, 50IL PREPARAT|ON,PLANTS, PLANTING ' ALLOW 1 000, 00
11¢ FOUNTAIN CABTING $400
PIPING - 100
PUMP INGTALL 100
. EPOUT 50
PAViNG 100
750 - 750,00

$7402, 00

(NOT INcLUDED BECAUSE INFORIIATION NOT Hl HAND ‘AT MOMENT - CONDUI'I' AND BI'I'I'OHEB FOR PATH LIGHTS= B
FIXTURES AS ABOVE) - :

C O P Y RWD 6 X 8 a8 STEPS TD LOWER STREET NOT INCLUDED =~ $450,00

. LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS
m e

L)

W¥ssO0CIATES - JEAN WALTON - DONALD RAY CARTER - SATORU NiSH )
o AWRENCE HALPRIN 737 BEACH STREET -SAN FRANCISCO @, CALIFORNIA ORDWAY347‘

‘- t}i\f\\h\"‘ }

i T
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CmaTer e ameep e snsgar e e TR ETG
TR RE e e, gt -

. T Jaute Se ACKEMMAN
e © . 2573 DUENA VISTA WAy
BERKELLY, 3, CALIFORNGA

APRIL 3, 1956

S. T A Y ¢ w ¢ T

GREENICOD COmuon LANDSCAPE PLANS = UPon COMPLEYION OF PRELIMIMARIES  , | e . 3250400

_COPY

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS
\ssocuATe.s--_--J_EA,N-'W'A'tr’oN"- 7 |
WRENCE HALPRIN 737 BEACH STREET

T ol

")

DONALD RAY CARTER SATORUY NI1sHITA

SAN FRANCISCQ 9 CALI-FORNIA ORDWAY 3-4750

“ _ y .,v S [ - |'uc j“';‘"T" {7 ) I\
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QGREENWOOD COMMON-

STAGE § ONE _
te ROAD WIDEN TO 20* e« o o o o $545,00
REPAVE COURT o+ o .o o o 362,00
PARKING esewam SUYVEQ- . [, 56,00
DRAING & DRAINAGE o o+ o o _750,00 § 2034,00
_ ; > o YT )
2_._ Y000 BULKHEAD ¢ _ ¢ 8 &+ ® e s & & s+ 200,00 -
3, LINE STUBOUY FOR FUTURE SPRINKLER « o o« o o & o o _ 150,00
. 2364,00
STAGE t 10
SOIL PREPARATION=PLANTS=PLANTING ¢ o« o o o o o o 1000,00
INSTALL HOSE BIBBS : 150,00
1150, 00
STAGE § THREE | T L ‘ N ' - 'fj

GRASS WITH SPRINKLER o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o =+ o o 925,00

GRADINS . e o o & - s e « @ . . . 300,00

1225,00
STAGE # FOUR _
WALKS ‘e @ e . e o o & o s s » o . SIG;‘W
HEACERS AT WALK . . . . . . . . . . . 344,00
HEACERS AT GRASS o . - . . o . . o . . . 100,00
REMOVE EXISTING PATH « & & . o o o o o o o 100,00 . :
SRS 1) A e ® & & e 8 s+ 8 & e w3 s e . 240,00 . . e
STAGE£ FIVE ’
jEm A A A F Y . . L 3 » ‘5&9_!00
L’GHT'NG o o o o . [ ] . o . 240000 -
F_‘OUNTA"“ . . . . . N 'Y [ e« 750,00 '-490000
‘ 1490,00 ' .- i
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS |
s ' S o ' o
ﬁgii;s-so-claris‘-JEAN'WAL'TON-oo'NAto RAY CARTER + S5ATORVY N_ls.Hf'.'.)ﬁ
“AWRENCE HALPRIN 737 BEACH STREET - SAN FRANCISCO 9, CALIFORNIA ORDWAY 3-4,. '

1
i
| | |
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1633 Cornell Avenue, Berkeley 2, California + Phone LAndscape 6-4621

June 25, 1957 @

M et e e —— - = —_—
- xew i - . g —  — - -

e, James Ackerman
Qreenwood Common
Berkeley, Californla

RE: LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCIION FOR

Greomvood Commonm
Berkeley, c_ali:forni_a

I heraeby agree to do the landscaping in acco'i-danee with the plan sub=-
mitted by Iawrence Ilalprin, Landscape Architeot (Revis. 5/14757), for
the lump sum of £%,500.00 (Three thousand five hundred dollars)e.

The base bid includas Items 4, B and G, If Item A 1s Teplaced by
either Alternate #1 or Alternate #2, deduct 3180.,00 {One hundred
eighty dollars) from the base bid.

It 1s aldo understood that the catoh basin as shown on the plan has
been omitted and replaced by a ourved gutter on each side of the drive-
way 4nd draining to the lowest point in the existing driveway.

Peyment shall be as follows:
Cne third ($1,166.00) upon signing of this contract.
Balgz;ce, to be paid progressively at the end of the
monvila ‘ '

when 8ll the work hag been completed, the area will be ocleared of eall
debris, etc., cuused by my crew,

Sinocerely,

TAK He SAKANASHIY
APPROVID BY: .

Ao d ACKST = gen Treenwoold Common

DATE:

ExhibiT g
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yr. Jomes ,uXermen (—L3)
Creeuwood Comion '
rkolays California ' : _ T

- . , (")3

RE: LmuCai® C(';ITL'ITRUGTH}H FOR .

The Greenwood Cosmon
: \‘Berkalﬂh.caluam-“

I hersby sgree to do the 1andseaping in asccordmnoe with the plnﬁ
pitted by Lowrence Tolprin, Londsoapé srcniteoct (Reviged 2/14/?13. for
the lump sum of 32,420.00 {Iwo spnousasd IOur hundred twenty 40

rue bage bid inoludes Itens By end 0. Ibew A hes been omittede

1% is oloo muderstood thad the oatoh bnein a® shown on the plen hes
been omitted and replaced by a ourved quiler on.euoh side of the drive-
way and druining to the lowgst poiud in therexiating driveways

Payment shall be as follow

¢ue third (¥3507.00) upon aizning of thias contraok.
Balgnco. to be paid yrograsslve at the end of the
montie .

" §hen oll the woTk has peen completed, the area will be oleared of all
: ﬂcbgis,:nth.»oauaed by ny OreWs : : , ,

~

Frikel

TAK U, SAKANASHI

AL PRUYTD BY

54

Japes Aokerman ~ neprnsentlanGratnéooa Common C

pomt o

tha/kK

E b 10
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1633 Cornell Aveanue, Berkeley 2, California + Phone LAndscape 6-4621
#H OGrzernwood Common

Berxeley, Califcrnia

RE: INSTALLATION OF LAWN
| FOR THE GREENYOOD COMON

.7'._1' « Schaaf

I horeby agree to install the lawn in accordance with the plan submitted

by 'r. Lawrence Halprin, Lendscape Architeet, for the lump sum of

$340.00 (three aundred forty dollarsg).
The above figure snall inolude the following;

1. Installingllawn ~ approximately 5,000 aq. f£%. rlus

8s Jdeeding at the rate of 6 1bg, per 1,000 sq.f%,.
uging Golden Gate ifixture, fortilizing at the
rate of %) 1lbs., per 1,000 8qe f¥., and mulching

with psat, _

be Inoludes the first watering, but no watering
thereaftsr,

6. Includeg the first mowing and, if necessary,
reseeding,

 2. A8 requasgtea, waeding and cultivating the planting
areas for an additional ¥25.00 (Tweanty dollars),

Payment shall be ag £ollows; One-third (3113.00) upon gigning of this
contraot; the balayoe to be paid upon completion, eXoept for 310,00
which may be withheld until the first mowlng has been ocompleted,

When all the work has been completed, the area will be clsared of all
debrig etc., caused by my crew, : -

IL the above is aatisfaotory please aign and return one copy of thiw(_

oontraot for our fileg,
: Very truly yours,
- “'. L , n ['L— 4/“41_‘./
“TA

K Il, SAKANASHY
APPROVED BY:

A I GoTa
(4

DATE: /s fop

Exlbi+ 11 T
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Greenwood Common

V- ‘ . i | ” . » 7
\ Statements on History and Architecture by Ori

Participants, and Former Owners ginal Owners ang
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statements on History and irchitecture By Original Owners and -

Participants, and Former owvners of Greenwood Common

l. Ann c. Birge, original Ownexr of #1 Greenwood Common:

Greenwood Common has been a very special place. It has been a .

model for -other later developments, an example for -
architecture students, and a remarkably harmonious group of "
individual homes. When the homes were built, there was a
general consensus for a harmonious project, all in scale, and
with a sense of balance. '

as Dean of the U.S. School of architecture, William wurster
had tremendous influence on the original architects who
designed the homes on Greenwood Common. Wurster's directions,
though not adopted as legal restrictions, held great weight
and were respected by all involved. In particular, he :
recommended that the houses be dark colored, that they have
geptly-sloping,dr*flat'roofs,‘and”ﬁhat‘the houses on the flat
area be only ohe story high (see attached memo of 24 April
1952). . -

Now that Wurster is no longer here to wield his influence, the
original consensus of design, with its general balance and '
harmony, could very easily be lost. Then the whole, so much
greater than its jnaividual parts, could be destroyed. Giving
this area landmark status is required to provide the
reasonable protection of a public hearing before changes can

'be made that might undo the balanced harmony of the Common.

2. Howard W. Wayne, Esd.. Attorney for william W. Wurster at
the formation of Greenwood Common:

wprofessor William Wurster contacted me to assist in the
- formation of the legal framework to give substance to plans

which had been formulated by Professor Wurster. My name had
peen mentioned to him by Professor Frank Newman. Mr. wWurster
was Professor of architecture; Professor Newman was at the Law
school. )

" fn early 1952, I attended meetings at the home of Professor

wurster, which were attended also by-other-interested parties.
It was the dream of Mr. Wurster to prevent what then was
believed to be the last substantial acreage of vacant land in
a residential area of perkeley from being excessively
developed. Professor Wurster envisioned what eventually
became reality: A carefully controlled, single family
residential site with a maximum open space preserved in the
center for the benefit of the several owners. The o
preservation of existing trees and foliage, maximun
accessibility -to sun and views were discussed. While specific
height limits were assigned only to the western most lots, the

desirability of preserving low rooflines, lines of sight and

Y
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e Halprin, Landscape architect for_Greenwood' o (”T?

4, - Lawrenc prin, o)

commons

w,..The Greenwood commons project was & unique and avant-
garde project for its time. There was a wonderful
;qollaboration of landscape and architecture. It was
evidenced bY the;congruencewofﬂthe”modest,'elegnnt‘ S
architecture which was all of a Bay area Modern style - all
in scale and puilt around a common area.

211 of this has given the project a unicque quality for which
it has become widely known. It therefore seems important to
maintain this remarkable quality, and not to alter iteeso®

5. Morley Baer, Yormer owper of 47 Greenwood Common. and
-}architectural hotographer: -

w,..Among all the architects I knew and for whom I worked as
a photographer in the fifties and sixties, I found William
‘Wurster to be the most informal, reasonable, and logical. He
and his wife, catherine, were previous owners of the house
(#7GC) we pought and 1ived in during this periocd. Wurster
first became 2 friendly neighbor, then a client, and finally
the architect for our home on the sur Coast near carmel.

Through this association,.friendship grevw to our recognition “‘)1
that Wurster, alone among Bay area architects, had the g
proadest xnowledge, unnistakable poise and grace, that
inevitably pbrought people to a better understanding and
enthusiasm for nmodern" design.

as this applies directly to GC, it was Wurster's jdea of the
community, his suggestion of younger architects for various
houses, and his somewhat removed but nevertheless
gubstantial interest in the commons that made it possible
for-a nunber of very jndividualistic families to live
together in harmony and to do so without the usual written
laws, rules, and 1im;tntions.

7o now alter the physical appearance of this rare and

indigenous Berkeleyhlandmark_would be an outrageously
‘jnsensitive defacement...."

6. John Funk, architect of #10 Greenwood Commons

w,...In 1950 the small Gregory estate in the Berkeley hills,
acquired bY architect william Wurster, was to becone 2
milestone in group nousing design. Wurster divided the land
in a very special waY. Instead of covering the property with
jndividual lots, which was the standard practice of the
times, he made a ring of small sites around 2 communally -
held park, reminiscent of the New England common. The
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nationally acclaimeq, In a senge it wag the firsgt Of the
Planneg group housing developments that would follow in tne

should be Proud to have sugh » unique arep and shoulg take
care to Preserve jt in itg Present architectural and spatia)
forms,.,,n

files for dates if nheeded):
Otto Maenohen, Prof. ang Mrs. Robert Birge,

8. William w. Wurster. Excerpts from Transcript of Oral
Historz. Bancroft Librarxg Universitx of California, '
Berkelex, 1964, interview cenducted by Suzanne B, Riegs,: -
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p. 257 Riess:! ¥hen you returned from cambridge where - F
Co ' did you live before you moved here?:

Wurster: In 1950 we took the Max Radin house... .
- 7Then we bought the little house out on -
the point here (7 Greenwood Common; by
R.M. Schindler, ca. 1932, below the
present home). Then I organized a group
which bought Greenwood Common and
divided that up, made an interesting .
neighborhood plan 80O that the center lot.
. o is owned by everybody and nobody can
- ' : build on it unless there is complete
approval. The houses in the Common are
“all done by famous architects. Howard
Moise's_staff'diqrthe (Thomas C.) .
‘pPlaisdell. John Funk did the (Otto)
Maenchen. Harwell Harris of Texas and
gouthern California did Mrs. puhring's,
and Joe Esherick did Jim Ackerman's. And
pon Olson 4id the (Robert W.) Birge
" house. It's an alphabet of modern
architects...

n : ' A .p. 259 “its been a great_sudoess, 80 mudh-that'I :
%ﬁ : T o . get letters all the time from people :)

e ' asking how it can be duplicated in
another place. :

5,

e

&3 )
Vg

VRS
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1. Televiston ‘antemise ‘might be 3iatted to the normal sise (not permitting’ 301
W, 2tee)e Is there a way to have & central anterma at the east of ;
property? - A ' ,

-3, wnwmmdmtwuapmw-mmauMmmm
rormandbelouiminmt.

7. uldeohicumhuatcpetoh}lay, i’emingo.fcomon, eto., will swait
wtiauorBoarda.ttaritaclact.ion. Atunmtimthmoouldbeoon-

8. It 4s hoped that great oonsideration will be given to the height of a1l the
houses on the flat area (Lots ¥5, #6, #7, £8 and #9), for if they were to be
only cne-story above ﬂucmnﬂnmjootwuldtppearm spacious,
('Zh.‘!.suwittcnunmggeationbnly-mdmttobeoomtrmdqumu
or restriction,) : _

9. If the houses on Ross Street (Lots #1,-#2, ¢3 and fL) are kept at the north’

end of the lot, eachhousavillkmvulahaltemdaouthgmmitwﬂl '
add to the unity of the project. (Thiz is written as a suggestion only end .

_ not to be construed as a mandate or restriction.) ' '

10, Inthe-thirdintarimnportloﬂl.datmﬁminlwin’htot.boapp:mjmtc

plot plan, Forinstmm,-ix-ﬂnhodgohmtbaw

Cormmon property on the south side (adjasent to Jenkins) it xay be advissble

to widen the aooess 1lzne to 18t or 20t in order tc save the hedge, This

would docrease the width ef the. valkainvista which 4% now showm as 20,

%w“')zummu.tmumbermubmwmthmwhnumd,obu
iy’ discussion at ouwr meeting on these or other points, - -

cc:  Mr, Newman Mr. Howard Woyns - . L/, .
Mr, Steipelnman ¥Mrs, Warren Gregory b 6 b

-

E
A
£

-
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Greenwood Common

VI. Legal History of Commonly Owned Areas

Frederick S. Wyle

Exhibits:

1. The 1952 By-laws of Greenwood Common, Inc. - - . - L
2. The 1977 Amended By-laws of Greenwood Common, Inc. ' ) _
3. The 1987 Amendment to the By--Laws of Greenwood o
Common, Inc. ‘

 Febl8, 1990
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Greenwood Common: The Legal History of the Comm oxﬂy-OwuedﬁAreas

The First Phase; 195.1977.

and driveways shown thereop, The centra] area was subject to development or sale only
upon unanimous congsent of the Surrounding lot owners,

contribution 1o Maintenance costs, The By-Laws, Articles of Incorporation, and State of
California Francisce Tax Board Exemption from Franchise Tax were filed in May and June
of 1952, '

leading up the hill onto the Common, They also hada one-twelth ownership interest each
in the comm only owned area above them.

Since under Waurster's design eéach of the twelye original lots had a velo right on the sale or
development of the common areas, for practical Purposes there was No possibility of
common area sale or development, The By-Laws provided that “Action involving the
transfer of land owned by the Corporation, or the right of access of members of the
Corporation to their Jots, may only be taken if a] twelve of the member’ votes are cast to
approve the actjon.” aLs., By-Laws, 1952), :

T}i‘e Socond Phase: 197¢/7 -Present -

area, and creating (he ¢enterpiece of what has become known as the Common, For 25

visually continuous with the original sma]] common area, Since the beginning of William
urster’s projectt, therefore, neighbors and residents had thought of these two lots as part
of the Common,

In 1976 the Russell heirs decided that they would not build on their two lots, and
graciously offered them for sale 10 the residents of Greenwood Common. This was very
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much a gesture to the special character of Greenwood Common, and was done to permit ),
Common residents to preserve the Common’s character, SCOpe, and balance as it had ,
developed over the preceeding generation. Maintaining the two lots as open space ensured

the continued unobstructed view from Greenwood Terrace to the crest of the plateau and

the San Francisco Bay beyond, preserving a view corridor down the entire length of the
- Common between the two rows of houses.. T -

Upon being offered this opportunity, the eight houses on the Common agreed to purchase
the two lots (#5 & 6), and toadd them to the commonly-held open space, the Common.
The transaction was accomplished by a transfer of lots 5 & 6 to trustees (Thomas C
Blaisdell, Robert W Birge, and Frederick S Wyle), and by a subsequent transfer by these
trustees to Greenwood Common Inc. in 1977, when the necessary funds to complete the
purchase had been collected and paid to the Russell heirs.. -

The owners of the two lots on LeRoy (#11 & 12) declined to participate in this purchase,
The re-stated “By-Laws and Declaration of Restrictions and Covenants Running With the
- Land and Property of Members” of February 28, 1977 (recorded March 4, 1977 in Reel
- 74746, Image 505-of Alameda County Records) accordingly limited both the maintenance
~ contribution and ownership rights of the LeRoy lots (#11 & 12) to the original common
area, and excluded them from maintenance obligations and voting rights for the part of the
expanded common consisting of the formes lots 5 & 6. ‘

The By-Laws of February 28, .1977 were thereafter amended once more, o1l December 22,

1987, principally to update maintenance requirements and to inserta paragraph making
explicit in the By-Laws the intent of the original By-Laws and members of the Common

T that all of the improved lots be used solely as single-family residences. The Centificate of ' N
e - Officers of Greenwood Common, Inc as to this 1987 Amendment was recorded on January ) :
N 21, 1988, :

Attached: By-Laws of 1952, 1977, and Amendment of 1987
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MW a0 "‘?'52”?3#-"-)” - J-’Cé)
T BYwILAWS : . .
OF GREEHWOOD COMIMON, INC, _ L (mj

Yo ' N . ’ L ’
- Y. _Membership, and Members! Proveérty and Voting Rights, ‘

1, The members of this-cbrporation are the legal owners of
the lots deseribed in the map;attached_hereto._

2, tThe property rights of fhe members in the assets of the
' corpqrat;op are to be determined as follows:

‘The owner of each lot 1is entitled to a one~twelfth in-
terest in the assets., If a 1ot 1is owned by more than
oné person, they together are sntitlea to the one-
twelfth in%erest. If because of death or other cause
the ownership of a lot is unsettled, the one~twelfth
interest is to be exercised by the executor or other
bperson entitled to manage the lot,

3, The voting rights of the pembers are to be determine&
as followss ‘ :

The owner of each lot is entitled to one vote, If a lot
is owned by more than one person, they together are

be counted only when all twelve votes are required to
approve certaln action, in which case their one vote will
be counted as affirmatlve. -If because of ‘death or other

L ' ‘cause "the ownership of a lot 1is unsettled, the vote is .
R ' to-be cast by the exscutor or other person entitled to

8 : .~ manage the lot. Any vote may be cast by proxy,

II. ganagement.

1. Except as provided in Paragraph 3 of this Section, the
affalrs of this corporation shall be managed by the
Board of Directors, consisting of five members elected
at the annual membership meeting to serve until the
ad journment of the -next annual membership meeting,
Among all nominees, the five who receive the most votes
shall be declared elected, No member shall serve a5 a
director for more than three consecutive years, and each
year at least one member shall be elected who ﬁid not -
serve during the preceding year, = The Board shall elect
-its own chairman and secretary, and shall convene at

2, 1If any position on the Board becomes vacant, the Board
shall appoint an acting successor to serve until a :
Dermanent successor is elected; and the election to
fill any vacancy shall take place at the first member-
ship meeting following the date of the vacancy,

3. Action involving the transfer of land ownead by the ' )
Corporation, or of the Tights -of access of members of - ‘
the Cor oraéion'to their lots, may be taken only if .
all twelve of the renberst vo%es are cast to approve
the action, .

. —
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%, Each member of this Corporation shall be entitleq-
to have the Corporation grant him, without charge, - é;%z
underground utility easements through l1and owned
by the Corporation, provided that the Board of
Directors, by majority vote; decides that such ease-
.ment, 1s reasonably necessary and desirable for the -
enJoyment of the parcel of land ownegd by the member,
and provided that the Board of Directors shall approve the
location of saig éesenent, The mezber to whom such
easement 1s granteqd shall be Tresponsible for ang pay
all costs connected With the installation of such .
“utllities ang shall.place;the,surface of the
Corporation’s lang in its original condition at his
€Xpense, and hold the corporation harmless as to any
-and all costs, damages or claims connected with such
easements,

111, !Hembership meetings,

Hombership meetings shall be scheduled at such times and
places as the Board deems advisable, eXcept that the :
annual meeting shall be scheduled in Septezber or -October,
In addition any members controlling at least five votes

the chairman, Reasonable notice of all neetings shall be
given to all menbers whose mailing adcress is known to the
secretary, "~

% : IV. ues

The semi-annual dues are to be calculated by the Board so

as to cover texes and other eéXpenses, and are to be assesseq
agalnst each lot as'follows: and 30 aays after notice of '
the amount due hag been mai ed, together with g statement
explairing how the amount wasg calculated, there shall be

a lien on such lot to secure bPaymenti .

The anticipated taxes and other eéxpenses shall
be added, and the owner or owners of each lot
-shall owe one=-twelfth thereof; but the annual -
amount thus owed for eéxpenses other than taxes,
liability insurance, and similar fixed charces

shall in no event exceed $50,00,

"TaxesH includes street assessments based on Rose Street,
LeFoy Avenue, or Greenwood Terrace frontage or any of the
lots described in the map attached hereto, '

V. BRestrictions:
1. Any pember whose view is obstructed by trees on the
loi of another nember, may apply to the Board of '
Directors and with 1ts approval, and &t the expense
j {ionable trees, without
however otherwise interfering with or damaging the
property of the nermber on whose lot the tree is located,

Lekoy Avenue in the west, and extending 100 feet more

- Or less east from saiq LeRoy Avenue, are restriqﬁed .
as followss The highest élevation of roof structure |
shall be no higher than E1, 577.5 feet-Berkeley'Datum-
except that chimneys may extend 3t-0% ahove g1, 577.5
Teot.
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Vi, AmENADEnts, . .

1. These by-laws may be amended by two-thirds vote at . \
any membersnip meeting., But notice of the proposed > éﬁg
L ' amendment must be mailed to the members prior to
- . the preceding membership meeting; the text must be .
: . read at that meeting and mailed {0 the members prior o
to the meeting at which the mmendment is to be voted ( “}}_
upon; &nd substantive changes may not be made at the s
meeting at which the amendment is to be voted upon,
- but only at the preceding meetling,

2, An smendment that alters Paragraph 3 of Section II
. 7" ‘or tnat increases the dollar maxlmum specified for
\ dues (other than.those covering taxes, liability
4Ansurance, and similar fixed charges) becomes
effective only if all twelve of the mnembers ! votes
are cast to approve the amendment, -

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY
I, the undersigned, do hereby certify: : -
That I am the duly elected and acting secretary of Green-
. wood Common, Inc., a California corporation; and
- That the foregoing by—laws; comprising thkree pages; con -

i
i
i
H

stitute a true and correct copy of the original by-laws of said

cofpo;atibngas-dulyradopted at'the firSt.meeting of the board of f-)'a

.diréctdrs duly held 6ﬁ July 28, 1952, and.that there was attached
to said original by-laws & copy of the Record of Survey Map ;
referred to in said by-laws. _ . : |
- IN WITHESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto subseribed my name ' |
and affixed the,seal of-sard corgofation_this 28th day of  July, j

1952. .
. 24 7 - /
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o BY~LAWS 0 RELZ G, wati. SO

o ‘ oF 5 ALAMEDA COUNTY £

s _ GREENWOOD COMMON, INC. i\ ST AR .y
L | A non-profit corporation \\ , { T)}
-3 » -

: E {ps Amended and Restated as of February 28, 1977)

O DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS AND COVENANTS )

i ‘ J- o RUNNING‘WITH THE LAND OF PROPERTY OF -MEMBERS

 PREAMBLE! o .

This document, once it has been recorded, shall take the
place of the By-Laws of Greenwood Common, Inc., recorded September
22, 1952, in Book 6830, Page 513 in the office of the County Recorder
of Alameda County. Successive owners of the real property referred
to in this document shall be bound by the terms hereof for the benefit
of the land owned by all of the respective owners of the several par-
cels of property hereafter described. - R

1. Membership, and Members' Property and Voting Rights and Restrictions. '

1. A record of survey map was filed on August 25, 1952 in Book 3
at page 34 of Surveys by Licensed Surveyors, Alameda County
Records. A copy of said record of survey map is attached
hereto and made a part hereof. The members of this corpora-
tion are the legal owners of the lots described in the said
record of survey map, to wit: twelve {(12) in number. Lots
5 and 6 as such lots appear on the copy attached hereto, are
_presently owned by trustees, acting on behalf of certain L
of the members of this corporation, and they intend to trans- / )1

‘ i

fer title of said lots 5 and 6 to this corporation.. Upon
such transfer of title having been consummated, the member-
ship of this corporation shall number 10, to-wit: the owners
of lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8. 9, 10, 11 and 12, as such -
lots are numbered on the copy of the record of survey map
attached hereto.

2. For all purposes pertaining to the rights, duties and obli-
gations of membership in this corporation, each of the 12
jots (or 10 after lots 5 and 6 are transferred to this cor-
poration) shall constitute one. (1) membership, and one (1)
vote, to be shared collectively by all of the owners of each
respective lot, if there be more than one owner. The term
vowner" of each lot shall refer to the owner Or owners,
regardless of the number of persons who may have an interest
therein. ' ' - S - Col

. ' - 3. ‘The property rights of the members in the assets of the
: corporation are to be determined as follows:

The owner of each lot is entitled to a one-twelfth (1/12)
interest in the assets until lots 5 and 6 are transferred

to the corporation. Thereafter, the owner of each of the
remaining 10 lots is entitled to a one-tenth (1/10) interest
in the assets of this corporation, except: :

(a) The owners of lots 11 and 12 shall have no property ‘
or voting rights whatever as to lots 5§ and 6 after - -
such lots are transferred to the corporation .(for )

the reason that the owners of lots 11 and 12 are not -~
sharing in the acquisition costs thereof); and :




2
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(b) The owmers of lot 10 shall have an (::.,/)

interest in lots 5 and 6, after such lots are -transferreg
to the corporation, equal only to the fraction formeg

by 5/6.5 compared to the interest in lots 5 and 6 held
by owners of lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8 and 9. ’

The voting rights of the members are to be determined as
follows: - . ’

The owner of each lot ig entitled to one (1) vote. 'If the

'-1ot is owned by more than one person, they together are’

entitled ‘to one (l) vote. I1f two (2} or more Persons have
an interest in a lot and are unable to agree upon their vote,
their vote shall be counted only in the event such vote isg
necessary to approve a particular action, in which event the
single vote shall be counted as affirmative. any vote may
be cast by Proxy. )

- IT, Management.

Except as otherwise bprovided in these By-Laws, the affairs of
this corporation shall be managed by a Board of Directors, -
consisting of five members elected at the annual membership
meeting to serve until the adjournment of the next annual
membership meeting. Among all nominees, the five who receive

the most votes shall be declared elected. No member shall

Serve as a director for more than three consecutive years,

and each year at least one member shall be elected who did

not serve during the breceding year. The Board shall elect

its own chairman and secretary. The Board shall meet semi-

members of the Board of Directors deem advisable, all Boargd

-members shall be given reasonable notice of each meetirng, which

meeting shall be held at one of the homes located within the

area of “Greenwood Common™.

If any position on the Board becomes vacant, the Board shall
appoint an acting successor to serve until a rermanent suc-
cessor is elected; ang the election to £ill any vacancy shall:

Any transfer of lang owned by the corporation, or of the rights
of access of members of the corporation to their lots, shall

be - taken only upon the affirmative unanimous vote of all of

the members. Provided, however, that the owners of lots 11

and 12 shall have no voice pertaining to the transfer of any
rights, titles or interests in and to 1lots 5 and 6, once such
lots have been deeded to the corporation. T

Each member of this corporation shall be entitled to have the
corporation grant him, without charge, underground utility
easements through land owned by the corporation, provided
that the Board of Directors, by majority vote, decides that
such easement is reasonably necessary and desirable for the

- enjoyment of the parcel of land owned by the member, andg

Provided that the Board of Directors‘shall approve the loca-
tion of said easement. Provided further, that owners of lots
11 and 12 shall not have any such entitlement as to easemen?s



ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 131 of 142

affecting lots 5 and 6, but may be granted such easements  (:_//!1

if the Board of Directors so determines, The member to

" whom such easement is granted shall be responsible for and
pay all costs connected with the installation of such utilities F{
and shall place the surface of the corporation's land in ‘its _\[
original condition at his expense, and hold the corporation g
harmless as to any and all costs, damages or claims connected
with such easements. . .

. ITII. Membershlp Meetlngs.

Membership meetings shall be’ scheduled at such times -and-
places as the Board deems adV1sab1e, except that the annual 1
* - meeting shall be scheduled in September or October. In ad-

‘ dltlon, any members controlling at least five votes may by
petition reguire the . Board to schedule a meeting within ten

days after the petition has been filed with the chairman.
Reasonable notice of all meetings shall be given to all

members whose mailing address is known to the secretary.

"IV. Dues. - .

The Board of Directors shall asses and collect annual dues, !
to be calculated sc as to cover taxes and other expenses. The
annual amount assessed for expenses other than taxes, lia=-

bility insurance and similar fixed charges shall in no event
exceed $150.00 per member. The assessments shall be divided
equally among all members, except that after lots 5 and 6

are deeded to the corporation, the assessments of lots 11

and 12 shall be three-fifths of the amount assessed against

lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 and 10, and regardless of whether ' ]
capltal contrlbutlons toward acquisition costs were egual

B - N or unegual. ‘Provided, further, that no part. of any real P
<%ﬁ - : estate taxes assessed on lots 5 and 6 shall be charged to ‘ )
iy

"or assessed against lots 11 and 12.

The aforesaid assessments shall constitute a lien as to the
respective lots against which they are assessed.

Any street assessments levied by any public authority based
on improvements of Rose Street, Le Roy Avenue or Greenwood-
Terrace shall be equally shared among the owners of all the
lots having an interest in Greenwood Common.

V. Restrictions.

1. Any member whose view is obstructed by trees or bushes on
the lot of another member, may apply to the Board of Direc-
tors and with 'its approval, and at the expense of the appli-
cant, top the objectlonable trees or bushes, without however

- - "~ - . otherwise interfering—with or damaglng the property of the
member on whose lot the tree or bush is located.

2. The two most westerly lots, to wit: numbers 11 and 12 on
the attached map, frontlng on Le Roy Avenue, are restricted
as follows: the maximum elevation of roof structures shall
be 577.5 feet (Berkeley Datum), except that chimneys may
extend 3 feet above such elevation 577.5 feet.




ITEM 6. ATTACHMENT 5
LPC 05-05-22
Page 132 of 142

3. .The duties and obligations arising from membership in this .
corporation shall constitute covenants running with the land
of the several lots whose ownership constitutes the member-
ship of this corporation, and shall be deemed appurtenant

~ to such estates and pass with the title of the respective
lots. The assessments made ‘in conformance with the provisions
of these By-Laws shall constitute a lien against the lot of
the respective members, and shall be enforceable ‘as such.-
Each successive owner of .the respective lots is expressly
bound by the terms hereof for the benefit of all of the lots
whose ownetrs constitute the membership of this corporation.

. »
\

. VI. Amendménts.

1. These By-Laws and statement of restrictions constitute a
restatement of By-Laws adopted on July 28, 1952 and recorded
on September 22, 1952 in Book 6830 at page 513 of Official
Records, Alameda County. These By-Laws may be further amended
by a vote of two-thirds voting affirmatively at any member~
ship meeting (as long as there are 12 members) and by affir-
mative vote of six after the membership is reduced to ten:
(after lots 5 and 6 are deed to this corporaticn). However,
members must be notified of any proposed amendments not less
than ten days prior to a membership meeting at which such
amendment shall be voted upon. In the event the wording of
a proposed amendment is changed at such membership meeting
by a majority vote of those members present, no action ‘shall
be taken at such membership meeting concerning such proposed
amendment, and in that event the vote on such amendment shall

_ be postponed until the next membership meeting, prior to which

- the new text of the proposed amendment shall again be made
;available to all of the members no less than five days prior
to the date such membership meeting is held. '

2. Not withstanding the foregoing, any amendment that alters

subparagraph 3 of section II. of this document shall require
unanimous approval of all members.

CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY

"I, the undersigned, do hereby certify:

That I am the duly -elected and acting secretary of Green-
wood Common, Inc., a California non-profit corporation.

A That the foregoing_By-Laws and-Declaration of Restrictions,
comprising four (4) pages, constitute a true and correct copy of the
original such document duly adopted at, a meeting of the membership .—.-
of the aforesaid corporation held on 17"  day of }pu..v. 197
and that two-thirds of the membership voted affirmatively in favor

of -the adoption of said restated By-Laws at_said membership meeting.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereuntg subscribed -my name and
affixed the seal of said corporation this day of Maye .

L[ i’é/a.,f Q \/‘ / . 3; .rﬁﬁ =,'.§:_"k'fv’

SECRETARY
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The undersigned, being all of the members of Greenwood

Common, Inc. » a non-profit corporation, approve and hereby adopt

the foregoing restated By-Laws of Greenwood Common, Inc., and

adopt the forego:l.ng Declaration of Restrlctlons and Covenants.,
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- Greenwood Common

VI. Legal History of Commonly Owned Areas

Exhibit 3. The 1987 Amendment to the By-Laws of Greenwood Common, Inc.
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' - AR wiF N
12 ADTIEON T 7 ETVIKTH FLOOR . : ey _." R o /g
LIniBLEY, T FURNA 54704 )

= | Uf3 BB UN 2] AN g s

A .‘t’ M Ehms VN
i CERTIFICATE OF OFFICERS OF GREENWOOD COMMON, INC. o ’ })
y A non-profit Corporation ) :
&4

' The ‘undersigned, KATINKA WYLE and ELLIOT PORTER, and

each of them, hereby statgz
1. KATINKA WYLE is and at all times herein mentioned
was the duly elected and acting President of GREENWOOD
o COMMON, INC.,'and ELLIOT PORTER is and at all times herein
mentioned was ‘the duly elected and actlng Secretary of
GREENWOOD COMMON, INC., a California non-profit COrporatlon.
2. The Amended and Restated By-Laws of GREENWOOD
COMMON, INC., dated February 28, 1977, were recorded on
March 4, 1977, in Reel 4746, Image 505 of Alameda County

Records. Pursuant to paragraph VI of said By-Laws, as re-

étated and amended as aforesaid, said By-Lawsdwere,further _ f’i)
amended by an affirmative vote of seven members (an afrirma—‘ -
tive vote of six being required as the membership was reduced-
to ten after lots 5 and 6 were acquired by the corporation),
said affirmative vote having been cast at .a meeting held on
December 22, 1987, after notice was duly given for the time
and in the manner required by paragraph VI of said Restated
and Amended By-Laws. Said amendment, adopted as aforesaid
’ onlpecember 22, 1987, is as follows: - --”1

Paragraph V. 3. was renumbered to be designated

as paragraph V. 4., and a new paragraph 5. 3.

was adopted reading' as follows:

"All of the improved lots described aerein are

to be used solely as single family residences,

and not to be converted cor expanded or used for

= multiple dwelling units, without the unanimous I v’ )

i e
i .
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affirmative consent in wrltlng of all of the
members. This paragraph is declarative of the
original intent of the existing restrictions
.upon the use of lots of members."

c .
- Dated:- -January' /q l9gs e - .
o ‘ e RETW s E —rn e

 ds B Dot

KATINKA WYLE,/Pregsident

A N

ELLIOT PORTER, Secretary

STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
) ss.
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA )

KATINKA WYLE and ELLIOT PORTER, each for herself and
himself respectively, having been first duly sworn,
depose and say:

KATINKA WYLE is the President and ELLIOT PORTER the

-Secretary of :GREENWOOD.COMMON, INC,, & non-profit-

corporation. ' Each of the affiants state that the
facts above recited are true of his or her own kncw-

ledge. _ | % é% ({/Q/{

KATINKA WYLE

&

m SN

ELLIOT PORTER

Subscribed and sworn to -
before me this /4% day et

~ OFF: "‘I L TEL
B8, , ;/‘_’\* HOWACD VL \“\YNE I

AAAAAA?

‘-""C-m

l\\" s p'.-

\_ w’ ALSLE A - '
| By Co'--— s0an Exmrss s:, ITher 22, 1930

County, California
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA} i
: ) ss.
COUNTY OF ALAMEDA )

On January [ﬁ , 1988, before me, fhe ﬁndersigned, a HNotary
Public, State of California, duly commissioned and sworn

personally appeared KAT

INKA WYLE,

and proved to me oOn the

‘basis of satisfactory e

corporation, and ‘ELLIOT PORTER,

vidence to bé the President of the

proved to me on satisfactory

evidence to be the Secretary of GREENWOOD COMMON,

INC, ;. and

acknowledged to me”that they and each of them executed the
foregoing Certificate 'in their capacity of President and
Secretary, xespectively of GREENWOCD COMMON, INC.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed

my official seal
California, on t

in the County of Alameda,

State of
in the Certificate.

he date set forth above

'

e My Commission Expires:
e September 24, 1980

OFFICIAL SE kL

15020 \W. r1aYNE R
% "qt?::“f:;""_lc . (;ALI?[?RNIA
OF e A BT v

ALAEDA COURTY .

56} : 04, 1930
= - net .
iy S DL

s
S
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City of Berkeley

Landmarks Preservation Commission .
Martin Luther King, Jr,
Civic Center Building
2180 Milvia Street .
Berkeley, California 94704 .
Telecommunications Device for the Deaf (415) 644-6915

(415) 644-6570
CITY 0OF BERKELEY

NOTICE OF DECISION

FOR' MEETING OF: March 19, 1990

PROPERTY ADDRESS : #1,2,3,4,7,8,9, and 10 Greenwood Common

Also Knowm As: Greenwood Common

PROPERTY OWNERS: #1 Greenwood Common — Ann_and Robert W. Birge

2 Greenwood.Common —~ Phyllis and Samuel Schaaf

-

#3 Greenwood Common - Katinka Wyle

5(7 )' o ‘#4 Greenwood Common - S.B. Master and James Symons

#7 Greenwood Coummon — Joan.and Richard McDonough

#8 Greenwood Common - Elliott E, Porter

#9 Greenwood Common - Piane and David Weber Shapiro

#10 Greenwood Common ~ Anna Maenchen

Greenwood Common Inc, #4 Greenwood Common

APPLICANTS: o0 Frederick Wyle et, al, %

#3 Greenwood Common, Berkeley, CA 94708

*(on behalf of the 138 City residents who filed a petition
to initiate the properties listed ahove)

0 Landmarks Preservation Commission

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, Ca 94704

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been duly and regularly held upon the
above pProperty, and the Landmarks Preservation Commission, being fully
, ); advised, has voted to DESIGNATE, the following:

-y
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LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
NOTICE oF DECISION
For Meeting of: March 19, 199p
—— LIV

It was MsG (Kusmierski/McGlibery) that the Landmark Preservation Commission,
designate "Greenwood Common" as defined by Lots #1-10 and the open space

“between them, a City of Berkeley landmark'in'recognition of its significance

Berkeley, and designed by the prominent landscape architect, Lawrence Halprin,
the eight residential buildings having been designeq by a group of prominent
California architects;

#1 Greenwood Common . - Donald Olsen (1955)

#2 Greenwood Common - Robert Klemmedson (1957)

#3 Greenwood Common - Joseph Esherick (1954)

#4  Greenwood Common ~ Harwell Hamilton Harrig (1954)
#7  Greenwood Common Rudolph Schindley (1932) .
#8 Greenwood Common - Howard Moises (1953)

#9  Greenwood Common - Henry Hill (1954)

#10 Greenwood Common - John Funk (1952)

Plum trees and Junipey, textured concrete suffaées embedded with gravel or-

together, répresent a distinet architecturai Style of the 1950'g and a
distinct phase in the cultural and architectural history of the City, The
Landmarks Preservation Commission finds that "Greenwood Common" fulfills the
purpose of Landmark designation, as set forth in Section 3.24.060(4) of the
Landmarks Preservation Ordinance:

... to designate, after publie hearings, Structures, sites, and areas
including single‘structures or sites, Portions of a structure, groups of
structures;-manmade or natural landscapes elements, works of art oy integrated
combinationg thereof, having a Special character, or Special historical,
architectural, or aesthetic interest,, "

and in so doing intengg Lo review permit applications in accordance ywith
Sections 3,24,240 nd 3,24,350 of the Landmarks Preservation Ordinance:

or special historical, architectural or aesthetic interest or value of the
landmark and its site," :
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-
LANDMARKS PRESERVATION COMMISSION
NOTICE OF DECISION

For Meeting'of: March 19; 1990

Page 3

- This designation, excludés lots #11 and #12 which front on Le Roy Avenue
.because they do-not actively contribute- to the visual integrity of the Common,

due to their being set below on another street, and in light of the fact that
the views from the Common of the Bay have been protected by deed restriction
on these two lots.

Motion Carried: Ayes: Aroner, Bright, Cerny, Jones, Kusmierski, McGlibery;
Nay: =-; 'Abstain: Roha (see footnote 1); Absent: Gordon, Marsh. ’

1/ Roha abstained due to her professional reiationship, as an architect, with

Don Olsen and Joseph Escherick, the architects who designed #1 and #3
Greenwood Common respectively, as well as with Elliot Porter and Iris .
Weiner who own #8 Greenwood Common. ‘

NOW, THEREFORE, BE it Resolved by the Landmarks Preservation
Commission of the City of Berkeley that the decision is deemed final unless
it is reversed, upon appeal, by the Council of the City of Berkeley,

DATE NOTICE MAILED: 4-2-90 THE APPEAL PERIOD EXPIRES AT 5 PM: 4—17-90
i o -FILE APPEAL WITH CITY CLERK BY THIS DATE

cc: City Clerk ATTEST:
Codes and Inspection . D A

Mark Paez, Secretary
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