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FILE NO. 110813 . RESOLUTION NO.

[CEQA Findings for Firehouse Improvements]

Resolution of the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco

determining and making certam findings under the California Environmental Quahty

Act relating to the.construction and improvement of certain firehouses and determmmg

other matters related thereto.

WHEREAS By Resolutlon No 47-10 adopted by the Board of Supervrsors (the
"Board") of the City and County of San Francisco (the "City") on February 9, 2010 it was
determmed and declared that public interest and necessuty demands the oonstructlon
acquisition, improvement, retroﬂttmg, rehabllltatlon and completlon of earthquake safety and
emergency responsrveness facilities and infrastructure thereln descrlbed and,

WHEREAS, By Ordinance No. 40-10 adopted by the Board on February 23, 2010, the
Board duly called a special electlon held on June 8, 2010, for the purpose of submitting to the
electors of the City. a proposition to mour bonded mdebted_ness of the Clty in the amount of .
$412,300,000 for the improvement, retroﬁtting, rehabilitation ahdv completion of earthquake

safety and emergency responeiveheSS'facilities and infrastructure, as therein described (the -

Il "Project"); and,

WHEREAS, A special election was held in the City on June 8, 2010 for the purpose of
' - -, -

| submitting fo the qualified voters of the Clty Proposition B for ino'urring indebt'e*ciness of the
: . i
City in the aggregate principal- amount of '$412,—300,000 to finance the Project and the

N requisite two thirds of voters approved such proposrtlon and,

WHEREAS This Board has determined pursuant to Resolutlon 515- 10 adopted on

November 2, 1010 and signed by the Ma’yor on November 5, 2_010 that all of said bonds

designated geheral'ly as City and County of San Franotsco General Obligation Bonds

Mayor Lee, Supervisor Chiu
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- (Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bonds, 201 O) (the "Bonds") (each. series

._bearrng such addrtronal or other desrgnatron as may be necessary or appropnate to

distinguish such serres from every other series and from other bonds rssued by the Crty) in the '

aggregate principal amount of $412,300, OOO be lssued and sold in series from trme to trme

' for the purposes authonzed and on the conditions set forth in thls Resolutron and

WHEREAS, On November 2,2010, this Board adopted Resolution 515 10 (the
*Authorizing Resolutlon") and such resolution was signed by the Mayor on November 5, 2010
to authorrzed the issuance and sale of up to $85 OOO OOO of general oblrgatron bonds under
Proposrtron B; and,

WHEREAS In September 201 0, this Board adopted Ordrnance 284-10 approprratmg

N $85,000,000 of general obligation earthquake safety.bonds for necessary repairs and seismic .

rmprovements and,
| ' WHEREAS, Under the Authonzrng Resolutron “...except for plannrng and feasibility
studies no bond proceeds shall be spent on prolects of or relatrng to nerghborhood frre |
stations... until such time as the Board has determined to proceed with such prOJects and the
necessary CEQA frndrngs and determrnatlons have been made in accordance with law " and
WHEREAS, The Department of Public vrlorKsnas recently completed the

environmental work required to be performed under the Californ'fa Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA\) relating to certain fire stations (17) (as further shown on Exhibit A hereto) and it is

therefore desrrable to proceeds wrth those flre station lmprovements at this time; now, .
therefore be it ' _

RESOLVEDV,_ By the Board as follows:

Section 1. That all of the Recitals herein are true and correct.

Section 2. The Board, haVinglrevfewed the proposed legislation, and that certafn letter

from the Planning Department, dated _7/18/11; a copy of which_ is on file with the Clerk of the

" Mayor Lee; Supervisor Chiu’
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Board in File No. 110813 and incorpore’red by vreference makes findings in Compliance with -
the Calrfornra Envrronmental Qualrty Act, California Public Resources Code Sec’rlons 21000 et
seq., the CEQA Gurdehnes 15 Cal. Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq., ("CEQA
Gurdelrnes“) and San Francisco Admrnrstratrve Code Chapter 31 (Chapter 31), all as set forth
in Resolution 47-10, adopted February 9, 2010, which findings -are rncorporated by reference

as if set forth in full herein.

‘Section 3 Plannrnq Code. The Board hereby adopts and rncorporates by reference

the findings and declaratrons relative to the conformance of the projects herein described to (i)

the priority polrcres of Sectron 101.1(b) of the San Francrsco Plannrng Code, (ii) Section 4. 105 '

" || of the San Francrsco Charter and Section 2A. 53(f) of the San Francisco Administrative Code,

and (jii) consistency with the Crtys General Plan, all as more _fully set forth in Resolution

No.47-10, adopted by this Board on February 9, 2010.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS Ul HERRER
City A’Etor
: {

<

By:

Mark D. BlaKd -
Deputy City /{ttorney »

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Chiu
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 Exhibit A-

The scope of repairs and lmprovements include the fire statlons ldentlfled below.

1.

2
3
4.
5.
6
7
8
9

10.
1.
12,
13,
14,
15,
I 18.
17,

80 Digby Street (statlon #26)

135 Sanchez Street (station #6) -
530 Sansome Street (station' #13)

- 655 Presidio Street (station #10)
: 1000 Ocean Avenue (statlon #1 B)

1295 Shafter Avenue (station #17)
1325 Leavenworth Street (station #41)
1814 Stockton Street (station #28)
1935 32™ Avenue (station #18) - -
2150 California Avenue (station #38)
2155 1gh A\)enue_(station #40)

2430 San Bruno Avenue (statidh #42)

109 Oak Street (station #36)
1340 Powell Street (station # 2)
720 Moscow Street (station #43) |

1290 16™ Avenue (station #22)

1301 Turk Stre'et (station #5)

Mayor Lee;' Superviso_r Chiu
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Exhibit A

Resolﬂtibn Maki'hg CEQA Fihdings for Firehouse Improvements.
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Program ..
Fire Stations Having CEQA Review Complete In July 2011

N g A N

10.
1

12,
13,
14,
15,
16.
17.

- Station #02
Station #05
Station #06

‘ Stafion #1‘0
Station #13
. Station#15

Station #17
Station #18

Station #22

Station #26

- Station #28
- Station #36
| Station #38
| Station #40

Station #41

 Station #42
‘Station #43 |

1340 Powell Street

1361 Turk Street

135 Sanchez Street
655 Presidio Avenue
530 Sansome' Street
1000 Ocean Avenue
1295 Shafter Avenue
1935 32nd Avenue

1290 16th Avenue -

"~ 80 Dighy Street

1814 Stockton Street

109 Oak Street

2150 Califorr_ﬂa Street
2155 18th Avenue

1325 Leavenworth Street

2430 San‘ Bruno-Avenue

720 Mbscow Street
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‘General Plan Referral

Date: - ]uly 18 2011 ' : k e 327 Reception:

Case No. Case No. 2011.0603R o S ;-.. 2 o -Cl G 415.558.6378
ESER Fire Station Improvements Project L i ‘ "‘”Fax.
: S - .- A415.558.6409
Block/Lot No.: Various Blocks and Lots - | o Planning
’ : Information:
Project Sponsor: Gabriella Judd Cirelli, Project Manager » 415.558.6317
Department of Public Works '
30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4100
San Francisco, CA 94102
Applicant:. Frank Filice
' .. Department of Public Works

Bureau of Engineering
30-Van Ness Avenue, 54 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

Staff Contact: . Stephen Shotland — (415) 558-63108 -
stghen.shutlan&@sﬁgob.org

Recommendatwn F mdmg the project, on balance, in conformity with
the General Plan

Recammemigd .

- By: Director o Planning.

PROJECTDESCRIPTION =~ |

" The project, as revised on July 12, 2011, proposes to repalr and lrnprove-ﬁfteen fire stations in San
Francisco, as part of the ESER Fire Station Improvements Project. The fire stations proposed to be
improved are listed along with the street address. A number of fire stations included as part of this )
project appear to be eligible for listing as historic resources on the California Register., Irnprovements to
those historic fire, stations have been reviewed by Planning Department staff who meet the Secretary of
the Interior professional qualification standards for historic preservation and have been -determined to
have no significant adverse impact to the historic resources. Six additional fire station improvement
projects will be considered in a separate General Plan referral or referrals

www.sfplanning.org
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GENERAL PLANREFERRAL CASE NO. 2011.0603R
ESER Fire Station Improvement Project . :

The repairs, improvements and seismic upgrades to the fire stations will be funded by the Earthquake
Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) bond program reviewed in Case No. 2009. 1152ER and approved
by San Francisco voters in June, 2010. The bond program authorized expendltures of funds for certain
- authorized repairs and improvements to City fire stations. The improvements include upgrades to
electrical, mechamcal and life safety systems, and general modernization of fire station structures, and
" seismic improvements to two stations. The following fire stations will be upgraded as part of this case.
80 Digby Street (Station #26) )

135 Sanchez Street (Station #6)

530 Sansome Street (Station #13)

655 Pr_esidio Avenue (Station #10)

720 Moscow Street (Stétion #43)

1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15)

1290 16% Avenue (Station #22)

1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17)
" 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)

1340 Powell Street (Station #2)

1814 Stockton Street (Station #28)

1935 32 Avenue (Station #18)

2150 California Street (Station #38)

2155 18% Avenue (Station #40)

2430 San Bruno Avenue (Staﬁbn #42)
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Scope of Work fbr Fire Station Improvements

The pro]ect includes upgrades to the electrical, mechanical and life safety systems, determined to be
" necessary for the facilities to operate safely and efficiently. The project includes no changes to existing
building footprints or construction of new fire stations. Improvements are limited to repair or m—kmd
. replacement of 1nd1v1dua1 elements, and upgrades to the ex15tmg systems. '

The Department of Public Works organized the work into three ‘general scopes of work: (1) Focused, (2)
Comprehensive, and (3) Seismic scopes of work, based on level of proposed improvements. Tables listing
the fire sta'riorls_, organized by the scope of work category are provided below. ‘ o

Focused Scope (12 Fire Stations)

Fire stations grouped in the “Focused Scope” category would receive repairs and upgrades to correct
deficiencies of selected bulldmg components to provide station functionality for an 810 year period.
This will involve repairing the following components: shower pans replacements; repair (or in-kind
replacement) of windows and apparatus room doors; interior ADA improvements; ADA improvements
to exterior accessibility such as sidewalk slopes and curb cuts; repair or replacement of HVAC systems;
and upgrades to food preparation areas. Roofs would be repléced on most stations. Estimated costs range

from approximately $200,000-$950,000 per building.

SAN FRANGISGO ' . . . ‘ : 9
PLANNING DEPARTMENT : i : ) B )
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| GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL o - CASE NO. 201:I.0603R
ESER Fire Station Improvement Project ' ‘

U el DPE PDIOovemne

| Station # Street Address | Block/Lot
1| Station6. 135 Sanchez Street | 3542/025
2 | Station 10 - | 655 Presidio Avenue 1032/025
3 | Station 13 . 530 Sansome Street 0206/017
4 | Station 15 1000 Ocean Avenue | - | 3180/001
5|Staion17 | 1295 Shaffer Avenue | 4792/018
6 | Station 18 | 1935320 Avenue , 2102/006
7 | Station 26 80 Digby Street . . 7540/013,014, 015
8 | Station28 1814 Stockton Street = 0077/024
9 | Station38 | 2150 California Street . | 0638/016
10 | Station 40 2155 18% Avenue 2199/003
11 | Station 41 "1 1325 Leavenworth Street " 0216/003
12 | Station 42 2430 San Bruno Avenue . 5924/004

) Compreh'ensive Scope (1 Fire Station) ‘ o _
Fire stations under the ”Comprehensive Scope” category require remedies to deficiencies related to
"emergency response, health, and safety, and major building systems in order to assure station
| functionality for a 15 year period. The work is similar to that proposed for the “Focused Scope” facilities,
but will include a higher level of improvements to provide for greater longevity. The scope.of work will’
include roof and shower pan replacements; repair (or in-kind replacement) of windows and apparatus
doors; HVAC repair or replacement; ADA improvements including adding an elevator where feasible;
imp_rovemenfs to exterior accessibility such as sidewalk slopes and curb cuts; mechanical, electrical,
plumbing system upgrades; food preparation area upgrades; and repair of paved driveways ‘and
- walkways. The cost estimate is $2,400,000. ' . . :

 Comprehensive Scope Improvements
‘Station # Street Address . Block/Lot
| 13| Station 2 1340 Powell Street - 0160/015

Seismic Upgrades and Earthquake Repair (2 Fire Stations)
Fire stations under this scope require improvements to seismic performance.' The objective of the seismic
upgrade is to improve seismic performance to conform to current codes and minimize the structural and

' non-structural damage associated with a major earthquake so that life safety hazards to occupants would .
be reduced. These projects also include the comprehensive renovations described above in the “Focused”
and “Comprehensive” scopes, including: - replacement of roofs and’ shower pahs; repair or in kind
relfilacement of windows and apparatus room doors; repair or replacement of HVAC systems; ADA

SAN FRANCISCO - ' . o A 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ;' : ' . CASE NO. 2011.0603R
ESER Fire Station improvement Project ' ~ : o o

improvements including adding an elevator (where feasible), improverhents to exterior ADA accessibility
such as sidewalk slopes and curb cuts; mechanical, electrical, plumbing system upgrades; and food
_preparation area upgrades. Cost estimates range from $3,000,000 -$5,460,000 per building.

* ¥ DPE MIPTOVEHIE

Station # Street Address . . Block/Lot
114 | Station22 1290 16t Avenue” . 1735 { 064
15 | Station 43 720 Moscow Street " | 6338/024

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The projeét would renovate and upgrade fifteen existing fire stations Ioda{eci throﬁghbut,the City. The fire
stations were constructed over a period of years and include examples of Classical Revival, Late
Moderne, Mid Century, and International Style institutional buildings. -

'ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ,
As part of Environmental Review of the Prbject, the Department prepared an Historic Resdu:ce
evaluation on the 15 fire stations included in the Project. In the Historic Resource Evaluation Response

(HRER), it determined that 7 of the 15 fire stations are historic resources, either individually eligible
resources, or contributors to a potential historic district. The resources are listed in the table below. -

Identified Historic Resource Historic Resource Category

- Station # Blod/Lot " Street Address . Eligible for Eligible for California

' o California Register as | Register as Contributor
: . : Individual Resource to Historic District
Station 6 3542/025 135 Sanchez Street ‘ " '

Station 10 | 1032/025 | - 655 Presidio Avenue

Station 15 3180/001 1000 QOcean Avente

Station17 | 4792/018 | 1295 Shafter Avenue .

Station 18 2102/006 - | = 1935324 Avenue . , n

Station 38 0638/016 2150 Califomia Street ) ‘ '_ ™

In the HRER the Department also determined the repairs and improvements to the fire stations, as
proposed, would not cause a significant adverse impact to ‘stations that are eligible for listing in the
California Regis'ter, or to stations identified as contributors to a potential historic district. The HRER is
available for review at the Department’s offices, in Case Docket 2011.0603EE. . : : '

On July 18, 2011, the Environmental Review Officer of the Planning Department determined that the
proposed project is Categorically Exempt from ‘Environmental Review under Class 1 [State CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15301(a).

SAN FRANGISCO -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLANREFERRAL | - CASE NO. 2011.0603R
ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

: GENE’RAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

As described below, the Project is consistent with the Eight Prfority Policies -of‘PIanning Code Section
101.1 and is, on balance, in-conformity with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Note: General Plan Objectives and Policies are in bold font, General Plan text in regular font; staff .
comments are in ifalic font. ‘ ' '

' URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

POLICY 2.5 : L 3 o :
Use care in remodeling of older buildings, in order to enhance rather than weaken the original
_ character of such buildings. C :

Comment: The proposed project would renovate and improve fifteen fire stations. The Department has determinéd
that 7 of the fire stations are historic resources. It has also determined that the proposed repair, renovation and '
" seismic upgrades to the structures would not significantly impact the historic resources and that the improvements

would not change the architectural design of the buildings.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

~ OBJECTIVE 2 _ L
REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY, MINIMIZE
'PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC

DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS, -

POLICY2.7 = : _
Abate structural and non-structural hazards in City-ow-ned'vstructures.

~ Both technical and financial resources are needed to repair and retrofit City-owned structures. The City
shall utilize its capabilities to assess hazards and to create and ilﬁplement bond and other funding
opportunity and to carry out retrofit projects. A number of City buildings have already been structurally

_upgraded utilizing bond financing. ' ‘ B ' -

Comment: The proposed project would renovate fifteen existing fire stations. The project will abate structural and
‘non-structural hazards in the City-owned structures, and will update building systems. Two of the stations
requfre seismic upgrades. However, the other fire stations require more modest improvements, such as repair gjr- in-
kind replacement of windows and doors, replacement of roofs, HVAC upgrades, and improvements to building
interiors. ‘ ' ' ' B

SAN FRANCISCO T . . o 5
PLANNING DEPAHTMENT : .
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ' : C CASE NO. 2011.0603R
ESER Fire Station Improvement Project . ‘

POLICY28 o :

Preserve, consistent with life safety considerations, the architectural character of buildings and -
structures important to the unique visual image of San Francisco, and increase the likelthood that
architecturally and historically valuable structures will survive future earthquakes.

" Older buildings are among those most vulnerable to destruction or heavy damage from a large
earthquake. They may not have the more recent engineering features that make buildings more resistant
to ground shaking, and many of them are located in areas near the Bay and the historic Bay inlets that
were among the earliest parts of the City to be settled, and have theso_ftes’t soil. The part of the City inost
vulnerable to fire, the dense downtown area, also contains many historic structures. A major earthquake'
‘could result in an irreplaceable loss of the historic fabric of San Francisco. The City needs to achieve the
related goals of increasing life safety and preserving these buildings for future generations by increasing
their ability to withstand earthquake forces. '

When new programs are being considered to abate hazards posed by existing buildings and structures,
the likely impacts of those programs on historic buildings must be thoroughly investigated. The resulting
programs should encourage the retrofit of historic buildings in ways that preserve their architectural
design character while increasing life safety. ' :

Comment: The proposed project would conserve the architectural character of the fire stations proposed to be
renovated. ‘Seven of the fifteen fire stations proposed to be improved as part of this project have been identified as
historic resources. The Department hias determined that the propused upgrades and improvements, as proposed, will
respect and be sensitive to each building’s architectural design. ..

COMMUNITY FACRITIES ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 5 | : » |
DEVELOPMENT OF A SYSTEM OF FIREHOUSES WHICH WILL MEET THE OPERATING
REQUIREMENTS OF THE FIRE DEPARTMENT IN PROVIDING FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES
AND WHICH WILL BE IN HARMONY WITH RELATED PUBLIC SERVICE FACILITIES AND WITH
ALL OTHER FEATURES AND FACILITIES OF LAND DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION
PROVIDED FOR A OTHER SECTIONS OF THE GENERAL PLAN. '

Comment: The project will provide necessary improvements and upgrades to fifteen City fire stations, including
seismic upgrades to two fire stations. These facilities are key elements in providing public services and protecting
the City's residents, workers and visitors from fire and other potential health-and emergencies. The SFFD provides
another important function, serving as the City’s primary EMS (Emergency Medical Services) provider, responding
to emergency calls in the City. The proposed project will upgrade the fire station facilities so that they may better
meet operational requirements. , o .'

SAN FRANGISCO :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL ' ’ : ; CASE NO. 2011.0603R
ESER Fire Station Improvement Project o ' =

* PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1 FINDINGS
Eight Priority Policies Findings

The proposed project is found to be consistent with the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section
101.1 in that: ' ' .

1. That existing -néighborhood-s_erving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced.
The prbposed project will not affect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses or opportunities for employment.
inor ownership of such businesses. a R C

2. That exist_i-'ng‘ housing and neighborhood character be conserved and -pfotécte_d in order to preserve
the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhood. :
. The proposed project will not affect housing or neighborhood character. The project would improve fifteen

' existing fire stations, while being sensitive to their architectural design features.

3. That the City’ svsuppl'y of affordable hoﬁsing be preserved and enhanced.
- The proposed project would have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood
parking. ' ) - v
The ‘proposed project would not increase demand in such a way as to result in commuter traffic impeding
MUNT's transit service, overburdening the streets or altering current neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential

employmentand ownership in these sectors be enhanced.
The proposed project would not affect the existing economic base in this area.

6. That'the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in
~ anearthquake. , ' : '
The proposed project would enhance the City’s preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an
earthquake. It would seismically upgrade two fire stations, consistent with current building and seismic
.codes. The project would help ensure that fire personnel and equipment would be available fo assist San
Francisco residents, workers and visitors in the aftermath of a seismic event or other disaster affecting the
City.and County. ' : ‘ ‘ -

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. : , .
This proposed project would rehabilitate fifteen existing fire stations. Seven of the fifteen fire stations have
been identified as historic resources. The Deparfment has determined that repairs and improvements, as
proposed, would not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resources In the future, if
improvements gre proposed for other fire stations, the Fire Department or the Department of Public Works -
will submit those projects for a separate General Plan Referral and other required approval. ' '

S&N FRANCISCO . ‘ : R 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT : . :
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" GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL | | CASE NO. 2011.0603R -
'ESER Fire Station Improvement Project - : : _

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development.
The proposed project would not affect parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas.

RECOMMENDAﬁON s _ Finding the Project, on balance, in-conformity
" -with the General Plan '

cc: Stephen Shotland, PD

I\ Citywide\ General Plan\General Plan Referrals \2011\2011.0603R Fire Stations Seismtic Safety Improvements_3.doc .
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~ Historic Resource Eval uatlon Response_ >3,
= Om
Environmental Planner: Brett Bollmger ‘ r,\: = ;’; I
: (415) 5759024 - = *‘E
_ . brettbollinger@sfgov.org ’ i "j?.: rEm i
Preservation Planner: - Shelley Caltagirone. s e<®
' (415) 558-6625 | \ Soeg
_ shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org poen =
Project Address: ESER Fire Station Improvéments Proj g& (Vatious Addr_ess_es)
Block/Lot: . Various Blod;s and Lots
Case No.: | 2011.0603E
Dité of Review: " July15, 2011

PARTL HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION
BUILDING(S) AND PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

- The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Project involves repaifé and improvements to 21
fire stations throughout the City and County of San Francisco. Under the current Environmental

Evaluation application, 15 of these fire stations have been evaluated for historical 51gmﬁcance The
properues are:

=

80 Digby Street (Station #26)
135 Sanchez Street (Station #6)
530 Sansome Street (Station #13)
655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10)

720 Moscow Street (Statlon #43)
1000 Ocean Avenue {Station #15)
1290 16 Avenue (Station #22)
1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17)
1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)

. 1340 Powell Street (Station.#2)

. 1814 Stockton Street (Station #28)

. 1935 32~ Avenue (Station #18)

. 2150 California Street (Station #38)

. 2155 18% Avenue (Station #40)

. 2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42)
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Please see the attached DPR forms for a full description of each properfy. The remaining 6 fire stations
will be reviewed under separate Envifonmental Evaluation applications.

E

www.sfplannin-g.orgv
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response : ‘ CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
. July 15, 2011 _ ESER Fire Station Improvement Project.

_ PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY
Categog{. A Properties: . o .

The following properties have been previously ‘evaluatéd and found to be eligible for listing in the
‘California Register of Historic Places. These buildings are considered “Category A” properties (Known -
Historical Resources) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality

_ Act (CEQA) review procedures. ' : | '

= 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) — constructed 1950, listed in Market Octavia Survey (Status Co.de;
3CS) B : R :

Category B Properties:

- The following properties are not included in any historic resource surveys or listed in any local, state or
national registries. These buildings are cbnsidered a “Category B” property (Properties Requiring Further

Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Envirorunental

Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to their age (constructéd prior to 1961) or their listing in

informational surveys. ' o »

= 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10)- constructed 1958 -
-« 720 Moscow Street (Station #43) — constructed 1970, listed in 1976 Architectural Survey
x 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15) — constructed 1957 '
» 1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17) — constructed 1956
= 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)~ constructed 1956 . -
= 1935 32 Avenue (Station #18) - constructed 1951*
= 2150 California Street (Station #38) - constructed 1960 .
w2155 18" Avenue (Station #40) — constructed 1931 (altered 1993)
2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42) - constructed 1977, listed in 1976 Architectural Survey

Category C Properties: . :

The following properties have either been affirmatively determined not to be historical resources, are
properties less than 50 years of age, or are properties for which the City has no information indicating
that the property qualifies as an historical resource.

» 80 Digby Street (Station #26) - constructed 1968

= 530 Sansome Street (Station #13) — constructed 1975
" 1290 16% Avenue (Station #22) — constructed 1962

= 1340 Powell Street (Station #2) — constructed 1994

= 1814 Stockton Street (Station #28) ~ constructed 1967

NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT AND DESCRIPTIO.N

Please refer to the attached individual DPR forms prepared by Page & Turnbull for context statements
~ and descriptions related to each fire station property. ' :

SAN FRANGISCO, _ » 2
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' N CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 ESER Fire Station lmprovement Project

CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION

Step A: Significance
Under CEQA section 21084.1, a properiy quuhﬁes as a historic resource if it is “lzsted in, or determined to be '
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” Propertles that are included in a local register
are also presumed to be historical resource for the purpose of CEQA. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify

" as a historical resource under CEQA. (Please note: The Department’s determination is made based on the
Department’s historical files on the property and neighborhood and additional research provided by the pro]ect
sponsor.)

Individual Szgmﬁcance , :
" Based on information in the PIanmng Department’ s files and promded by the project sponsor, 2 of the 15
fire stations evaluated are hlstoncally significant per one or more of thé California Register criteria as
) ,md1v1dual resources: '

135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) was constructed in 1948 by the firm Spencer & Ambrose for the City and
County of San Francisco. The firehouse appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register under
~ Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a well-preserved example of a Late Modern institutional building.
. The building retains sufficient character—deﬁmng features and mtegnty and embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a Late Modern type, period, and method of construction. This information was
prowded in the attached DPR 523B Form prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck in May 2010. Although the
Kelley & VerPlanck evaluation does not align with thé DPR 523A Form prepared by Page & Turnbull in
_ March 2011 which found that the property was not individually eligible for the Register, the Department
 concurs with the more conservative analysis provided by Kelley & VerPlanck for the Market & Octavia
historic resource survey, which was adopted by the CJty in 2010. '

.. 1935 32nd Avenue (Station #18) was constructed in 1951 by the architect J.S. Gould and engineer John A.

Blume for the City and County of San Francisco. Similar to 135 Sanchez Street in its history and design,
the firehouse also appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3
(DESIgI‘l/CODStl'uCtIOII) as a well-preserved example of a Late Modern institutional bulldmg The building .
retains sufficient character-defining features and integrity and embodies the distinctive characteristics of
a Late Modern type, period, and method of construction. Although Page & Turnbull in March 2011 found
that the property was not individually eligible for the Register, the” Department finds that there is .
sufficient evidence to support the conclusion that the property may be eligible for listing based upon the
Department § previous assessment of the comparable fire house at 135 Sanchez Street.

Contributing Szgmficance :

Based on information in the Planning Department’ s files and prov1ded by the project sponsor, 7 of the 15
, fire stations evaluated are historically significant per one or more of the California Register criteria as
contnbutors to a potential historic dlsmct '

There are 14 remaining ﬁrehouses w1th historic integrity consh'ucted as part of the 1952 F irehouse Bond
Act Accordmg to the attached report prepared by Page & Turnbull i m March 2010 for 676 Howard Street

SAN FRANCISCO  ~ . 3
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ~ CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 _ ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

Ve
'

(Station #1), these 14 firehouses constitute a potential discontiguous thematic historic district that is

significant under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Design/Conshﬁction). The San Francisco 1952

' Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District is notable for the strong collection of International Style

firehouses and as the largest firehouse building campaign undertaken by the City of San Francisco. The

period of significance relates to the construction campaign dates from 1952 to 1961. The district includes 5
fire stations under review in this application: ' o

» 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10).

» 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15)

= 1295 Shafter Street (Station #17) .
= 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)
=« 2150 California Street (Station #38)

Step B: Integrity : : -
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's
period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident. '

135 Sanche-z Street (Station #6) was retrofitted in 2000, but the work did not interfere with the exterior
elevations of the building. The property retains integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association.. :

1935 32°4 Avenue (_Stétion #18) has had it hose towér removed: however, this alteration’ does not
significantly affect its overall integrity. The property retains integrity of location, design, setting,
. materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. '

The San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District retains historic integrity. All of
the properties listed above retain a good degree of integrity, having undergone few major alterations
since originally constructed. 655 Presidio Avenue, 1295 Shafter Street, and 1325 Leavenworth Street have
all had their hose towers removed; however, overall these properties all retain integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. . ’

Since the fire stations located at 80 Digby Street, 530 Sansome Street, 720 Moscow Street, 1290 16

~ Avenue, 1340 Powell Street, 1814 Stockton Street, 2155 18t Avenue, and 2430 San Bruno Avenue were
determined not to meet any of the criteria that would identify them as eligible for the California Register
of Historical Resources, analysis of their integrity was not conducted. ’ »

Step C: Character-defining Features _
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retwins integrity, please list the character- .
defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts fo the resource. These essential

 features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was signz:ﬁcanf, and without which a
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance. '

SAN FRANCISCO . : . . . . : 4
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' . CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
- July 15, 2011 ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

The character-defining features of 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) include the following:

= 2-story height and rectangular massing
* asymmetrical fagade arrangement _
*  brick stair tower with “SFFD” signage and prominent flagpole
*  slim 2-story high piloti o
. = full-height metal-sash windows
" = streamlined red light fixtures -
"= simple concrete cornice

"The character-defmmg features of 1935 32" Avenue (Statlon #18) 1nc1ude the fo]lowmg

‘u - 2-story height and rectangular massing
.. % asymmetrical facade arrangement
* red Roman brick and stucco cladding
*  aluminum awnihg sash ribbon windows
= glass block ornament -
.= outdoor patio
»  simple concréte cornice

The character—deﬁmng features of the San Franasco 1952 Fuehouse Bond Act Thematlc Historic Dlstnct
[655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10), 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15), 1295 Shafter Street (Statlon #17),
1325 Leavenworth Street (Statlon #41), and 2150 California Street (Station #38)] include the following:

‘= reinforced concrete structure

* rectangular massing _

= horizontal bands of aluminum-sash windows

= facadescladin stucco and Roman brick or ceramlc/enameled metal panels
= simple projecting cornices

»  simple, rectangular hose towers

Since the fire stations located at 80 Digby Street, 530 Sansome Street, 790 Moscow Street, 1290 16%
Avenue, 1340 Powell Street, 1814 Stockton Street, 2155 18 Avenue, and 2430 San Bruno Avenue were
determined not to meet any of the criteria that would 1dent1fy them as ehglble for the California Reglster
of I—hstoncal Resources, this analysis was not conducted.

CEQA HISTORIC RESOURCE DETERMINATION

Historical Resource Present

X Individually-eligible Resource: 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) and 1935 32 Avenue
(Station #18) : ' :

[X] Contributor to an éligible‘ Historic District: 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10), 1000 Ocean’
~ Avenue (Station #15), 1295 Shafter Street (Station #17), 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41),
‘and 2150 Callforma Street (Statlon #38)

SAN FRANGISCO ' ' s .5
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- Historié Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 ' : ' ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

_ [X] No Historical Resource Present: 80 Digby Street, 530 Sansome Street, 720 Moscow Street, 1290 16
Avenue, 1340 Powell Street, 1814 Stockton Street, 2155 18% Avenue, and 2430 San Bruno Avenue

PART I: SENIOR P,RE_SERVATIONPLANNER REVIEW : :
Signature:( RV 7425 2T - Date: 7. / / 5'/ 20/

Tina Tam, Senior Preseruatibn Planner

 PART Il PROJECT EVALUATION -

PROPOSED PROJECT [] Demolition Altesation
PER DRAWINGS DATED:  N/A |
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Fire Station Improvement Project can be divided
into three basic scopes of work: -

Focused — Fire stations under this scope are in need of repairs 10 correct severe deficiencies of selected
building components in order to assure station functionality between 8-10 years. This work includes, roof
repairs or replacement; apparatus door repairs; window repairs and/or in-kind replacements; bathroom
and kitchen upgrades; balcony' repairs; wall repairs; interior ADA improvements; improvement to
exterior accessibility such as sidewalk slopes and curb cuts; mechanical electrical, plumbing system
upgrades; HVAC repairs; skylight repairs; and, drives and walkways repairs. The following 12 fire
stations are proposed to undergo Focused rehabilitation (identified historic resources are in bold):

» 80 Digby Street (Station #26)

« 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6)
* 530 Sansome Street (Station #13)

« 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10)

= 10006 Ocean Avenue (Station #15)

= 1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17)

« 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)
» 1814 Stockton Street (Station #28)

» 1935 327 Avenue (Station #18)

= 2150 California Street (Station #38)
= 2155 18® Avenue (Station #40)

= 2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42)

SAN FRANCISCO - ) . . 6
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. Historic Resource Evaluatlon Response ' ' CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 . ) ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

Comprehensive — Fire stations under this scope require remedies to all deficiencies related to emergency
Tesponse, health, and safety and major building systems in order to assure station functionality for 15
years. The work is'similar in scope to the Focused scope of work described above with a higher level of
intervention to ensure more longev1ty for the repairs. The scope also includes adding an elevator where
. feasible. The following fire station is proposed to undergo Comprehenswe rehablhtatlon (no identified
hlstorrc resources) ;

" 1340 Powell Street (Station #2)

Seismic — Fire Stations under. this scope require improvements to seismic performance in order to
conform to current codes. This will involve all comprehenswe renovations described above. The
following 2 fire stations are proposed to undergo Seismic rehabilitation (no identified h1st0nc Tesources):

= 720 Moscow Street (Station #43)
= 1290 16® Avenue (Station #22)

«

PROJECT EVALUATION

- If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part 1], please check whether the proposed project
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or
. avoid 1mpucts :

Subject Property/Historic Resource:
[X] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.
[] The project _mﬂ cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

Califomia Register-eligible Historic District or Context:

X The project will not cause a s1gruf1cant adverse meact to a California Reg15ter—e11g1ble h]storlc
district or context as proposed :

D The project will w1ll cause a 51gmf1cant adverse impact to a California Reglster-ellglble hlstonc district
or context as proposed.

The prop'osed scopes of work will not have a significant impact on the two identified individual historic
resources or on the 5 identified contributors to the potential historic district. The work outlined under the
Comprehensive and Seismic scopes of work does not include work to historic resources. Therefore, thrs
aspect of the project would have no impact to historic resources. ’

- The work outlined under the Focused scopes of work would affect 7 identified historic resources.
However, this work is in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Rehabilitation of
~ historic resources and would, therefore, have no significant adverse impact to the historic resources. An
analysis of the project scopes per the applicable Standards is listed below:

SAN FRANCISCO . . . . 7
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .



{

Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' . -‘ CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 o ‘ " ESER Fire Station Improvement Project -

‘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. . :

The proposed projects will maintain the fire station uses of the properties and will retain their distinctive
materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships through -appropriate repairs and in-kind
replacement. _' ' |

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.

The historic character of the fire stations will be retained and presérved through the careful preservation
and retention of all distjhctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize the property.
No character-defining features or materials are proposed for alteration or removal. -

Standard 3: Each pfoperty 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 frbm other historic properties,
will not be undertaken. - _ ' - - ' o
The projects will not add new exterior features to the fire stations or alter the facades in a way that would
create a false sense of historical devélopment. , '

Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained and
preserved. 7 . , o , .

None of the buildings have changes that have acquired historical significance in their own right. The
buildings were constructed in the Mid—?.O“‘-Centufy period and any later alterations occurred within
recent history without sufficient passage of time to warrant objective historical evaluation. ‘

Standard 5: Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property will be preserved. ' : : ‘ -
Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of ctaftsmanship that
characterize the property will be preserved. As modern buildings, the fire stations have spare
orhamentaﬁon and articulation which will remain in place. The wihdows and doors will be repaired if
possible or replaced in-kind if the degree of deterioration calls for replécement. The flat roofs will be
repaired or replaced as needed but will retain their original flat form. This will preserve the character-
defining rectangular volume of these buildings. :

Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration
_requiires repiucement 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.
The windows will be repaired if possible or replaced in-kind if the degree of deterioration calls for

~ replacement. Similarly, the roofs will be repaired or replaced as needed but will retain their original flat
form. The roofing materials are not character-defining features of these resources. :

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. - " '
- No chemical or physical treatments are proposed for this project.

SAN FRANGISGO S ' : 8
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' ’ CASE NO. 2011.0603EE
July 15, 2011 _ , :  ESER Fire Station Improvement Project

Standard 9: New addztwns exterior alferations, or related new. constructwn 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 mussmg to protect the
integrity of the property and its environment.

" Nonew addlhons or exterior alterations are proposed for this project.

Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new constructzon will be undertaken in such a manner that, if

removed in the future, the essentzul form and integrity af the historic praperty and its environment would be
unimpaired. S o

No new additions or exterior alterations are proposed for this p;oject.

- PARTII: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature:__m » . .Date: 7/ /5 /20 74

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Plinner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
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Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator, Chair

MEMORANDUM N R
©

July 18,2011

To: Supervisor David Chiu, Board President

From: Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator and Capital Planning Committee
Chair Q‘/‘dj O@l ' :

Copy: Members of the Board of Supervisors
- Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Capital Planning Committee -

Regarding: Recomm_endations of the Capital Planning Commiftée on the Neighborhood
Fire Station Improvements included in the June 2010 Earthquake Safety and
Emergency Response Bond Program (ESER)

In accordance.With Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on July 18, 2011, the Capital
Planning Committee (CPC) finalized its recommendations on the following items. The
CPC's recommendations are set forth below as well as a record of the members present.

1. Board File Number 110813:  Resolution making California Environmental _
' ' Quality Act (CEQA) findings for neighborhood fire
station improvements as part of the June 2010

| | 'ESER program. R
Recommendation: " The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote
of80. : ‘
Comments: . The Committee’s action reflects approval of the

process for ptioritizing the fire station improvement
projects included in the bond program and not an
approval of the CEQA findings. )

Committee members or representatives in favor
‘include Amy Brown, City Administrator; Michael
Carlin, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission;
Elaine Forbes, Port of San Francisco; Melissa Howard,

- Mayor’s Budget Office; Nadia Sesay, Office of the
Controller; Fuad Sweiss, Departmenf of Public Works;
Rick Thall, Recreation and Parks Department; and

~ Judson True, Board President’s Office.
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Certificate of Determination - | = 23 imomssost
'EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONM ENTAL REVIEW\ r‘c‘::: = 332:::& a0
S 00 0, ClA032479
CaseNo: ~  2011.0603E i% — %’i‘c :
Prgject Title: ESER Fire Statmn Improvements Project (Vanous Adhé_gSes) :US:??;]; 6378
. Zoning: - . P (Public) ' L \ \ = 4=
Block/Lot: Various. ‘ C 1' o \‘ > -;; ZX‘S 558 6400
Pro]ect Spansor . Frank Filice, Department of Public Works (DPW) per =
:  (415) 5584011 : , . o Planing
Staff Contact: Brett Bollinger — (415) 575-9024 ' : nggggan
‘Brett.Bollinger@sfgov.org -
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

In June 2010, the Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) bond program Was passed by San
Francisco voters. The program authorized repairs.and improvements to twenty-one (21) San Francisco
~ fire ‘stations. Of those twenty-ore- fire stations evaluated, fifteen (15) are the subject of this CEQA
Categorical Exemption determination. Improvements to the remaining six (6) fire stations would be
considered in a separate environmental review submittal. The proposed general work’ scope consists of
upgrades and modernization to the subject fifteen fire station buildings. All improvements to these
' buﬂdmgs are confined to and would not expand the e)asbng footpnnts of the fire station buﬂdmgs

EXEMPT STATUS:

Categorieal Exemption, Class 1 [State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(a)

DETERMINATION

Ido hereby certify that the above determlnahon has been made pu.rsuant to State and Local requxrements

BILL WYCKO : e -
Envuonmental Review Officer

ce: Frank Filice, Project Sponsor
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Exemption from Environmental Review ' ' . CASE NO. 2011.0603E

REMARKS | . | -

The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Project involves repairs and improvements to 21
fire stations throughout the City and County of San Francisco. Under this Environmental Evaluation
‘application, 15 of these fire stations have been evaluated for historical significance. The properties are:

1. 80 Digby Street (Station #26) ' 9. 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)

2. 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) . 10. 1340 Powell Street (Station #2)

3. 530 Sansome Street (Station #13) 11. 1814 Stockton Street (Station #28)

4. 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10) 12. 1935 320 Avenue (Station #18)

5. 720 Moscow Street (Station #43) 13. 2150 California Street (Station #38)

6. 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15) o 14. 7155 18% Avenue (Station #40)

7. 1290 16% Avenue (Station #22) - - 15. 2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42)
- 8. :

1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17)

- Category A Properties: : . : _
The following properties have been previously evaluated and found to be eligible for listing in the
_California Register of Historic Places. These buildings are considered “Category A” properties (Known
Historical Resources) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) review procedures. L , _ :
= 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) - constructed 1950, listed in Market Octavia Survey (Status Code
' 3CS) . '
Category B Propertieé: ' - : :
The following properties are not included in‘any historic resource surveys or listed in any local, state or
' national registries. These buildings are considered a “Category B” property (Properties Requiring Further
Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures due to their age (constructed prior to 1961) or their listing in
informational surveys. . ' '
s 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10)- constructed 1958 :
« 720 Moscow Street (Station #43) — constructed 1970, listed in 1976 Axchitectural Survey
« - 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15) — constructed 1957 : '
» 1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17) — constructed 1956
= 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)}- constructed 1956
1935 327 Avenue (Station #18) - constructed 1951
& 2150 California Street (Station #38) — constructed 1960
= 2155 18*® Avenue (Station #40) - constructed 1931 (altered 1993) - '
« 2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42) — constructed 1977, listed in 1976 Architectural Survey

Category C Properties: : : .
The following properties have either been affirmatively determined not to be historical resources, are

properties less than 50 years of age, or are properties for which the City has no information indicating
' that the property qualifies as an historical resource. - '

= 80 Digby Street (Station #26) - constructed 1968

» 530 Sansome Street (Station #13) — constructed 1975

» 1290 16" Avenue (Station #22) — constructed 1962

= 1340 Powell Street (Station #2) - constructed 1994
w1814 Stockton Street (Station #28) — constructed 1967

SAN FRANCISCO o ' ' 2
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Exemption from Environmental Review . CASE NO. 2011.0603E

'CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCE(S) EVALUATION

As described i m the Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER)! Memorandum (attached), State of
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms were prepared for .each individual fire
station within a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) submitted by Page & Turnbull? and relied upon by
the Department’s Preservation Staff to make its determinations regarding the proposed project.

Significance

Individual Significance

Based on information in the Planning Department’s fﬂes and provided by the project sponsor, two (2) of
the 15 fire stations evaluated are historically significant per one or more of the California Reglster criteria
as md1v1dua1 resources: -

135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) was constructed in 1948 by the firm Spencer & Ambtose for the City and
County of San Francisco. The firehouse appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register under
Criterion 3 (Design/Construction) as a well-preserved example of a Late Moderne institutional building.
The building retains sufficient character-defining features and integrity and embodies the distinctive
characteristics of the Late. Moderne' type, period, and method of construction. This information was -
provided in the attached DPR 523B Form prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck in May 2010. Altho'ugh the
- Kelley & VerPlanck evaluation does not align with the DPR 523A Form prepared by Page & Turnbull in
March 2011 which found that the property was not individually eligible for the Register, the Department
concurs with the more conservative analysis. provided by Kelley & VerPlanck for the Market & Octavia
hlstonc resource survey, which was adopted by the Clty in 2010. ‘

1935 327 Avenue (Station #18) was constructed in 1951 by the architect J.S. Gould and engineer John' A.
Blume for the City and County of San Francisco. Similar to 135 Sanchez Street in its history and design,
the firehouse also appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3
(Design/Constriction) as a well-preserved example of a Late Modeme institutional building. The
building retains sufficient character-defining features and integrity and embodies the distinctive
characteristics of the Late Moderne type, period, and method of construction. Although Page & Turnbull -
in March 2011 found that the property was not individually eligible for the Register, the Department
finds that there is sufficient evidence to support the conclusiori that the propetty may be eligible for

~ - listing based upon the Department’s previous assessment of the comparable fire house at 135 Sanchez

Street

Contributing Significance’ '

Based on information in the Planmng Department’ s files and prov1ded by the pro]ect sponsor, seven (7) of
the 15 fire stations evaluated are historically significant per one or more of the Cahforma Reglster criteria .
as contributors to a potential historic district:

There are 14 remei.ning firehouses with historic integrity constructed as part of the 1952 Firehouse Bond
Act. According to the attached report prepared by Page & Tumbull in March 2010 for 676 Howard Street

1 Memorandum from Shelley Caltagirone, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Environmental Planning, July 15, 2011.
2 Page & Tumnbull, San Francisco Fire Station Historic Resource Study (DPR 523 A and B Forms), April 8, 2011. A copy of this report
) is on file with the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street Suite 400 and is available for pubhc review as part of the
project file 2011.00603E.

SAN FHANCISCU B ) . 3
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" Exemption from Environmental Review - ' : . CASE NO. 2011.0603E

'. (Station #1), these 14 firehouses constitute a potential discontiguous thematic historic district that is -
significant under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Design/Construction). The potential San Francisco

1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District is notable for the strong collection of International = -

Style firehouses and as the largest firehouse building campaign'undertakén by the City of San Francisco.
The period of significance relates to the construction campaign dates from 1952 to 1961. The district
includes 5 fire stations under review in this application: ' :

= 655 Presidio Avenue (Station £10) v .

= 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15) _ , ’ -

= 1295 Shafter Street (Station #17) o -

« 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)

- w2150 California Street (Station #38)

Intf,*gﬁty : : . :
135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) was retrofitted in 2000, but the work did not affect the exterior elevations -
of the building. The property retains integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association. : o ' : ' o

1935 327 Avenue (Station #18) has,had it hose tower removed; hoWéVér, this alteration does not
substantially affect its overall integrity. The property retains integrity of location, design, setting, -
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. . : : / o

The San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematic Historic District retains historic integrity.-All of
the properties listed above retain a good degree of integrity, having undergone few ‘major alterations
since originally constructed. 655 Presidio Avenue, 1295 Shafter Street, and 1325 Leavenworth Street have

all had their hose towers removed; however, all of these properties retain integrity of location, design, .
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. . ' : '

Since the fire stations located at 80 Digby Street, 530 Sansome Street, 720 Moscow Street, 1290 16%

Avenue, 1340 Powell Street, 1814 Stockton Street, 2155 18% Avenue, and 7430 San Bruno Avenue were

determined not to meet any of the criteria that would identify them as eligible for the California Register
_ of Historical Resources, analysis of their integrity was not conducted. :

Character-defining Features - :
The character-defining features of 135 Sanchez Street (Station #6) include the following:

= 2-story height and rectangular massing R

=  asymmetrical facade arrangement ' _ ‘

= brick stair tower with “SFFD” signage and prominent flagpole

= slim 2-story high piloti o

= full-height metal-sash windows

‘= streamlined red light fixtures
= simple concrete cornice

The character-defining features of 1935 32°¢ Avenue (Station #18) include the following:
»  2-story height and rectangular massing ’ : :
" asymmetrical facade arrangement
« red Roman brick and stucco cladding
»  aluminum awning sash ribbon windows
= glassblock ornament . .-
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= outdoor patio -
* . simple concrete cornice

The character-defining features of the potentral San Francisco 1952 Firehouse Bond Act Thematrc
Historic District include the fo]lowmg :

» reinforced concrete structure -

* rectangular massing

* horizontal bands of aluminum-sash windows

» -facades clad in stucco and Roman brick or cerarruc/enameled nmetal panels

" sunple projecting cornices

= simple, rectangular hose towers

“Since the fire stations located at 80 Digby Street, 530 Sansome Street, 790 Moscow Street, 1290 16%

' Avenue, 1340 Powell Street, 1814 Stockton Street, 2155 18‘*; Avenue, and 2430 San Bruno Avenue were
“determined not to meet any of the criteria that would 1dentlfy them as eligible for the California Register
of Historical Resources, this analysrs was not conducted

Work Scope Description:
The Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) Fire Station Improvement Pro]ect’can be divided
into three basic scopes of work:

 Focused ~ Fire stations under this scope are in need of repairs to correct severe deficiencies of selected
building components in order to assure station functionality for the next eight (8) to ten (10) years. This
work includes, roof repairs or replacement; apparatus door repairs; window repairs and/or in-kind

replacements; bathroom and kitchen upgrades; balcony repairs; wall repairs; interior ADA

improvements; improvement to exterior accessibility such as sidewalk slopes and curb cuts; mechanical,
electrical, plumbing system, or focused upgrades; HVAC repairs;, skylight repairs; and, drives and
walkways repairs. The following 12 fire stations are proposed to undergo ‘Focused rehabilitation
(identified historic resources are in bold):

* 80 Digby Street (Station #26)

®» 135 Sanchez Sireet (Station #6)

* 530 Sansome Street (Station #13)

* 655 Presidio Avenue (Station #10)

* 1000 Ocean Avenue (Station #15)

= 1295 Shafter Avenue (Station #17)

= 1325 Leavenworth Street (Station #41)
" = 1814 Stockton Street (Station #28) .

= 1935 32*4 Avenue (Station #18)

= 2150 California Street (Station #38)

» 2155 18% Avenue (Station #40)

* 2430 San Bruno Avenue (Station #42) -

Comprehensive — Fire stations under this scope require remedies to all deficiencies related to emergency
response, .health, and safety and major building systems in order to assure station functionality for 15
years. The work is similar in scope to the Focused scope of work described above, but with a higher level
of intervention to ensure more longevity for the repairs. The Comprehensive scope also includes adding
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an elevator where feasible. The following fire station is proposed to underge Comprehensive
rehabilitation (no identified historic resources): ' -

» 1340 Powell Street (Station #2)

Seismic — Fire Stations under this scope require improvements to seismic performance in order to
conform to current codes. This would involve all comprehensive renovations described above. The
following two (2) fire stations are proposed to undergo Seismic rehabilitation (no identified historic
resources): ' ' ' :

= 720 Moscow Street (Station #43)
= 1290 16% Avenue (Station-#22)

The proposed scopes of work would not have a significant impact on the two identified individual
historic resources or on the five (5) identified contributors to the potential historic district. The work
outlined under the Comprehensive and Seismic work scopes does not include buildings that are
considered to be historic resources [1340 Powell Street (Station #2), 1290 16* Avenue (Station #22), 720

Moscow Street- (Station #43)}. Therefore, this scope of work would not result in an adverse impact to a

historic resource.

The work outlined under the Focused scopes of work would affect seven (7) identified historic resources.
However, this work would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the
Rehabilitation of Historic Resources and would, therefore, have no significant adverse impact to historic
resources. An analysis of the project scopes per the applicable Standards is listed below:

' 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. 7
The proposed projects will maintain the fire station uses of the properties and will retain their
distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships through appropriate repairs and in-

kind replacement. -

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.

. The histori¢ character of the fire stations will be retained and preserved through the careful

preservation’ and retention of all distinctive features, spaces, and spatial relationships that

characterize the property. No character-defining features or materials are proposed for alteration or-

removal,

Standard 3: Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a
fulse sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements from other historic properties,
will not be undertaken. ’ ' ' ‘ ' o
The projects will not add new exterior features to the fire stations or alter the facade_;s' in a way that
would create a false sense of historical development. :

Standard 4: Changes to a property that have acquired histoﬁé signijicanée in their own right will be retained and
presérved. ' '
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~ None of the Bujldings have changes that have acquired historical significance in their own right. The
buildings were constructed in the Mid-20%-Century period and any later alterations occurred within
recent history Without sufficient passage of time to warrant objective historical evaluation.

Standard 5: Dzstmctzve muteruzls features ﬁmskes, and construction technzques or examples of craﬁsmunsth that
-~ characterize a property will be preserved.

Distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanshlp that
' characterize the property will be preserved. As modern buildings, the fire stations have spare
ornamentation and articulation whichwill remain in place. The windows and doors will be repaired
if possible or replaced in-kind if the degree of detetioration calls for replacement. The flat roofs will
be repaired or replaced as needed but will retain their ongmal flat form. This will preserve the

‘ character-deﬁmng rectangula: volume of these buildings.

Standard 6: Deteriorated histaric features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration

requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will maich the old in design, color, texture, and, where

. possible, materials. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by documentary and physical evidence.

" The existing windows will be repaired if possible or replaced in-kind if the degree of deterioration
calls for replacement. Similarly, the roofs will be repaired or replaced as needed but will retain their
original flat form. The roofing materials are not character-defining features of these resources.

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

. No chemical or physical-treatmerits are proposed for this project.

Standard 9: New addltlorzs, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy hlstorzc 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. - :

No new additions or exterior alterafions are proposed for this project.

Standard 10: New additions and ad]acent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that, if
removed in the future, the essentml form and integrity of the historic properiy and its environment would be
unimpaired.

No new additions or exterior alterations are proposed for this project.

Conclusions - :

CEQA State Guidelines Sechon 15301(a), or Class 1, provides an exempuon from environmental review
for interior and exterior alterations to an existing structure. The proposed project work’ scope identified
above would meet these cntena

CEQA State Guidelines Sectlon 153002 states that a categoncal exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity would have a 51gmﬁcant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. As descnbed above, the proposed project would not have a
significant effect on a historic resource. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current

i
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proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The project
would be exempt under each of the above-cited classification. . '

For all of the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.
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