

















































































































































































































Fig.9 - The Walhalla - c1900
(courtesy SHS)

Fig.10 - 201 Bridgeway - c1950 Fig.11 - 201 Bridgeway - 1953 Sanborn Map
(north is up)
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Fig.12 - The Valhalla - c1963
(courtesy SHS)

Fig.13 - The Valhalla - 1974
(courtesy SHS)
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Fig.14 - The Valhalla - c1979
(courtesy SHS)

Fig.15 - The Valhalla - c1980
(courtesy SHS)
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June 20, 2012 - DRAFT

201 BRIDGEWAY BLVD., SAUSALITO
Historic Architectural Chronology

Dates Events (source) Proprietor/owners Uses Notes
Feb. 17, 1893: J. Lowder acquires 2 - Smelting works
lots at Old Sausalito
(SN)
Oct. 27, 1893: Grand opening of Joseph Lowder Beergarden/community ~ W. Winterhalter, Arch.;
Walhalla (SN) room
May 5, 1903: M. Busby (aka, Marsha - - -
Owen, Sally Stanford)
born (CDI)
€1908: Porch expanded to north Joseph Lowder Beergarden/community

room

€1910 — c1919:

New owner/proprietor

Henry J. Siems

Beergarden/community
room

Dec. 28, 1916 Joseph Lowder dies - - -

(SFG)
Jan. 16, 1919 — Prohibition era (WP) Lee Kohn Soft drink parlor
Dec. 5, 1933:
1939-1940: Walhalla Café (MCD) Lee Kohn Beergarden/saloon
1942-1943: Walhalla Inn (MCD) H. Lien & Carl Langhoff ~ Saloon/inn [?]
1946-1947: Walhalla Inn (MCD) Lee Kohn Saloon/hotel
€1948: Marsha Owen

acquisition
1949: Kitchen addition (at

center-north)
1950 Walhalla Inn (MCD) Arlene Findley Saloon/restaurant/hotel
Mar. 24, 1950: Walhalla Inn reopens Marsha Owen Saloon/restaurant/hotel

aka Sally Stanford
1952-1953: Valhalla Inn (MCD) Saloon/restaurant/hotel  First listing as “Valhalla”
1954-1955: Valhalla Inn (MCD) Sally Stanford Cocktail lounge First listing under Sally
Stanford

1955 Kitchen expanded (to Marsha Owen Noted in 1984 real

west)

estate narrative

VALHALLA — CHRONOLOGY — DRAFT
MHPA - 062012 - P1



1960

Dining room and deck
addition; houses moved;
parking lot created (CS)

Restaurant/cocktail
lounge

K. A. Frost, arch./eng.

1965

Shingle outside of
building (CS)

1968

Enlarge kitchen facilities
(CS)

1974

Repair deck and add
roof to create semi-
enclosed windproof
garden area (CS)

Addition at northeast
corner

Oct. 24, 1974

Historic Resource
Inventory of the Valhalla

Property subsequently
submitted to and listed
on State Historic
Resources Inventory

1978

Rezoned property,
legalized existing
enclosed deck at
northeast corner ('74
addition) (CS)

Feb. 1, 1982

Sally Stanford dies
(CDI)

Jan. 15, 1985

Property deeded to
CHE, Inc. from Sally
Stanford Trust (MCA)

1984-85

Building altered for new
owner and operator
(CS)

The Chart House

Restaurant

Donald K. Olsen, arch.

Sources:

SN Sausalito News

CDI  California Death Index
SFG San Francisco Geneology

WP  Wikipedia

MCD Marin County directories
CS City of Sausalito permit records
MCA Marin County Assessor
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PRESERVATION
July 26, 2013

The Valhalla, 201 Bridgeway Blvd., Sausalito
Project Evaluation

Introduction

The purpose of this documentation is to evaluate proposed new work at 201 Bridgeway Blvd. with
respect to its historic resource conditions and relevant standards.

Presently, the Valhalla property is not identified as an historic resource. However, a recent evaluation
(Historic Architectural Evaluation, by this author, dated June 21, 2012) identifies the property as eligi-
ble for the Sausalito Register. Though it appears to have such potential, and for the sake of simplici-
ty is herein called “historic,” it is not at this juncture an identified historic resource. Nonetheless,
respecting its potential and for planning and design and purposes, it is presumed to be “historic” and
a proposed project is likewise presumed to be a rehabilitation with guidance and compliance meas-
ured by application of the U. S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards).

The proposed project (based on 9 drawings sheets of plans and elevations by Michael Rex
Assoaates, dated July 23, 2013):
Adapts the property to residential use;

e Retains and rehabilitates the identified historic structure;

» Removes non-historic construction at the rear (north) side of the property;

e Makes several new additions to the historic structure;

o Selectively retains and alters non-historic structures directly associated with the historic;
»  Makes alterations and new additions to non-historic areas of the property.

Evaluation Summary

As demonstrated in the following evaluation, the proposed project meets each Standard. Therefore,
the project appears to meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

Description

Identified defining characteristics:

Very Significant

e 2-story rectangular building form

e 4-sided hipped roof (flat-topped)

e Continuous, ornamental wood fascia and roof eave

e South wall and upper east wall

*  Wood windows and trim (at upper south and west walls)
*  Wood corner boards

Significant

» South facing wall segment at original porch extension to east
e Upper west wall and portion of upper north wall
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e Wood board siding (while wood siding is missing and/or concealed, given the simple quality of
the original building and evidence of its original wood siding, that siding is character-defining)

Contributing
» South facing wall segment at original-early west side extension

» Projecting bay at portion of upper north wall
e Wood windows and trim (at upper north and west walls)

These points sum up a resource of minimal character and with minimal characteristics. The historic
structure is essentially a primary building form with a narrow range of elements and materials. Yet, a
meaningful resource is undeniably present in the form of a longstanding, wood-frame commercial
building central to this waterfront cove and surrounding community. The historic structure is a sim-
ple thing, but it has also been a relatively important presence and commercial use.

Evaluation

With respect to the Standards, as the project envisions substantial alterations and new construction to
adapt the property for reuse, the appropriate treatment and evaluation Standard is that of
Rehabilitation, which is defined as follows:

“When repair and replacement of deteriorated features are necessary; when alterations or additions to the property
are planned for a new or continued use; and when its depiction at a particular period of time is not appropriate,
Rehabilitation may be considered as a treatment.”

The following lists the ten Standards for Rehabilitation and analyzes the proposed project with respect
to each.

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

The extant property has stood vacant for half of a decade. While dining and drinking establish-
ments (along with a period of lodging uses) occupied the building for 100 years, based on accu-
mulated evidence, a dining and drinking establishment use is no longer feasible at this location.

Consequently, a project is proposed that will adaptively reuse the vacant and former hospitality
property for multi-residential occupancy. That work will include a range of alterations and addi-
tions associated with the historic structure:

»  Selected windows to be relocated (upper windows, north and south walls at historic struc-
ture);

e Wood shingles to be removed and wood board siding to be restored and/or reconstructed;

» Sets of new doors, windows and related openings (at lower south, upper east, upper and
lower west, and at north walls) to be constructed at historic and non-historic structures;

* New roof dormers and monitor (at historic structure);
* New roof deck (west side, historic structure);

o Trellised appendages (at historic [upper east and west sides] and non-historic [lower west
side] structures);

e Structural removal (at non-historic rear additions and outbuildings);
e Two new residential structures (at non-historic property);
» New garage structure (at non-historic property);

THE VALHALLA—-PROJECT EVALUATION
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» Selective removal and alterations (exterior walls and roofs at non-historic structures to
remain).

With no specific knowledge of what the original interiors were like, except an image of the sec-
ond floor as an open hall, the existing interior spaces of the historic structure — an open
saloon/bar room at the first floor, with a subdivided group of lodging-like rooms at the second
floor — are not potentially historic in character.

Basic evidence of the appropriateness of the new use is that few changes are proposed at the his-
toric structure. Removal of existing construction is proposed at non-historic areas and struc-
tures. Associated non-historic portions of the existing structure, specifically the dining and ban-
quet room additions, will also be selectively retained, altered and reused.

As the new use will allow for the retention and rehabilitation of the historic structure, its exteri-
or materials and spatial relationships, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

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.

The identifiable, historic architectural character of the subject property is the essential, two-story
building form under a flat-topped hipped-roof. From the south, the east and west wing walls
extending from the main structure are also character defining. Additionally, its character derives
both from its waterfront setting and its context within a then urbanizing mid-to-late-19th centu-
ry enclave of southern Sausalito.

From an historic resource perspective, the measure of the proposed project is whether the essen-
tial building form within its essential setting is sustained.

The project will retain and selectively alter the elements of the historic structure and structural
form, including the east and west wing walls; plus rehabilitate the building’s identified exterior
materials and features.

While elemental changes are made to its exterior envelop — the removal and relocation of win-
dows (at upper south and north walls), and the addition of new doors, windows and associated
trimwork — such changes generally reinforce the patterns and characteristics of original elements.
The new openings are proposed at walls that are non-historic or were previously altered (lower
south, upper east and north walls). The exceptions are the proposed sets of doors at the upper
west wall, which is currently (and historically) a blank side wall with a single window. The propos-
al inserts a broad opening and appends a low, trellis-like structure at this wall. Together with the
removal of the existing window at its left side, and along with the replacement addition below
(with a roof deck and railing above), specific impacts at this upper west wall — which is the only
portion of this elevation identified as significant — are the removal of a central section of the
historic wall (along with an adjoining window) for a new opening. A more general impact is the
appendage of a small, trellis-like enclosure outside the upper west wall.

Creating a new opening in an otherwise blank wall cannot be defined as a substantial effect. The
form of the building will remain, as will sections of this very wall. Changes are allowed under
the Standards for Rehabilitation in order to enable reuse. And relative to which the retention and
preservation of a basic and featureless wall would be an onerous measure under any reuse sce-
nario.

THE VALHALLA—-PROJECT EVALUATION
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The proposed appendage is separate, additive and, like the wall opening, reversible. The other
adds and alterations at the west wall are also separate from the historic structure and affect areas
and construction identified as non-historic. Were the Preservation Standards applicable, then such
proposed changes would be considered detrimental. Under Rehabilitation, and given the historic
resource status and basic character of the historic structure, such alterations are acceptable.

Additional exterior alterations are proposed at the roof, with new dormers proposed at the
north and south slopes, a monitor-like projection at the flat top, and the insertion of an open
roof deck to the east face, where the essential simplicity of this structure is underscored by its
simple, hipped roof. Thus, such alterations to the roof form are an obvious concern. The meas-
ure, again, being whether the essential building and roof forms are sustained.

Designs for the new roof dormers, central popped-up monitor, and open deck take a strategy of
differentiation. They are relatively contemporary forms and materials — i.e., minimal and clean,
using glass and metal — that are clearly additive. Yet, the dormer and the deck each subtract
original roof. Still, the overall, hipped form remains legible. And while — again from an historic
resources perspective — it may be preferable that the roof form be unaltered, the scale of the
proposed project is not aggressive. Program area is evidently at a minimum. Proposed roof
alterations are a consequence of expanding into the attic space of the existing structure. The
project otherwise proposes additions that are appropriately subordinate to the historic structure.
Were the attic space deemed unimprovable, then it can be anticipated that the proposed scale of
such additions may need to grow. Thus, these exterior alterations at the roof modify yet retain
the essential hipped form, while also ensuring more modest additions to the property.

Exterior alterations are largely concentrated at non-historic areas and structures to remain. And
the selective removal of non-historic structures will have no detrimental impact on the historic
structure.

Additionally, the restoration of original wood siding patterns is a highly positive treatment. And
design gestures that take cues from the historic character of the property, in particular the
veranda forms and corner flagpoles on the water (east) side, reinforce historic patterns without
mimicry.

Altogether, the new work retains the character and primacy of the historic structure. Proposed
changes are largely focused on non-historic areas and structures. Therefore, the proposed project
meets Standard 2.

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.

The project proposes new additions to the property (new residences and garage) that are sepa-
rate from, compatible with and subordinate to the historic structure.

Exterior alterations (altered and new openings, replacement railings, and roof alterations) are con-
centrated at non-historic areas and structures, but are also proposed at the west elevation. The
domestic design character of this new work is distinct from the vernacular style of the original
building, and does not copy or mimic the original style or features.

Exterior alterations at the roof of the historic structure are clearly differentiated by being rela-
tively contemporary (i.e., generally current rather than specifically traditional) in style, thus distin-
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guishing what is new versus what is early. And as there are no conjectural features proposed, and
no false sense of historical development will be caused by the new work, so the proposed project
also meets Standard 3.

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

The identified historic structure consists of the original, two-story building exterior. No changes
or additions subsequent to the original are important architecturally or historically. As such, the
proposed project meets Standard 4.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that charac-
terize a property will be preserved.

Distinctive materials and techniques are in limited supply on this property. The most distinctive,
original, exterior material is its ornamental wood frieze and roof eave. The next most distinctive
material was its horizontal, wood board siding, though that material has been absent since the
1960s. Flat wood trim, and double-hung wood windows are also distinctive relative to this struc-
ture. Even the wood-frame building structure is, in the context of this modest building, arguably
distinctive.

Each of these extant materials along with their embedded techniques and craftsmanship are pro-
posed to be retained with minimal exception. (Wood board siding is not extant, see below.)

The removal of several identified, character-defining features (projecting bay at north; west facing
upper wall and window) is proposed. These elements are identified as contributing, their assigned
rehabilitation priority is the lowest, this extent of loss is balanced by the extent of retention and
rehabilitation, and their loss will not alter the essential character of the building.

As the project retains and preserves essential character and characteristic materials, features, etc.,
the proposed project meets Standard 5.

é. 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.

Identified original materials and assemblies will be retained and repaired. Non-historic wood
shingles that cover the exterior walls will be removed. If original wood siding in good condition
is found beneath the shingles, it may be selectively retained and repaired. Otherwise, where
required, new wood siding to match the original (based on historic photos and physical evidence)
will be installed. With these measures, the overall project complies with Standard é.

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.

Historic materials to remain shall be protected during the course of the project. Treatments to
such materials will be limited to low-intensity repairs and repainting. Thus, the proposed project
complies with Standard 7.

8. Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation
measures will be undertaken.
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No archeological resources have been identified as associated with the subject property or pro-
posed project. However, given the location, unidentified subsurface resources could be present
where ground disturbing activities may be undertaken during construction. In order to protect
cultural resources, the construction project shall employ protocols and procedures for encoun-
tering and mitigating archeological resources to ensure that the proposed work complies with
Standard 8.

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 shall 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.

The proposed rehabilitation scheme retains the essential historic building form and its identified

materials, features, and spatial relationships, with limited exceptions:

» Several identified elements are proposed to be removed (the north projecting bay and the
upper west window), yet these elements are identified as contributing, thus are given the low-
est preservation priority, and their loss will not change the structure’s essential character.

e A segment of the upper west exterior wall will be removed to create a new opening into the
trellised addition. As this wall is blank and featureless and sections of it will yet remain, the
new opening is a simple and acceptable extent of alteration.

» Several other identified elements (upper windows at north and south) will be altered by
being removed and relocated within the existing walls to which they are associated. So this
extent of alteration effectively reuses the features, and the change will have no detrimental
impact on the historic structure, while allowing for its more effective reuse.

Where related new construction is proposed alongside and to the north of the historic building,
they are entirely separate structures, are generally traditional and domestic in their architectural
character, and do not mimic or copy historic forms or details. Where added structures (wood
trellised forms) are appended to the building to the upper east and west, their character is again
domestic and traditional. Appropriately, all these appendages and additions are modest, subordi-
nate and complementary to the historic structure. Additionally, the design of alterations at the
roof are appropriately distinguished from the historic structure, making clear new and old.

Simultaneously, designs for the alterations to the existing, non-historic structures (specifically the
former dining and banquet structure to the east, including their rooftops) take cues from the
recorded historic character of the property, specifically the water-side verandas, deck railings and
corner flag poles (which were elements on the original structure). This proposed design work
does not begin to copy what was original, but is derived therefrom so that new and old are
compatible yet differentiated.

As the proposed new work achieves a requisite balance between compatibility and differentiation,
the project meets Rehabilitation Standard 9.

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.

Were the proposed project to be removed in part or in its entirety, the essential form and
integrity of the historic structure would be intact, and its setting and environment would not be
impaired. Thus, the proposed project meets Standard I0.

THE VALHALLA—-PROJECT EVALUATION
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Evaluation Summary

As demonstrated in the above evaluation, the proposed project meets each Standard. Therefore, the
project meets the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Moreover, the design strategy
of compatibly expanding the property via simple and largely traditional forms and materials appears
to be an appropriate decision relative to this setting, property and building. The limited and modest
nature of the identified historic structure poses a difficult design challenge: how to adapt and enlarge
a structure that does not have outstanding potential without diminishing it. As illustrated, that
design challenge appears to have been met. The historic structure stands amidst alterations and addi-
tions that are equally modest and clearly subordinate.

Signed:

1A . 7

v !-""\., "--'L-\_-'}:l"-..,
Mark Hulbert
Preservation Architect

b,
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PRESERVATION

July 22, 2013 (via email)

Jeremy Graves

City of Sausalito
420 Litho Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

Re: Valhalla CEQA Review-Response to DC&E's Correspondence of July 16

Mr. Graves:
This letter responds to the above correspondence and the CEQA related discussion therein.

The DC&E comments include the statement that, in my efforts, there is “no mention of the
California Register...” While my evaluation does not go through the California Register (CR) criteria
one-by-one, after summarizing the record relative to the subject matters that, in this case, would be
the principal CR criteria (architectural distinction, architect), my historic architectural evaluation of
June 2012 states the following:

“Consequently, relative to the extent of the existing structure, a surprisingly limited extent of
identifiable, original-early design and material remains. Despite a basis for a finding of potential
historic significance — specifically as the original-early building embodies distinctive characteristics of
an historic period of construction — the potential historic structure is too altered and minimal to
recommend as eligible for the NR or CR.”

Evidently, 1 was focused on the National and California Registers, as eligibility — i.e., potential — is
sufficient for a determination of effect under CEQA.

My evaluation efforts were for planning purposes. | went through a great deal of material that had
not previously been collected or analyzed. My work was intended to inform. | covered a lot of
ground in as concise a manner as possible, knowing that my efforts needed to inform planners in a
useful and practical way. As a result, | made succinct findings, as above. And | then proceeded to
identify an associated person of importance, another important factor under the CR.

So the subject of the CR is not ignored, and is in fact succinctly if not painstakingly analyzed. Again,
| was avoiding the painstaking because such language tends to cloud the basic conveyance of
overriding information.

Nonetheless, in the wake of months-and-months of careful consideration of this resource, to go
through the motions of summarizing the property relative to the CR criteria is quite simple. In fact, |
have just done so with minimal additional effort, please see attached.

The DC&E comments suggest ambiguity in my findings. | do not see ambiguity. | believe their
comments are instead focused on the format rather than the content of the findings, yet which may
be readily addressed.

The comments are likewise critical of the word “potential.” | am well aware that my historic resource
efforts are part of a process. Some jurisdictions request recommended findings from which to work.
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Others want more definitive findings. Frankly, the use of the word potential is no different than the
use of the word eligible, so while | am remiss in doubling up, this is difference without distinction.
Again, it’s a simple matter of format.

| firmly believe that | have come to carefully understand this resource over a relatively long period of
time. It appears more complex than it is. In fact, my initial preservation planning comments to the
project sponsor were very cautious, even prohibitive, yet which | have since come to understand were
based on overly quick judgments based on assumptions rather than facts. In fact, this is a simple
resource. There is little to hang an historic architectural hat on. Yet, there is still reason to do so —
after all, there Sausalito’s Valhalla stands two centuries later — so | have concluded that the Valhalla is
evidently deserving of local recognition.

As a preservation professional, the purpose of my efforts is to be careful and factual in order to
enable appropriate rehabilitation and reuse. | hope these responses help to resolve any impasse and to
move this rehabilitation and adaptive reuse effort forward.

Should you have any questions or comments, or require anything further of me, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Signed:

ot b

Mark Hulbert
Historical Architect

Attached: Valhalla — California Register Evaluation
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PRESERVATION

July 22, 2013 (via email)

The following provides detailed findings re: California Register of Historical Resources (CR) eligibility,
based on my previous historical evaluation (201 Bridgeway Sausalito, Historic Architectural Evaluation,
6/21/2012).

To be eligible for listing on the CR, a resource must be historically significant at the local, state, or
national level under one or more of the following four criteria:

A

It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United Statesy

As detailed in the historic architectural evaluation report, there are no identified events of
importance to local or state history directly associated with this property.

Thus, the Valhalla property has no identifiable associations to events that have contributed to
local, regional, state or national history, and therefore does not meet CR Criterion 1.

It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history;

As also detailed in the historic architectural evaluation report, one person of importance to local
history, Martha Owen (Sally Stanford), has been associated with the subject property and
building. The identified original and early owners (Lowder, Siems) are not identifiable persons of
historic importance.

Consequently, the Valhalla has an identifiable association to a person important to local history.

It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method or construction,
or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic valuesy

As summarized in the historic architectural evaluation report:
The architectural form of the original-early building is partially intact yet partially lost
(porches, features, interiors) due to substantial additions and alterations that have affected the
original-early property, altering and obscuring its original-early design from primary
perspectives. Thus, its identifiable, original-early character has been substantially lost and
altered;
The substantial removal and alteration of original-early materials (wood siding, trim, doors,
windows, porch structure, railings, etc.) has resulted in the loss of material integrity;
Likewise, with the loss and alteration of the few potential examples of distinctive workmanship
(porches in particular), most distinctive characteristics and examples of original-early
workmanship have been lost;
Its original-early design and use are not directly restorable (l.e., there is insufficient evidence
upon which to base a restoration);
Post-1950 alterations and additions are not in-and-of-themselves representative or distinctive
architecture or interior design;
Post-1950 alterations and additions do not contribute to the original-early character (in fact,
such alterations and additions have destroyed and altered what could otherwise be considered
character-defining areas, features and materials);
Neither of the architects identified with the original property (Winterhalter) or subsequent
additions (Frost) are considered noteworthy or master architects.
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Relative to the extent of the existing structure, a surprisingly limited extent of identifiable,
original-early design and material remains. Despite a basis for a finding of potential historic
significance — specifically as the original-early building potentially embodies distinctive
characteristics of an historic period of construction — the potential historic structure is too
altered and minimal to recommend as eligible for the CR.

Consequently, the Valhalla has no potential architectural or historic architectural significance on
the basis of its physical character or due to any association to a builder or designer of potential
importance.

As the structure does not embody distinctive stylistic or architectural characteristics or
methodologies, or possess artistic value, then the Valhalla does not meet CR Criterion 3.

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of
the local area, California, or the nation.

The Valhalla property has not yielded any important historic information. Since the record seems
to be largely complete, it does not appear to have any such potential. Therefore, the property
does not meet the history portion CR Criterion 4.

While along the coast of SF Bay there is always potential for the finding of prehistoric
information, this historical and historic architectural evaluation does not address prehistory.

CR Conclusions:

As summarized above, a person of local historic importance has been identified as associated with the
Valhalla. Thus, on this basis, the property meets CR criterion 2.

Yet, further, for a property to be eligible for the CR (and NR), it must meet at least one criterion
and it must have integrity relative to that specific criteria. Integrity is defined as the ability of a
property to convey an identified significance.

While Sally Stanford is a person of identifiable importance to the City of Sausalito and with a direct
association to the property from 1946-1982, her association is not to the original-early property and
building, but to later additions and alterations that are, in-and-of-themselves, without potential
historic architectural significance. Her potential significance therefore does not convey, and her
association alone does not lend potential historic significance to any later additions or alterations.

Consequently, while the Valhalla meets CR criterion 2, under associated persons, the property does
not have integrity relative to that association and, therefore, does not appear to be eligible for the
CR (or NR).

Signed:

ot 5—

Mark Hulbert
Historical Architect
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